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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent-appd lant gppeds by delayed leave granted the family court order terminating his
paentd rights to the minor children under MCL 712A.19(3)(c)(i)) and (g); MSA
27.3178(598.19b)(3)(c)(i) and (g).! We afirm,

The family court did not clearly err in finding that the satutory grounds for termination were
established by clear and convincing evidence. MCR 5.974(1); In re Sours, 459 Mich 624, 633; 593
NW2d 520 (1999); Inre Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989). Respondent-appellant
does not specificaly argue, nor does the record indicate, that termination of his parentd rights was
clearly not in the children’s best interests. MCL 712A.19b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5). Thus, we
find no clear eror in the family court's decison to terminate respondent-gppellant’s parenta rights to

* Circuit judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.
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the children. In re Hall-Smith, 222 Mich App 470, 472-473; 564 NW2d 156 (1997); seedsoInre
JS& SM, 231 Mich App 92, 98; 585 NW2d 326 (1998).

We decline to address respondent-appdlant's clam involving the family court's decison & the
permanency planning hearing because it does not involve ajurisdictiona impediment to the family court's
authority to entertain the termination petition and our affirmation of the court’s decison to terminate
rendersthis issue moot. See Contesti v Attorney General, 164 Mich App 271, 278; 416 Nw2d 410
(2987), Inre Kirkwood, 187 Mich App 542, 546; 468 NW2d 280 (1991).

Affirmed.

/9 Roman S. Gribbs
/9 Martin M. Doctoroff
/9 ThomasL. Ludington

1 Contrary to respondent-appellant's argument on apped, the record indicates that the family court did
not terminate his parenta rights under 88 19b(3)(b)(ii) or (j), but instead relied solely on §8 19b(3)(c)(i)
and (g).



