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PER CURIAM.

Respondent appedls as of right from a family court order terminating her parental rights to the
minor children under MCL  712A.19(3)(b)(i), (b)(ii), (©)@(), (@ ad (); MSA
27.3178(598.190)(3)(b)(i), (ii), (c)(i), (g) and (j). We affirm.

On gppedl, respondent argues that the trid court erred in finding that the statutory grounds for
termination were established by clear and convincing evidence, but only chalenges the court’s findings
with respect to 88 19b(3)(b)(i), (ii) and (j) only. Because only one statutory ground is required in order
to terminate parentd rights, In re Mcintyre, 192 Mich App 47, 50; 480 Nw2d 293 (1991), and
because respondent does not chdlenge the court’s findings with respect to 88 19b(3)(c)(i) and (g),
respondent is not entitled to appellate relief with regard to the question whether a statutory ground for
termination was established. See In re JS & SV, 231 Mich App 92, 98; 585 NW2d 326 (1998);
Roberts & Son Contracting, Inc v North Oakland Development Corp, 163 Mich App 109, 113;
413 NW2d 744 (1987). In any event, we are satisfied that, at a minimum, the court did not clearly err
in finding that 88 19b(3)(b)(i) and (j) were both established by clear and convincing evidence. MCR
5.974(1); Inre Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989).



Further, the evidence did not establish that termination of respondent's parental rights was
clearly not in the children's best interests. MCL 712A.190b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); Inre
Trejo, _ Mich __ ;  Nw2d _ (Docket No. 112528, decided 7/5/2000), dip op at 14, 17.
Thus, the trid court did not err in terminating respondent's parenta rights to the children. 1d., dip op at
17.

Although respondent claims that the court was not authorized under § 19b(5) to delay making a
final decison on the termination petition pending further counsdling services, viewed as awhole, we find
nothing in the language of § 19b that prohibited the court, within its discretion, from delaying its decison
pending further testimony after additiona family counsdling was provided.

Finaly, respondent has not established that her hearing impairment was not properly
accommodated in the services that petitioner provided. Inre Terry, 240 Mich App 14, 25-26; 610
NW2d 563 (2000). There is ample evidence that numerous services were provided to respondent and
nothing in the record indicates that respondent was not able to take advantage of these services due to
her hearing disability.

Affirmed.
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