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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent-appellant appeals as of right from the trial court order terminating his
parental rights to his minor child, Juwan Perry Horace, under MCL 712A.19b(3)(b)(i),
(@, (), (K)(v), and (1). We affirm. This appeal is being decided without oral argument
pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

On appeal, respondent-appellant argues that the trial court erred by denying his
request for an adjournment of the permanent custody hearing until the resolution of the
criminal charges against him, which arose from some of the same facts contained in the
petition seeking permanent custody. Respondent-appellant claims that the denia of the
adjournment forced him to refuse to testify under the Fifth Amendment to the United



States Constitution, US Const, Am V, and prevented him from defending against the
allegations in the petition.

We review atrial court’s decision on a motion for an adjournment for an abuse of
discretion. People v Shider, 239 Mich App 393, 421; 608 NW2d 502 (2000). We find no
abuse of discretion in the trial court’s decision. Due to the similarity of the issuesin the
child protective proceeding and the criminal proceeding, any testimony that would have
helped respondent-appellant to defend against the allegations in the petition would not
have been incriminating in the criminal proceeding. In re Stricklin, 148 Mich App 659,
664-665; 384 NW2d 833 (1986). Such nonincriminating testimony is not protected by
the Fifth Amendment. Id. Any testimony that would have incriminated respondent-
appellant would not have helped him to defend against the alegations in the petition. 1d.
Thus, good cause for the adjournment did not exist. MCR 3.923(G). Furthermore, the
requested adjournment would have been lengthy and contrary to the child' s best interests.
Id.

Affirmed.
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