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M.A.S. v. Lamar County CPS
September 21, 2021
TPR – Trial Role

■ Service of Process, Compliance with procedures at the beginning of the adjudication, 
sufficiency of the Petition, FAILURE to conduct a disposition hearing MUST BE APPEALED 
from the Disposition Order. 

■ Further, there must be objections by counsel/parent to preserve the issues for trial.
■ TPR – to challenge the GAL on appeal, THERE MUST BE A RECORD! OBJECTIONS!
■ DISSENT - As the majority acknowledges, the trial court did not fulfill its statutory duty 

under the law. The Youth Court perhaps impliedly "determine[d] whether all necessary 
parties [were] present and identif[ied] all persons participating in the hearing[, ]" but a 
full check of service of process on the parents was not made. See Miss. Code Ann. § 93-
15-113(2)(a). Another notable deviation at the outset of the hearing was that the Youth 
Court utterly failed to "explain to the parent the purpose of the hearing, the standard of 
proof required for terminating parental rights, and the consequences if the parent's 
parental rights are terminated." Id. ¶75. The law was simply not followed. The very 
risks of the hearing itself were not told to the parents. Under Ivy, there is "no discretion" 
afforded a trial court to ignore this statute.M.A.S. v. Lamar Cnty. Dep&#39;t of Child Prot. 
Servs. (Miss. App. 2021)



L.T. v. Warren County Youth Court 
March 1, 2022
Attorneys Fees

■ "The children were physically placed with their maternal aunt and guardian, 'Jane 
Doe,' in Florida.” FL made an allegation of abuse/neglect to Warren Co.

■ At Shelter, judge concluded that he found nothing that "gives me any concern about 
the welfare of these children." A "Shelter Order" was filed on September 14, 2020, in 
which the youth court ruled that the minor children "shall remain in the custody of 
[CPS] and physical placement remain with [their] maternal aunt, [Doe]." CPS and the 
GAL were also ordered to "investigate the allegations made to FDC[F]."...

■ Thereafter, Prosecutor filed a Petition. "There was confusion among the parties 
present at the hearing as to why the petition had been filed...”

■ "The youth court thereby dismissed the petition with prejudice and concluded in its 
order that the petition was 'utterly frivolous' and had 'no basis in fact.'..."



L.T. v. Warren County Youth Court 
March 1, 2022
Attorneys Fees

■ "the youth court 'on its own [m]otion' further ordered CPS to pay Doe's attorney's fees 
and other expenses (i.e., lost wages and travel costs) in the amount of $3, 506.45 with 
interest.”

■ "CPS appeals from the judgment, arguing that because 'CPS did not file a pleading or 
motion in the action[, ] . . .”

■ Appellee did not file a brief.

■ Because it is evident from the record that the county prosecutor, not CPS, was 
responsible for the petition's filing, we find CPS has made out "an apparent case of 
error.” We therefore reverse the youth court's order imposing Rule 11 sanctions against 
CPS. As no appellee's brief has been filed requesting sanctions against any other person 
or party, we render the judgment rather than remand for further consideration by the 
youth court.



L.T. v. Warren County Youth Court 
March 1, 2022
Attorneys Fees

■ Who Filed it? Rule 11 deals with the filer of the “frivolous” action.

■ Mississippi Code Annotated section 43-21-451 (Rev. 2015) provides that the 
commencement of formal proceedings in adjudicating whether a child is abused "shall be 
initiated by the filing of a petition . . . drafted and filed by the youth court prosecutor" 
unless otherwise designated. (Emphasis added). See also U.R.Y.C.P. 8(b)(5) (noting that 
when "an intake screening process has been conducted . . . and it appears that the child is 
an abused or neglected child, the youth court intake unit shall recommend to the court . . . 
that the matter be referred to the youth court prosecutor"). While we understand the youth 
court judge’s frustration with the "bureaucratic nightmare" that Doe was put through, the 
record clearly shows that the county prosecutor filed the formal petition in this case, not 
CPS. Accordingly, we find merit to CPS's claim that the youth court's imposition of sanctions 
under Rule 11-requiring the department to reimburse Doe for her expenses and attorney's 
fees-constitutes reversible error...



DONALDSON v. COTTON
April 7, 2022
Judge v. Prosecutor

■ Judge Cotton ordered Prosecutor Donaldson to prepare Youth Court orders.

■ "Donaldson refused to abide by Judge Cotton's order of April 3, 2020. As a result, Judge 
Cotton determined that Donaldson was in contempt of court and she entered an order of 
contempt, fining Donaldson for his past and continuing refusal to draft the youth court 
orders.”

