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PER CURIAM

Parents appeal permanency judgments changing
the permanency plans for their three children from reunifi-
cation to adoption. They assign error to the juvenile court’s
determination that the children’s permanency plans should
be changed away from reunification, contending that the
court erred in concluding that the children could not be
returned to parents’ care within a reasonable period of time.
In addition, with respect to their youngest child only, they
contend that the juvenile court erred in determining that
his permanency plan should be adoption and not guardian-
ship. On the first point, having reviewed the record, we con-
clude that the court did not err in determining that the per-
manency plans should be changed away from reunification.
On the second point, the juvenile court now has changed the
permanency plan for parents’ youngest child to guardian-
ship, so that issue has become moot and we do not reach it
for that reason.

Affirmed.



