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Interest of J.C. and S.C.Y.
Nos. 20250378 and 20250379

Per Curiam.

[11] P.D., the mother, appeals from a juvenile court order terminating her
parental rights. She argues the juvenile court erred in finding the children were
in need of protection, the causes of the need for protection are likely to continue
and will not be remedied, and the children have suffered harm as a result. She
also argues the court erred in terminating her parental rights without finding
active efforts have been made to provide remedial services and rehabilitative
services designed to prevent the breakup of the Indian family and these efforts
have proved unsuccessful. We affirmed the juvenile court findings the children
were in need of protection, the causes of the need for protection are likely to
continue and will not be remedied, and the children have suffered harm as a
result. Interest of ].C., 2025 ND 217, ] 13.

[12] We retained jurisdiction and remanded for specified findings on active
efforts under N.D.C.C. § 27-19.1-01(2). Interest of ].C., 2025 ND 217, { 19. The
juvenile court entered its findings on active efforts. P.D. has not presented any
further issues for our review or argued how the juvenile court erred in
terminating her parental rights. See N.D.R.App.P. 35(a)(3)(B)(ii) (“a party may
request in writing supplemental briefing or oral argument providing details of
the specific additional submissions or proceedings the party believes would be
useful to the court”); see also Interest of A.W., 2025 ND 140, T 8, 23 N.W.3d 925
(after remand the mother did not present any further issues for review or
argument on court’s termination of her parental rights).

[13] After reviewing the record, we conclude the juvenile court did not clearly
err in finding active efforts have been made to provide remedial services and
rehabilitative services designed to prevent the breakup of the Indian family and
these efforts have proved unsuccessful. The court did not abuse its discretion by
terminating P.D.’s parental rights. We summarily affirm the juvenile court order
terminating P.D.’s parental rights under N.D.R.App.P. 35.1(a)(2) and (4).
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