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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent-appellant appeals as of right from the family court order terminating her
parental rights to the minor child under MCL 712A.19b(3)(c)(i), (c)(ii), (g), (i), (j), and (I); MSA
27.3178(598.19b)(3)(c)(i), (c)(ii), (9), (i), (j), and (I). We affirm.

Based on our review of the record, we conclude that the family court did not clearly err in
finding that subsections 19b(3)(c)(i), (c)(ii), (9), and (j) were all established by clear and
convincing evidence.® In particular, we note that termination was clearly justifiable under
subsection (g). Respondent-appellant’s willingness to live in utterly deplorable conditions as
well as her inappropriate discipline techniques and failure to make any significant improvement
through her parenting classes demonstrate that she will not be likely to provide proper care and
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custody for her child. Given the child’s special needs and respondent-appellant’s past failures in
this area, termination at this time was appropriate even though respondent-appellant had found a
marginally better home. Further, the evidence did not establish that termination of respondent-
appellant’s parental rights was clearly not in the child’s best interests.> Thus, we hold the family
court did not err by terminating respondent-appellant’s parental rights to the child?

We decline to reach the merits of respondent-appellant’s constitutional challenges to
88 19b(3)(i) and (I). Because only one statutory ground is required in order to terminate parental
rights,* respondent-appellant’s constitutional challenges, even if successful, would not merit any
relief.5 We decline to reach constitutional questions that are not necessary to resolve the case at
hand.

Affirmed.

/sl Jane E. Markey
/s/ William C. Whitbeck
/sl Jeffrey L. Martlew
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