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PER CURIAM.

Respondent appeds as of right from a juvenile court order terminating her parenta rights to the
minor child under MCL 712A.19b(3)(c)(i) and (j); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(c)(i) and (j). We
afirm.

A two-prong test applies to a juvenile court’s decision to terminate parenta rights. First, the
juvenile court must find that at least one of the statutory grounds for termination has been met by clear
and convincing evidence. In re Jackson, 199 Mich App 22, 25; 501 NW2d 182 (1993). Once a
gatutory ground for termination has been met by clear and convincing evidence, the court shal order
termination of parental rights, unless the court finds that termination of parenta rightsis clearly not in the
best interest of the child. MCL 712A.19b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); In re Hall-Smith, 222
Mich App 470, 473; 564 NW2d 156 (1997). The trid court’s decision regarding termination is
reviewed in its entirety for clear error. 1d. at 472.

The juvenile court did not dearly er in finding that the statutory grounds for termination were
established by clear and convincing evidence. The court found that respondent, who is developmentaly
disabled, might not ever be able to discipline, control, supervise, and care for James physicd and
emotiond needs, and, even if she could do it, it would not be within a reasonable time consdering the



child'sage. Further, repondent offered no evidence that termination was not clearly in the best interest
of the child. Therefore, the juvenile court did not err in terminating respondent’ s parentd rights.

Respondent argues that the FIA violated the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 USC 12101 et
seg., by falling to modify parenting and life skills classes to accommodate her developmenta disability.
We dissgree.  As a matter of law, the ADA is not a defense to termination of parentd rights.
Termination proceedings are not services, programs, or activities within the meaning of the ADA, 42
USC 12132, and respondent’ s cause of action, if any, must be pursued under the ADA. Asamatter of
evidence, the efforts made by the FIA, viewed in light of a respondent’s particular disability, may be
relevant in an gppropriate case in evaduating whether the statutory criteria for termination were proven.
However, in this case, respondent did not raise her ADA claim until closng arguments at the termination
hearing. This deprived the FIA and the juvenile court of an opportunity to timely address respondent’s
concerns while the FIA was providing services. While we are sympathetic to respondent’s disability,
our primary concern when reviewing the termination of parenta rights is the best interest of the child.
Here, the record supports the trid court’s finding by clear and convincing that there is a reasonable
likelihood, based on respondent’s conduct or capacity, that the child will be harmed if returned to her
care, anhd there is no reasonable likelihood that the conditions will be rectified within a reasonable time
conddering the age of the child. Therefore, termination was proper under MCL 712A.19b(3)(c)(i) and
(4); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(c)(i) and (j).

Affirmed.
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