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MEMORANDUM.

Respondents appeal as of right from the order terminating their parental rights to the
minor children pursuant to MCL 712A.19b(3)(b)(ii), (c)(i), (g), and (j). We affirm. This appeal
is being decided without oral argument under MCR 7.214(E).

The trial court did not clearly err in determining that at least one statutory ground for
termination had been established by clear and convincing evidence. MCR 3.977(J); In re Sours,
459 Mich 624, 633; 593 NW2d 520 (1999); In re Trejo, 462 Mich 341, 355; 612 Nw2d 407
(2000). The conditions that led to adjudication included the unsanitary condition of respondents
home, their lack of proper supervision of their children that resulted in an injury to then twenty-
two-month-old Jason, and respondents mental health issues and unemployment. Respondents
did make progress with regard to the condition of their home. However, at the time of trial, there
were still some safety and sanitary issues. Thus, the trial court did not clearly err in finding that
the issue of providing a safe and habitable environment continued to exist. Given the amount of
time respondents were given to address the condition of their home, and their failure to fully
address this issue in that time period, the trial court did not clearly err in finding that this
condition would not be rectified within a reasonable time. Further, although respondents were
required to attend individual therapy and have their medication managed, they did not attend
therapy and were not consistently taking their medication. Respondent-mother had a legal
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source of income, receiving SSI and having a paper route, but her income was not sufficient to
support the family and respondent-father worked only sporadically. Therefore, thetrial court did
not err in finding that statutory grounds for termination had been established by clear and
convincing evidence.

The trial court also did not clearly err in making its best interests determination. MCL
712A.19b(5); Inre Trejo, supra at 354. At thetime of trial, respondents could not provide a safe
and sanitary home for these children and had not fully addressed their emotiona issues.
Respondents obviously loved their children. But the children needed more than love. They
needed a safe and stable environment and parents who were fully addressing their emotional
issues. Thus, the trial court did not err in determining that termination of respondents parental
rights was not only not against their best interests, but in their best interests.

Affirmed.
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