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PER CURIAM.

Respondent appeals as of right from the trial court order terminating his parental rights to
the minor children pursuant to respondent’ s voluntary release of his parental rights. We affirm.

Respondent first argues that the trial court erred in denying his motion for rehearing in
which he argued that his release of his parental rights should be set aside on the ground that it
was not voluntarily made, but was made under duress. This Court reviews a trial court’s
decision on a motion for rehearing to set aside a release of parental rights for an abuse of
discretion. Inre Curran, 196 Mich App 380, 385; 493 NW2d 454 (1992); Inre Toler, 193 Mich
App 474, 478; 484 NW2d 672 (1992). After reviewing the transcript of the hearing a which
respondent released his parental rights, we find no error in the trial court’s conclusion that the
release was made voluntarily. There is no evidence in the record to support respondent’s
contention that he was pressured into releasing his parental rights by the judge presiding over the
criminal trial in which he wasinvolved at the time of the release.

Respondent next argues that the trial court erred in terminating his parental rights because
the release did not comply with the requirements of the Adoption Code, specifically, MCL
710.29. However, respondent did not raise this issue before the trial court. Therefore, thisissue
is not preserved for appellate review. Inre Murray Estate, 191 Mich App 347, 350; 477 NW2d
510 (1991). Nevertheless, we conclude that respondent’ s release was proper under the Juvenile
Code and was not required to comply with the Adoption Code. Inre Toler, supra.

We decline to address the remaining issues respondent raised in his motion for rehearing
on the ground that they are moot in light of our conclusion that respondent’s release of his
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parental rights was voluntarily made and was proper under the Juvenile Code. City of Jackson v
Thompson-McCully Co, LLC, 239 Mich App 482, 493; 608 NW2d 531 (2000).

Finally, respondent argues that the trial court erred in denying, in part, his motion for
reconsideration. This Court reviews atrial court’s decision on a motion for reconsideration for
an abuse of discretion. Churchman v Rickerson, 240 Mich App 223, 233; 611 NW2d 333
(2000). To succeed on a motion for reconsideration, the moving party must demonstrate
palpable error by which the court and the parties have been misled and show that a different
disposition of the motion must result from correction of the error. MCR 2.119(F)(3);
Churchman, supra. Respondent’s motion for reconsideration did not do so. Therefore, the tria
court did not abuse its discretion in denying, in part, respondent’ s motion for reconsideration.

Affirmed.
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