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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed1 pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: Simmons v. Simmons, 392 S.C. 412, 414, 709 S.E.2d 666, 667 (2011) 
("In appeals from the family court, [the appellate] court reviews factual and legal 
issues de novo."); Lewis v. Lewis, 392 S.C. 381, 392, 709 S.E.2d 650, 655 (2011) 
("[W]hile retaining the authority to make our own findings of fact, we recognize 
the superior position of the family court judge in making credibility 
determinations." (footnote omitted)); id. (stating the burden is upon the appellant to 
convince this court that the family court erred in its findings of fact); Ex parte 
Morris, 367 S.C. 56, 61, 624 S.E.2d 649, 652 (2006) ("In appeals from the family 
court, the appellate court has the authority to find the facts in accordance with its 
view of the preponderance of the evidence."); id. ("This broad scope of review 
does not, however, require the appellate court to disregard the findings of the 
family court."); id. at 62, 624 S.E.2d at 652 ("This degree of deference is especially 
true in cases involving the welfare and best interests of a minor child.").2 

AFFIRMED. 

SHORT and KONDUROS, JJ., and CURETON, A.J., concur. 

1 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR. 
2 We enter this decision without prejudice to the right of the mother to bring an 
action for a change of custody based on changed circumstances.  


