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PER CURIAM: Ronald Keiser (Father) appeals the family court's order
terminating his parental rights (TPR) to his minor child (Child). See S.C. Code
Ann. § 63-7-2570 (2010 & Supp. 2013). On appeal, Father argues the family court
erred by finding (1) Father's failure to visit and support was willful, and (2) TPR
was in Child's best interest. We affirm.

1. The family court found the following statutory grounds for TPR were met: (1)
Child lived outside Father's home for six months and Father failed to remedy the
conditions that caused the removal; (2) Child lived outside Father's home for six
months and Father willfully failed to visit Child; (3) Child lived outside Father's
home for six months and Father willfully failed to support Child; and (4) Father
willfully abandoned Child. We find the family court properly found Father
willfully abandoned Child.! See S.C. Code Ann. § 63-7-20(1) (2010)
("Abandonment of a child' means a parent or guardian [willfully] deserts a child or
[willfully] surrenders physical possession of a child without making adequate
arrangements for the child's needs or the continuing care of the child."); S.C. Dep't
of Soc. Servs. v. Ledford, 357 S.C. 371, 376, 593 S.E.2d 175, 177 (Ct. App. 2004)
(finding a parent is required to take the necessary steps to assure that his or her
child is continuing to receive care).

2. We find the family court properly found TPR was in Child's best interest. See
Charleston Cnty. Dep't of Soc. Servs. v. Jackson, 368 S.C. 87, 102, 627 S.E.2d
765, 774 (Ct. App. 2006) ("In TPR cases, the best interest of the child is the

! Because the family court correctly found abandonment was a ground for TPR, no
other statutory ground is necessary. See S.C. Code Ann. § 63-7-2570 (2010 &
Supp. 2013) ("The family court may order [TPR] upon a finding of one or more of
the [statutory grounds]." (emphasis added)); Doe v. Baby Boy Roe, 353 S.C. 576,
581, 578 S.E.2d 733, 736 (Ct. App. 2003) ("Having found one ground on which
the family court properly terminated [the parent]'s parental rights, we need only
determine that [TPR] is in [the child]'s best interests to affirm the family court's
termination.” (emphasis added)).



paramount consideration."); id. ("The interests of the child shall prevail if the
child's interest and the parental rights conflict." (quoting S.C. Code Ann. § 63-7-

2620 (2010))).

AFFIRMED.?

FEW, C.J., and SHORT and GEATHERS, JJ., concur.

2 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.



