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PER CURIAM: David Robinson (Father) appeals the family court's intervention
order, which (1) found he sexually abused his minor daughter (Child), (2) adopted
a treatment plan proposed by the South Carolina Department of Social Services
(DSS), (3) ordered that Father be entered in DSS's Central Registry of Child Abuse
and Neglect, and (4) prohibited Father from having any further contact with Child.
On appeal, Father argues the evidence presented at the intervention hearing did not
establish by a preponderance of the evidence that he sexually abused Child. We
agree; therefore, we reverse and remand.

On appeal from the family court, this court reviews factual and legal issues de
novo. Simmons v. Simmons, 392 S.C. 412, 414, 709 S.E.2d 666, 667 (2011).
Thus, we may make our own findings as to whether the preponderance of the
evidence showed Father sexually abused Child. See Chisholm v. Chisholm, 396
S.C. 507, 510, 722 S.E.2d 222, 223 (2012) ("In reviewing appeals from the family
court, an appellate court may find facts in accordance with its own view of the
preponderance of the evidence."). Having conducted a de novo review of the
record, we find the family court erred in finding DSS proved by the preponderance
of the evidence that Father sexually abused Child. See Lewis v. Lewis, 392 S.C.
381, 392, 709 S.E.2d 650, 655 (2011) (stating the family court's factual findings
will be affirmed unless the appellant satisfies this court that the preponderance of
the evidence is against the finding of the family court) (internal quotation marks
omitted)); S.C. Code Ann. 8 63-7-1660(E) (2010) ("The [family] court shall not
order that a child be removed from the custody of [a] parent or guardian unless the
court finds that the allegations of the [removal] petition are supported by a
preponderance of evidence[,] including a finding that the child is an abused or
neglected child as defined in [s]ection 63-7-20 [of the South Carolina Code
(2010),] and that . . . return of the child to the home would place the child at
unreasonable risk of harm affecting the child's life, physical health or safety, or
mental well-being and the child cannot reasonably be protected from this harm
without being removed."). Accordingly, we reverse and remand this case to the
family court.

REVERSED AND REMANDED.



SHORT, LOCKEMY, and MCDONALD, JJ., concur.



