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Appeal from an order of the Fam |y Court, Erie County (Sharon M
Lovallo, J.), entered Novenber 17, 2014 in a proceeding pursuant to
Soci al Services Law 8 384-b. The order, anong other things,
term nated the parental rights of respondent nother to the subject
child on the ground of permanent neglect and freed the child for
adopti on.

It is hereby ORDERED t hat the order so appealed fromis
unani nously affirmed w thout costs.

Menmorandum I n this proceeding pursuant to Social Services Law
8§ 384-b, respondent nother appeals froman order that, anong ot her
things, termnated her parental rights to the subject child on the
ground of permanent neglect and freed the child for adoption. The
child was initially renmoved fromthe nother’s custody after it was
di scovered that the child had been sexually abused by the nother’s
boyfriend. Thereafter, the nother admtted that the child had
di scl osed the abuse to her and that she had failed to take action to
protect the child. Famly Court found that the nother had negl ected
the child, and the nother agreed to a service plan with petitioner.
Petitioner subsequently conmmenced this proceeding.

Contrary to the contention of the nother, we concl ude that
petitioner established by clear and convincing evidence that it nade
diligent efforts to encourage and strengthen the relati onshi p between
the nother and the child (see Social Services Law 8 384-b [7] [a];
Matter of Jerikkoh W [Rebecca W], 134 AD3d 1550, 1550, |v denied 27
NY3d 903). The evidence at the fact-finding hearing established that
petitioner, anmong other things, facilitated visitation between the
not her and child, arranged for parenting classes and nonitored the
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not her’ s progress therein, conducted service plan reviews, and
referred the nother to nental health services (see Matter of Joshua
T.N [Torme M], 140 AD3d 1763, 1763, |v denied 28 NY3d 904; Jeri kkoh
W, 134 AD3d at 1550-1551; Matter of Burke H [Richard H], 134 AD3d
1499, 1500).

Contrary to the nother’s further contention, petitioner
establ i shed that, despite those efforts, the nother failed to plan
substantially and continuously for the future of the child, although
able to do so (see Social Services Law 8 384-b [7] [a]). *“ ‘[T]o plan
for the future of the child . . . nean[s] to take such steps as nay
be necessary to provide an adequate, stable honme and parental care for
the child” (8 384-b [7] [c]). Here, although the nother participated
in sone of the services offered by petitioner, the record establishes,
anong ot her things, that she failed to conply wth the requirenent
that she consistently attend nmental health counseling as recomended
by petitioner (see Jerikkoh W, 134 AD3d at 1551; Burke H., 134 AD3d
at 1501; Matter of N cholas B. [Eleanor J.], 83 AD3d 1596, 1597, Iv
denied 17 NY3d 705). The court thus properly concluded that the
not her refused to engage neaningfully in the treatnment necessary to
address her failure to place the child s needs before her own, which
repeatedly jeopardi zed the child s safety. Considering the totality
of the evidence presented at the fact-finding hearing, we conclude
that petitioner denonstrated by clear and convincing evidence that the
not her “did not successfully address or gain insight into the problem
that led to the renoval of the child and continued to prevent the
child s safe return” (Matter of G ovanni K, 62 AD3d 1242, 1243, |v
denied 12 NY3d 715; see Jerikkoh W, 134 AD3d at 1551; Burke H., 134
AD3d at 1501).

Contrary to the nother’s further contention, the record supports
the court’s determ nation that term nation of her parental rights is
in the best interests of the child, and that a suspended judgnent was
not warranted under the circunstances inasnuch as any progress made by
the nother prior to the dispositional determi nation was insufficient
to warrant any further prolongation of the child s unsettled famlia
status (see Burke H., 134 AD3d at 1502).
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