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 v. 

N.B., DEFENDANT, 

C.P., DEFENDANT. 

 

WD84181 Jackson County 

 

Division One:  W. Douglas Thomson, Presiding Judge, Alok Ahuja, Judge and Karen 

King Mitchell, Judge 

 

A.S. appeals the judgment of the Jackson County Circuit Court denying her petition 

for adoption of the minor children and granting L.M.’s petition for adoption.  A.S. 

raises three points on appeal. In her first point, A.S. argues that the trial court erred 

in evaluating the children’s best interests according to the statutory factors provided 

in Missouri’s child custody statute, Section 452.375. In her second point, A.S. 

contends that if she is incorrect in her first point’s assertion, then the trial court erred 

in misapplying the law by not addressing all of the Section 452.375 best-interest 

factors.  In her third point, A.S. argues that the trial court abused its discretion in 

refusing to allow evidence regarding the children’s preferences as to their custodian. 

 

AFFIRMED. 

 

Division One holds: 

 

As to A.S.’s first point on appeal, A.S. failed to assert her objection during the 

proceedings and failed to otherwise raise her contention in a post-trial motion.  As a 

result, A.S.’s first point was not preserved for appellate review and is denied.  As to 

A.S.’s second point on appeal, the trial court did not misapply the law in not 

addressing all of the Section 452.375 best-interest factors in that the trial court could 

appoint a myriad of factors, including some or all of the factors recited therein.  As to 

A.S.’s third point on appeal, because A.S. failed to comply with Rule 84.04, it is 

deemed abandoned and dismissed. 
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