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Before:  Fitzgerald, P.J., and Holbrook, Jr., and Cavanagh, JJ. 

MEMORANDUM. 

Respondents appeal as of right from the trial court order terminating their parental rights 
to their minor child under MCL 712A.19b(3)(c)(i), (c)(ii), (g), and (j).  We affirm. 

Respondent father failed to preserve his claim that petitioner violated the ADA and failed 
to establish that petitioner provided services that were not reasonable, as required under MCL 
712A.18f of the Michigan Juvenile Code. 

Contrary to respondent mother’s contention, the trial court did not clearly err when it 
ordered petitioner at the permanency planning hearing to file a petition to terminate respondent-
appellant mother’s parental rights.  MCR 5.973(C)(4). Because respondent-appellant mother 
argues that the trial court clearly erred in terminating her parental rights under §§ 19b(3)(c)(i) 
and (c)(ii), but does not challenge the termination of her parental rights under the two remaining 
statutory grounds, any error by the court in terminating her parental rights under either §§ 
19b(3)(c)(i) or (c)(ii) would be harmless. In re Powers, 244 Mich App 111, 118; 624 NW2d 472 
(2000). 

Moreover, the statutory grounds were established by clear and convincing evidence for 
both respondents, and the evidence did not show that termination of respondents’ parental rights 
was clearly not in the child’s best interests.  MCL 712A.19b(5); In re Trejo, 462 Mich 341, 356-
357; 612 NW2d 407 (2000).  Thus, the trial court did not err in terminating either respondents’ 
parental rights to the child. 

 Affirmed. 

/s/ E. Thomas Fitzgerald 
/s/ Donald E. Holbrook, Jr. 
/s/ Mark J. Cavanagh 
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