■ He argues that Judge Cotton lacked authority to order him to prepare orders for youth 
court matters. He maintains that preparing orders is the responsibility of the judicial staff 
and that he was under no legal obligation to do so. Donaldson argues also that the order 
of contempt violated his due process rights.



DONALDSON v. COTTON
April 7, 2022
Judge v. Prosecutor

■ Immediately after Donaldson was appointed, he received training in the use of the youth 
court's MYCIDS regarding the preparation of court orders. Even though Donaldson 
participated in MYCIDS training, Judge Cotton did not require him to prepare orders 
immediately and gave him additional time to learn to use and familiarize himself with 
the MYCIDS system. Judge Cotton reminded Donaldson several times during 2019 that 
preparing orders would be his responsibility in the future.

■ In December 2019, "Judge Cotton directed him to prepare the orders for all delinquency 
cases beginning in January 2020 and then to prepare the orders for all abuse and 
neglect cases beginning in March 2020.”

■ On January 16, 2020, Donaldson responded by sending Judge Cotton a letter in which 
he declined to follow the judge's verbal order to prepare the orders for certain youth 
court matters because he "simply do[es] not have time nor desire to do something that 
[he] do[es] not believe that should be in [his] job description as Yazoo County's 
Prosecuting Attorney."...



DONALDSON v. COTTON
April 7, 2022
Judge v. Prosecutor

■ Judge requested an opinion from AG’s office. Relying on the Harkey opinion, the attorney 
general's office concluded that "[a]ny paperwork for 'taking a juvenile into custody and 
disposition of a case' is the responsibility of the youth court staff which is hired by the 
judge and paid by the county out of the court's budget." Cotton, 2020 WL 755928, at *2. 
The Cotton opinion also included a footnote that said: “Though finding the Judge to be 
ultimately responsible for the issuance of his orders, this office further opined that, "the 
Circuit Judge may, in his discretion, require a clerk, administrator, attorney, or other 
individual involved in the criminal court process to draft and present a court order for the 
judge's signature, in order for the action to be properly recorded among the court's 
minutes.["]

■ "On April 3, 2020, Judge Cotton entered an order mandating the immediate 
responsibility of the Yazoo County Court prosecutor for preparation of all youth court 
orders for all adjudication, disposition, permanency, and review hearings."



DONALDSON v. COTTON
April 7, 2022
Judge v. Prosecutor

■ Donaldson responded to the email, stating:
– Betsy, . . . I am not your employee. I was elected just like you were. I answer to 

the best of my knowledge to the Attorney General of this State. If you budget for 
and[sic] Youth Court Prosecutor I believe that he reports to you and you may 
set his duties. I am the County Prosecuting Attorney and can Prosecute any 
matter which I deem to be suitable for Prosecution. I believe that is the law. I 
believe that my duties are set by statute. . . . Also think about the fact that I 
have been doing this for more than 35 years.

■ Judge Cotton reminded Donaldson of the April 3, 2020 order. 
■ Donaldson responded . . .



DONALDSON v. COTTON
April 7, 2022
Judge v. Prosecutor
■ Please be advised that I do not work for you. I am not a clerical employee of the Court paid by 

the Youth Court, nor do I have a budget for clerical or other staff. Further, although I do not 
want to poison what has previously been an amicable relationship with you. (In fact I 
supported your initial appointment as Judge by the County Board of Supervisors and your 
later Election) I do not intend to follow your directive which I believe to be contrary to statute. 
In other words, I am an elected official bound by statute and not the wishes of the Youth 
Court Judge. Youth Court is not Circuit Court or a Criminal Court and has different procedures 
and practices. As I tried to point out to you earlier, you have several options as the Youth 
Court Judge. You may hire an additional clerical for your staff or hire a Youth Court 
Prosecutor and I will continue in my present role as County Prosecutor.

■ On May 13, 2020, "in an effort to resolve the matter without the necessity of a formal finding 
of contempt," Judge Cotton met with Donaldson to discuss their differences, but to no avail. 
The next day, May 14, 2020, Judge Cotton signed an order holding Donaldson in contempt 
"for his failure and refusal to abide by [the] Court's April 3, 2020 Order requiring him to 
prepare the Orders following any and all adjudications, dispositions, permanency and review 
hearings...



