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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent Ellis appeds by delayed leave granted and respondent Boyd appeals as of right
from the family court order terminding their parentd rights to the minor children under MCL
712A.190(3)(a)(ii), (b)(i), (b)(ii), (c)(i), (9) and (j); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(a)(ii), (b)(i), (b)(ii),
©(@), (9) ad (j). We afirm. This case is being decided without ord argument pursuant to MCR
7.214(E).

Contrary to respondent Ellis argument, MCL 712A.19b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5) does
not unconditutionaly shift the burden of proof from the government to the parent to show that
termination of parentd rightsis clearly not in achild' s best interests. In re Hamlet, 225 Mich App 505,
521-523; 571 NwW2d 750 (1997). Respondent Ellis does not argue that the statutory grounds for
terminating his parentd rights were not established by a clear and convincing evidence. The falure to
brief the merits of an alegation of error is deemed an abandonment of anissue. InreJS& SM, 231
Mich App 92, 98; 585 NW2d 326 (1998). Therefore, the Court may assume that the family court did
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not clearly err in finding clear and convincing evidence to support the statutory grounds for terminating
respondent Ellis parentd rights. 1d., at 98-99.

Respondent Boyd argues that petitioner falled to present sufficient evidence to terminate her
parenta rights. We disagree. With the exception of 88 190b(3)(a)(ii) and (b)(i)," the family court did not
clearly e in finding that the statutory grounds for termination were established by clear and convincing
evidence. MCR 5.974(1); In re Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989). Further,
respondent Boyd failed to show that termination of her parentd rights was clearly not in the children’s
best interests. MCL 712A.190b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); In re Hall-Smith, 222 Mich App
470, 472-473; 564 NW2d 156 (1997). Thus, the family court did not err in terminating respondent
Boyd's parenta rights to the children. Id.

Affirmed.
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