
OHIO COURT OF APPEALS, SEVENTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

State of Ohio v. Dainon Jones
2026-Ohio-106 · No. 25 MA 0076 · Decided January 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The Ohio Seventh District Court of Appeals affirmed the denial of Dainon Jones's application to seal
his juvenile records. The court held that being on federal parole for unrelated adult offenses did not
automatically render Jones ineligible to apply for sealing under R.C. 2151.356, but that the juvenile
court did not abuse its discretion in finding that he had not been rehabilitated to a satisfactory degree.
The court also discussed procedural deficiencies in Jones's pro se appeal, including his noncompliant
brief and failure to provide a transcript.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Dainon Jones appealed the Mahoning County Juvenile Division's
denial of his application to seal juvenile records arising from three
1990s delinquency cases.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Statutory eligibility for sealing juvenile records is reviewed de novo.
The discretionary determination whether an applicant has been
rehabilitated to a satisfactory degree is reviewed for abuse of
discretion. The court also stated that a manifest-weight challenge
would be reviewed under the manifest-weight standard, but no
transcript was available.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether federal adult parole status automatically makes an applicant ineligible to seek sealing of
juvenile records under R.C. 2151.356(C)(1).

2. Whether the juvenile court abused its discretion in finding that Jones had not been rehabilitated to a
satisfactory degree under R.C. 2151.356(C)(2)(e).

3. Whether the appellate court could review factual challenges when Jones failed to provide a transcript of
the magistrate's hearing.

4. Whether Jones's noncompliant appellate brief warranted procedural dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. R.C. 2151.356(C)(1) does not automatically make a person ineligible to seek sealing of juvenile records
merely because the person is under adult-court supervision or on federal parole for unrelated later
offenses. The statute's eligibility restriction concerns whether the person is under the jurisdiction of the
juvenile court in relation to a complaint alleging delinquency.

2. The juvenile court did not abuse its discretion in denying Jones's application because it reasonably
weighed the statutory and related rehabilitation factors, including his age, the nature of the juvenile
offenses, his education and employment, the continuation of criminal behavior, and his ongoing federal
parole.

3. Jones could not obtain meaningful appellate review of factual issues concerning the magistrate's hearing
without supplying a transcript or an affidavit of the evidence, as required by the applicable appellate and
juvenile rules.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Contrary to the juvenile court’s first alternative ruling, the plain language of R.C. 2151.356 does not
automatically make a person ineligible or prohibit a court from sealing a juvenile record where the person
later becomes under the control of an adult court for unrelated conduct and remains on parole from the adult
court at the time of the application for sealing of a juvenile record.” (¶ 26)

“Upon holding a hearing, the statute then provides, “the court may order the records of the person that are
the subject of the motion or application to be sealed if it finds that the person has been rehabilitated to a
satisfactory degree.”” (¶ 33)

“The fact-finder did not act unreasonably, arbitrarily, or unconscionably in exercising its discretion to weigh
the factors and find Appellant was not rehabilitated satisfactorily.” (¶ 47)

“We reject the first order in the juvenile court’s final judgment, as the cited statute does not state a person is
ineligible for juvenile sealing while they are under supervision due to later adult offenses. R.C. 2151.356.



However, we uphold the alternative order in the same judgment, which adhered to the contents of the June 30,
2025 juvenile court’s judgment and the magistrate’s decision.” (¶ 50)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jones sought sealing of juvenile records from three cases in which he had been adjudicated delinquent for
menacing, attempted robbery, and escape. He cited his desire to obtain a transportation-security credential for
employment and presented evidence of a GED, an associate's degree, a trucking business, a commercial driver's
license, drug treatment, and other life achievements. At age 45, he had an adult criminal record and remained on
federal parole following incarceration for a federal drug conviction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jones applied to seal and expunge juvenile records involving menacing, attempted robbery, and escape. A
magistrate denied sealing after considering his juvenile and adult criminal history, rehabilitation evidence, and
continued federal parole status. The juvenile court adopted the magistrate's decision, separately ruled that parole
made Jones ineligible, overruled his objections, and entered judgment. The Court of Appeals rejected the
ineligibility ruling but affirmed on the alternative ground that the juvenile court properly exercised its discretion
in finding Jones had not been rehabilitated to a satisfactory degree.
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