DONALDSON v. COTTON
April 7, 2022
Judge v. Prosecutor
■ Donaldson was fined $150, plus continuing contempt at $50/order until compliance

■ we find that Judge Cotton had the inherent power to order Donaldson to prepare youth 
court orders. Because of her inherent power as a youth court judge, Judge Cotton could 
manage the youth court over which she presided in the way that she deemed most 
efficient. That is what occurred here. Judge Cotton ordered Donaldson to be responsible 
for "generating, reviewing, and modifying all Orders following any and all adjudication, 
disposition, permanency and review hearings." She exercised her inherent discretionary 
powers as a judge to make the youth court operate efficiently by requiring Donaldson, a 
lawyer and an officer of the court, to draft the orders for those cases in which he was 
involved. Furthermore, drafting orders for judges is an ordinary professional activity that 
lawyers routinely discharge in practice. See Hewes v. Langston, 853 So.2d 1237, 1275-76 
(Miss. 2003) ("Lawyers customarily draw up proposed orders prior to a judge's ruling on a 
motion. This is done for efficiency's sake, not for improper motives."(emphasis added)). 
This Court finds that Judge Cotton's order of April 3, 2020, was valid and enforceable 
because she had the inherent power to enter it.



DONALDSON v. COTTON
April 7, 2022
Judge v. Prosecutor

■ Additionally, we have held that, in constructive contempt cases, "[t]he citing judge 
must recuse himself from conducting the contempt proceedings involving the 
charges." In re Smith, 926 So.2d at 888 (internal quotation mark omitted) (quoting 
Cooper Tire, 890 So.2d at 869). Because this was a constructive contempt order, 
Judge Cotton was required to recuse herself and her failure to do so violated 
Donaldson's due process rights. See Corr v. State, 97 So.3d 1211, 1215 (Miss. 2012) 
("[The chancellor's] failure to do so violated Appellants' due-process rights and 
warrants reversal of the contempt judgments.").

■ This Court has held that when there has been a failure to issue a Rule 81(d) 
summons to a defendant and no recusal by the trial judge, "the contempt judgments 
must be vacated."In re McDonald, 98 So.3d at 1045 (citing Purvis, 657 So.2d at 
797). Because Donaldson was not properly served with a Rule 81(d) summons and 
Judge Cotton did not recuse, this Court vacates the contempt order and remands the 
case to the Yazoo County Youth Court. See id. at 1045-46. Judge Cotton shall recuse.



PSX v. ADAMS COUNTY
June 7, 2022
Post-Trial Motion

■ On January 21, 2021, PXS[1] was adjudicated as a child in need of supervision by the 
Adams County Youth Court after PXS pled guilty to the act of ungovernable behavior (i.e., 
incorrigible). Following a disposition hearing, PXS filed a pro se motion to set aside his 
guilty plea because of ineffective assistance of counsel. Before the youth court ruled on 
PXS's post-disposition motion, PXS appealed pro se.

■ "Because PXS filed his notice of appeal prior to the youth court's ruling on his post-
disposition motion, we dismiss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction." 

■ Under the Uniform Rules of Youth Court Practice, there is no equivalent to a motion for a 
new trial in a civil case, see M.R.C.P. 59, or a motion for a new trial in a criminal case, 
see MRCP 25.1.[5] However, either Mississippi Rules of Appellate Procedure 4(d) or 4(e) 
would apply because youth court proceedings are either civil or quasi-criminal. See In re 
J.P.C. v. State, 783 So.2d 778, 780 (¶6) (Miss. Ct. App. 2000).



TAYLOR v. MS DEPT OF CPS
June 7, 2022
Post-Trial Motion

■ Shayla Taylor appeals the Lamar County Youth Court's decision to award durable legal 
custody of her son Kevin[1] to his paternal grandparents. Specifically, she claims that 
the youth court failed to comply with certain statutory requirements for an adjudication 
hearing and that the youth court erroneously bypassed reunification. Finding no 
reversible error, we affirm the youth court's judgment.

■ Taylor got into an argument with John's father, Jakahius Clark, who was living in Texas at 
the time. After their argument, Taylor sent Clark a video of her "brushing" a butcher knife 
against John's leg.At the time of this incident, Kevin was four years old, and John was 
two months old. Clark informed CPS.

■ Both parents appeared for hearing and were represented by counsel. At disposition, the 
youth court bypassed reasonable efforts contrary to the CPS recommendation. The 
Court relied on the GAL’S concerns. 



TAYLOR v. MS DEPT OF CPS
June 7, 2022
Post-Trial Motion

■ NOTICE!!!!! There is no indication in the record that the youth court ascertained 
whether notice requirements for Taylor had been complied with, as required by 
section 43-21-557(c). However, both Taylor and her attorney were present at the 
hearing, and Taylor's attorney made no objection concerning service of process. 
Mississippi Code Annotated section 43-21-507(2) (Rev. 2015) provides that "[a] 
party other than the child may waive service of summons on [her]self . . . by 
voluntary appearance at the hearing . . . ." Thus, "[a]ny infirmity in the service was 
cured by [Taylor's] appearance at the hearing." See In re J.P., 151 So.3d 204, 210 
(¶17) (Miss. 2014) (holding that father's appearance at hearing cured any potential 
defect regarding section 43-21-557(c)'s notice requirements).

