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STREIT, P.J.

MaryF appeals the termination of her parental rights. She claims the
State faile& t; provide her reasonable reunification services and the termination
was not in her child’s best interests. We affirm.

I. Background Facts & Proceedings.

Mary F. and Michael P. are the biological parents of James P., bomn
December 23, 1996. In January 1999 a police officer found James and his
homeless matemal grandmother at a motel wandering from room to room.
James was hospitalized for dehydration. Following this incident, the department
of human services discovered Mary had a substance abuse problem and no
stable home environment. James was adjudicated a child in need of assistance
in March 1999. Mary's and Michael’'s parental rights were both terminated in
June 2000. Mary appeals from the juvenile court’s order.

ll. Standard of Review.

We review termination proceedings de novo. /n re S.N., 500 N.W.2d 32,
34 (lowa 1993). The State must prove the grounds for termination by clear and
convincing eviq'ence. Inre EK., 568 N.W.2d 829, 831 (lowa App. 1997). Our
primary concem is the best interests of the child. /n re A.B., 554 N.W.2d 291,
293 (lowa App. 1996).

Ill. The Merits.

Mary claims there was not clear and convincing evidence to support the
termination of her parental rights because the State failed to provide her
reunification services. Mary's rights were terminated pursuant to sections

232.116(1)(g) and (k) of the lowa Code. Because both of these sections require



a showing James cannot be safely retumed to Mary’s care,' they also both
require a showing the State provided Mary reasonable reunification services.
See In re GB 611 N.W.2d 489, 493 (lowa 2000) (“The State must show
_reasonable efforts as a part of its ultimate proof the child cannot be safely
rétumed to the care of a parent.”). Mary was obligated to request such services
before her termination hearing. See id. at 493-94.

Mary requested parenting classes on one occasion. The State apparently
did little to satisfy this particular request. The State did, however, provide Mary
with opportunities for outpatient and inpatient substance abuse treatment.
Because one of the State’s primary expectations was for Mary to maintain a
drug-free lifestyle, it was reasonable for the State to offer Mary services
addressing her substance abuse problem rather than services addressing her
parenting skills. The services the State provided Mary were reasonable under
the circumstances.

Mary also claims the termination was not in James's best interests given
his relationships with her and his older brother. James is a four-year-old who, at
the time of the termination hearing, had been out of Mary’s care for about sixteen

months. During this sixteen-month period, Mary was arrested and convicted for

' The final element of section 232.116(1)(g) requires the court to find “[t]here is clear and
convincing evidence that the child cannot be returned to the custody of the child's
parents as provided in section 232.102 at the present time.” lowa Code §
232.116(1)(g)(4) (1999). The final element of section 232.116(1)(k) requires the court to
find “[t]here is clear and convincing evidence that the parent's prognosis indicates that
the child will not be able to be returned to the custody of the parent within a reasonable
period of time considering the child's age and need for a permanent home.” lowa Code
§ 232.116(1 k)X 3).
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drunk driving, arrested and convicted for third-degree theft, and continually failed
to complet%?vailable substance abuse treatment programs. Although Mary
finally combl?lo;_ted a treatment program in February 2000, she was still using
‘man'juana as recently as May 2000. James cannot wait any longer for Mary to
édequately attend to her on-going substance abuse problem and other parental
deficiencies. See E.K., 568 N.W.2d at 831 (“We must reasonably limit the time
for parents to be in a position to assume care of their children because patience
with parents can soon translate into intolerable hardship for the children.”); In re
J.P., 499 N.W.2d 334, 339 (lowa App. 1993) (“A child should not be forced to
endlessly suffer the parentless limbo of foster care.”). His best interests require
Mary's parental rights be terminated.

This conclusion is not undermined by the fact James has an older brother.
The two boys had also been separated for at least sixteen months at the time of
the termination hearing. “[S]iblings should not be separated without good and
compelling reasons.” In re J.W.D., 456 N.W.2d 214, 219 (lowa 1990) (emphasis
added). There is no evidence of a strong attachment between James and his
brother.? See Id We affirm the juvenile court.

AFFIRMED.

2 Until one week before the termination hearing, James's older brother was in the
custody of the boys’ father and had been so for approximately two years. Mary
apparently never requested that her oider son be included in her visits with James. -



