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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent-appelant (hereinafter "respondent™) gppeds by delayed leave granted from afamily
court order terminating his parenta rights to the minor children under MCL 712A.19b(3)(b)(i), (h), (j)
and (K)(ii); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(b)(i), (h), (j) and (K)(ii). We affirm.

While we agree with respondent that the family court could not properly terminate his parentd
rights under 88 19b(3)(b)(i) or (k)(ii) solely on the bads of sexud abuse of children other than his own,
In re Powers, 208 Mich App 582, 591-593; 528 NW2d 799 (1995), the family court also found that
respondent had sexudly abused one of his own daughters, and that finding is not clearly erroneous.
Accordingly, the family court did not err in terminating respondent’ s parentd rights to the children under
88 19b(3)(b)(i) and (K)(ii). MCR 5.974(1); Inre Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989).
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Furthermore, the court could properly consider respondent's sexua abuse of other children in support
of its determination that there was a reasonable likelihood that respondent’s own children would be
sexudly abused or harmed if returned to respondent's care, thereby judtifying termination under
§ 19b(3)(j). InrePowers, supra.

Further, in light of respondent's recent minimum sevenyear prison sentence, the court did not
clearly er in finding that termination was aso gppropriate under 8 19b(3)(h). The evidence failed to
show that there was a suitable relative who could care for the children while respondent served his
prison term. Moreover, the evidence sufficiently established that respondent could not provide a normal
home for his children upon his rease from prison. Therefore, there was clear and convincing evidence
to establish this satutory ground. Inre SD, 236 Mich App 240, 247; 599 NW2d 772 (1999).

Findly, the evidence did not establish that termination of respondent's parental rights was clearly
not in the children's best interests. MCL 712A.19b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); Inre Trejo,
Mich _ ; 612 NW2d 407 (Docket No. 112528, issued 7/5/00), dip op a 14, 17. Thus, the trid
court did not err in terminating respondent's parentd rightsto the children. 1d., dip op at 17.

Affirmed.
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