■ YOU MUST OBJECT! YOU MUST CROSS EXAMINE THE GAL!



BULLOCK v. CPS
July 19, 2022
TPR

■ Tenisha Bullock appeals from the Jackson County Youth Court's judgment terminating her 
parental rights to her four children. Specifically, she argues that (1) the youth court erred 
in finding that the Jackson County Department of Child Protection Services (CPS) 
presented clear and convincing evidence to support a termination of parental rights (TPR); 
and (2) the court-appointed guardian ad litem (GAL) failed to conduct a proper 
investigation. Finding no error, we affirm the youth court's judgment terminating Bullock's 
parental rights.

■ At least 8 occasions school officials noticed bruising, marks, burns, etc. on Lucy.
■ Multiple Reports (at least 7) made to CPS
■ "youth court held an evidentiary hearing on CPS's petition and ultimately found that Lucy 

was an abused child and that her siblings were neglected children within the purview of 
the Mississippi Youth Court Act." Bullock v. Miss. Dep&#39;t of Child Prot. Servs. (Miss. 
App. 2022)



BULLOCK v. CPS
July 19, 2022
TPR

■ the court held a disposition hearing on December 13, 2018. Afterward, the court issued a 
disposition order stating that Bullock had "subjected [Lucy] to aggravated circumstances including 
chronic abuse and torture[,] which also places her siblings in danger." Thus, the court entered an 
order bypassing reunification, finding that "[r]easonable efforts to maintain the child[ren] within 
[the] home [were] not . . . required." Miss. Code Ann. § 43-21-603(7)(c)(i) (Supp. 2016)...

■ Bullock testified on her behalf. She stated that she and Jones got married in March 2017-two 
months after Nurse Tingle's first CPS report. Bullock testified that she divorced Jones six months 
later after she lost custody of the children. Bullock also claimed that Jones never lived with her 
during their six months of marriage. Bullock denied that Lucy went to school smelly and in dirty 
clothes. She also denied knowledge of Lucy's abuse and stated that she initially thought CPS came 
to her home because Lucy had "behavior problems." She claimed that "[Lucy] would bite herself." 
Finally, Bullock called herself a "great mom" and stated that she could "protect her kids."...

■ Multiple witnesses at TPR trial including school nurse, CPS worker, CAC worker



BULLOCK v. CPS
July 19, 2022
TPR

■ Bullock also argues that CPS presented no evidence that Lucy's siblings were abused or 
neglected. It is important to note that Bullock never appealed the youth court's 
adjudication of neglect as to Lucy's siblings or any of the disposition orders. Thus, this 
Court has no jurisdiction over any issues stemming from the adjudication order. In re 
M.M., 319 So.3d 1188, 1191 (¶2) (Miss. Ct. App. 2021). In any event, "[a] court may find 
that if one child is abused, the child's siblings are neglected. The basis is that a sibling 
has been harmed, and the potential harm to the other child is sufficient to warrant both 
children being removed from the harmful environment." T.T. v. Harrison Cnty. Dep't of 
Hum. Servs., 90 So.3d 1283, 1287 (¶19) (Miss. Ct. App. 2012) (citation omitted) 
(quoting S.C. v. State, 795 So.2d 526, 532 (¶27) (Miss. 2001)). Further, this Court has 
held that the abuse of one child is sufficient to terminate parental rights as to the child's 
siblings. H.D.H. v. Prentiss Cnty. Dep't of Hum. Servs. ex rel. Malone, 979 So.2d 6, 12 
(¶17) (Miss. Ct. App. 2008). Accordingly, we find no merit to Bullock's argument.



BULLOCK v. CPS
July 19, 2022
TPR

■ Bullock also argues that the GAL failed to conduct a fair and unbiased investigation 
because "she did not contact or attempt to contact [Bullock or] the other parents." 
She claims that the court should have "required" the GAL to interview Bullock in 
regard to the TPR hearing before making a recommendation.

■ "Here, the GAL testified that although she did not interview Bullock as part of the 
TPR hearing, she 'had an opportunity to speak with the mother one on one' and 
'spent a good deal of time' talking to Bullock about the allegations before the TPR 
proceedings." Bullock v. Miss. Dept of Child Prot. Servs. (Miss. App. 2022)
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