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MCDONALD, Judge.

The guardian ad litem appeals from the permanency order extending
permanency for six months pursuant to lowa Code section 232.104(2)(b) (2013).
She contends the court erred in finding the children will be able to return to the
care of either parent after the six-month extension and in not directing the county
attorney to seek termination of parental rights. The guardian ad litem also
contends additional time to pursue reunification is not in the best interest of the
children. Our review of permanency orders is de novo. See In re A.T., 799
N.W.2d 148, 150-51. We give weight to the factual findings of the juvenile court,
but are not bound by them. Id.

Under lowa Code section 232.104(2)(b), the court may enter an order
continuing placement of the children upon a finding the need for the children’s
removal will no longer exist at the end of the additional six-month period. The
court must “enumerate the specific factors, conditions, or expected behavioral
changes which comprise the basis for the determination” the need for removal
will no longer exist at the end the extension. Id. The court made the required
findings and set forth in detail the specific factors, conditions, and behavioral
changes necessary for each parent to resume custody at the end of the six-
month period. Although cases where the statutory time for reunification has
passed are viewed with a sense of urgency, see In re C.B., 611 N.W.2d 489, 495
(lowa 2000), the guardian ad litem'’s assertion “the maximum time a parent can

work towards reunification is 18 months” is incorrect. The court did not err in



extending permanency in this case, even though the children had been out of the
mother’s care for more than two years.

For the reasons set forth above, we affirm the challenged permanency
order.

AFFIRMED.



