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SUMMARY

The Alaska Supreme Court reviewed a mother’s appeal from termination of her parental rights,
focusing on the admission of hearsay testimony by an Office of Children’s Services supervisor. The
court held that the mother preserved her evidentiary objection, but the superior court had not explained
the basis or permitted purposes of the hearsay ruling or how the testimony supported its termination
findings. The court remanded for further explanation and retained jurisdiction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the mother preserved her hearsay objection to the OCS supervisor's testimony by making
standing and continuing objections rather than objecting to every question.

2. Whether the appellate record was adequate to determine whether the superior court properly admitted
and relied on the supervisor's hearsay testimony under CINA Rule 18(f) or another hearsay exception.

HOLDINGS

1. The mother preserved her objection to the OCS supervisor's hearsay testimony because the superior
court definitively ruled that the testimony was admissible, assured her that she was not waiving the
objection, and did not instruct her to renew the objection to each question.

2. The record was inadequate to determine whether the superior court properly admitted or relied on the
supervisor's hearsay testimony, so the case had to be remanded for an explanation of the evidentiary
rulings and their relationship to the termination findings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We therefore remand to the superior court for a full explanation of its evidentiary ruling, how the ruling
relates to the hearsay testimony, and how the hearsay testimony relates to the court’s findings.” (at 2)

“Because the superior court did not explain its reasons for admitting the OCS supervisor’s hearsay testimony
under Rule 18(f) (or otherwise) or how the hearsay testimony played a part in the court’s termination
decision, we conclude that this case is “essentially unreviewable.”” (at 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

OCS sought termination of the mother's parental rights based on alleged abandonment, neglect, and parental
substance abuse. At trial, an OCS supervisor testified about the mother's case using her personal knowledge,
report-of-contact notes created by other caseworkers, and undocumented conversations with caseworkers. The
superior court admitted the supervisor's testimony but did not identify the purposes for which the hearsay was
admitted, explain whether it satisfied CINA Rule 18(f), or describe how it affected the termination findings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

OCS petitioned to terminate the mother's parental rights based on abandonment, neglect, and parental substance
abuse under AS 47.10.011. After a multi-day termination trial, the superior court terminated her parental rights
and relied in part on testimony from an OCS supervisor. The mother appealed, and the Alaska Supreme Court
remanded because the superior court did not explain the basis or purposes of its hearsay ruling or how the
testimony supported its findings; the Supreme Court retained jurisdiction over the appeal.

DISPOSITION



remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The superior court must explain its evidentiary rulings, including the purposes for which the supervisor's hearsay
testimony was admitted, the applicable legal basis for admission, the factors supporting trustworthiness and a
fair opportunity to meet the evidence, and how the hearsay testimony relates to the findings underlying the
termination order. The Alaska Supreme Court retained jurisdiction to consider the mother's appeal after the
explanation is issued.
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