
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

  
 

  
 
  

  
  

 
  
 

 
 

 
 
  
 
 

  
 
  
 
  

  
  

 
  
 

 
 

 
 
  
 

S T A T E  O F  M I C H I G A N 
  

C O U R T  O F  A P P E A L S 
  

In the Matter of SHANNE L. FILMORE, LUCRETIA 

FILMORE, BABY GIRL FILMORE, JONATHON 

S. EARLE and ENOUGH EARLE, Minors. 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 

Petitioner-Appellee, 

UNPUBLISHED 
August 26, 1997 

v 

JEANETTE FILMORE, 

No. 192367 
Wayne Juvenile Court 
LC No. 87-260969 

Respondent-Appellant, 

and 

LOUIS JONES and JOHN EARLE, 

Respondents. 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 

Petitioner-Appellee, 

v 

JOHN EARLE, 

No. 192519 
Wayne Juvenile Court 
LC No. 87-260969 

Respondent-Appellant, 

and 

LOUIS JONES, 

Respondent. 
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 

Petitioner-Appellee, 
v 

LOUIS JONES, 

No. 192781 
Wayne Juvenile Court 
LC No. 87-260969 

and 
Respondent-Appellant, 

JEANETTE FILMORE and JOHN EARLE, 

Respondents. 

Before: Sawyer, P.J., and Bandstra and E. A. Quinnell*, JJ. 

MEMORANDUM. 

Respondents appeal as of right from the juvenile court order terminating their parental rights to 
the minor children. Respondent Filmore’s parental rights to all the minor children were terminated 
pursuant to MCL 712A.19b(3)(c)(i), (g) and (j); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(c)(i), (g) and (j). 
Respondent Earle’s parental rights to Lucretia Filmore, Baby Girl Filmore, Jonathon Earle and Enough 
Earle were terminated pursuant to the above subsections, as well as MCL 712A.19b(3)(a)(ii); MSA 
27.3178(598.19b)(3)(a)(ii). Respondent Jones’ parental rights to Shanne Filmore were terminated 
pursuant to MCL 712A.19b(3)(c)(i) and (g); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(c)(i) and (g). Respondents’ 
appeals have been consolidated for our review. We affirm. 

The juvenile court did not clearly err in finding that at least one of the statutory grounds for 
termination of each respondents’ parental rights was supported by clear and convincing evidence. 
MCR 5.974(I); In re Conley, 216 Mich App 41, 42; 549 NW2d 353 (1996). Further, respondents 
did not establish that termination of their parental rights was clearly not in the children’s best interest. 
MCL 712A.19b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); In re Hall-Smith, 222 Mich App 470, 472-473; 
___ NW2d ___ (1997). The juvenile court’s decision to terminate respondents’ parental rights was not 
clearly erroneous. Id. 

Respondent Earle’s argument that he was denied his due process rights is without merit. The 
allegations upon which he bases this argument are contrary to the evidence.  

Affirmed. 

* Circuit judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assignment. 
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/s/ David H. Sawyer 
/s/ Richard A. Bandstra 
/s/ Edward A. Quinnell 
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* Circuit judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assignment. 
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