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PER CURIAM:  Jessie Williams appeals the family court's merits order.  See S.C. 
Code Ann. § 63-7-1660(E) (2010) (setting forth findings a family court must make 
when removing children from the custody of their parents); S.C. Code Ann. 
§ 63-7-1640(C) (Supp. 2021) (setting forth situations when a family court may 
authorize DSS to forego reasonable efforts at family reunification).  Upon a 
thorough review of the record and the family court's findings of fact and 
conclusions of law pursuant to Ex parte Cauthen, 291 S.C. 465, 354 S.E.2d 381 
(1987),1 we find no meritorious issues warrant briefing.  Accordingly, we affirm 
the family court's ruling.2 
 
AFFIRMED.3 
 
GEATHERS, MCDONALD, and HILL, JJ., concur. 
 

                                        
1 See also S.C. Dep't of Soc. Servs. v. Downer, S.C. Sup. Ct. Order dated Feb. 2, 
2005 (expanding the Cauthen procedure to situations when "an indigent person 
appeals from an order imposing other measures short of termination of parental 
rights"). 
2 "Our courts have consistently held the '[f]amily [c]ourt is vested with the 
exclusive jurisdiction to ensure that, in all matters concerning a child, the best 
interest of the child is the paramount consideration.'"  Kosciusko v. Parham, 428 
S.C. 481, 501, 836 S.E.2d 362, 373 (Ct. App. 2019) (quoting Harris v. Harris, 307 
S.C. 351, 353, 415 S.E.2d 391, 393 (1992)).  We clarify Williams may petition the 
family court for visitation upon a recommendation from Child's counselor that 
visitation between Child and Williams may resume.  
3 We decide this case without argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR. 


