COURT OF APPEALS OF OHIO, ELEVENTH APPELLATE DISTRICT, LAKE

COUNTY

InreT.T.

2026-Ohio-710 - No. 2025-L-103, 2025-L-104 - Decided March 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The Ohio Eleventh District Court of Appeals affirmed judgments terminating the mother's parental

rights and granting permanent custody of two dependent children to the Lake County Department of

Job and Family Services. The court rejected challenges based on sufficiency and manifest weight of

the evidence, denial of a continuance, and the trial court's inquiry obligations under the Indian Child

Welfare Act.
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2025-L-103, 2025-L-104

affirmed

Mother appealed judgments terminating her parental rights and
granting permanent custody of V.T. and T.T. to the Lake County
Department of Job and Family Services.

Permanent-custody challenges are reviewed under the sufficiency-of-
the-evidence or manifest-weight-of-the-evidence standards, as
appropriate. A continuance is reviewed for abuse of discretion. An

unpreserved ICWA-inquiry issue is reviewed for plain error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the juvenile court committed plain error by failing to conduct or document an inquiry into

whether the children had Indian or Native American ancestry under the Indian Child Welfare Act.

2. Whether the permanent-custody judgments were unsupported by sufficient evidence or against the

manifest weight of the evidence.

3. Whether the juvenile court abused its discretion by failing to grant a continuance of the permanent-

custody hearing after Mother left during the hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. Mother failed to establish plain error from the alleged lack of an ICWA inquiry because the record
indicated that an inquiry had occurred, the missing hearing transcripts required the court to presume the
inquiry was conducted at an earlier hearing, and Mother identified no evidence that either child was an
Indian child under the ICWA.

2. The evidence was legally sufficient to support the grants of permanent custody and the judgments were

not against the manifest weight of the evidence.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by denying a continuance because Mother never requested
one, failed to show prejudice, and did not proffer evidence or testimony that would likely have changed

the outcome.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The permanent termination of parental rights has been described as the family law equivalent of the death

penalty in a criminal case.” (Y 29)

“Sufficiency of the evidence and manifest weight of the evidence are distinct concepts and are “both

quantitatively and qualitatively different.”” (9 30)

“Denials of continuances have been repeatedly dffirmed in permanent custody hearings where there is no

showing that a grant of the continuance likely would have changed the outcome of the case.” (Y 40)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

V.T. and T.T. were born prematurely with serious medical and developmental needs, and both were placed in
foster care after the Lake County Department of Job and Family Services became concerned about Mother's
mental health, substance-use history, housing instability, and ability to understand and meet the children's needs.
Mother made some progress on counseling and parenting services but did not obtain stable housing, did not
consistently participate in visitation until shortly before the permanent-custody hearing, and did not demonstrate
an ability to provide a safe, permanent home. The children were bonded with their foster placements and

required continuing specialized care.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Lake County Court of Common Pleas, Juvenile Division, adjudicated V.T. abused and dependent and T.T.
dependent, placed both children in the temporary custody of the Lake County Department of Job and Family
Services, and later granted the agency permanent custody of both children while divesting Mother of her
parental rights. Mother timely appealed, arguing lack of an Indian Child Welfare Act inquiry, manifest-weight
and sufficiency errors, and denial of a continuance. The Eleventh District affirmed both judgments.
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