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PER CURIAM: Patrick Burns, Jr. appeals the family court's final order finding 
he physically neglected his minor children (Children) and placed Children at a 
substantial risk of physical abuse, and granting physical and legal custody of 
Children to the South Carolina Department of Social Services.  See S.C. Code Ann. 
§ 63-7-20(6)(a)(i), (iii) (Supp. 2023); S.C. Code Ann. § 63-7-1660(E) (Supp. 
2023). 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), we find no meritorious issues warrant briefing.1  Accordingly, 
we affirm the family court's ruling and relieve Burns's counsel. 

AFFIRMED.2 

THOMAS, MCDONALD, and VERDIN, JJ., concur. 

1 See SCDSS v. Downer, S.C. Sup. Ct. Order dated February 2, 2005 (expanding 
the Cauthen procedure to situations in which "an indigent person appeals from an 
order imposing other measures short of" termination of parental rights). 
2 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR. 


