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SUMMARY

The Ohio Supreme Court held that a guardianship based exclusively on a ward’s status as a minor, and
the probate court’s jurisdiction over that guardianship, terminate when the ward reaches the age of
majority. Orders approving a settlement and removing the guardian issued after the ward’s eighteenth
birthday were therefore invalid, although the probate court retained limited jurisdiction to consider the
guardian’s final accounting.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a probate court retains jurisdiction over a guardianship of a minor after the ward reaches age
eighteen.



2. Whether the probate court's post-majority order approving the settlement and order removing the
guardian were valid.

3. Whether the probate court retains jurisdiction after the ward reaches majority to consider and settle the
guardian's final account.

4. Whether alleged incompetency supplied continuing jurisdiction when no guardianship based on
incompetency had been created.

HOLDINGS

1. When a guardianship is predicated exclusively on a ward's status as a minor, the guardian's authority and
the probate court's jurisdiction over the guardianship terminate when the ward reaches the age of
majority.

2. Orders concerning the oversight of a minor guardianship that are issued after the ward reaches majority
are invalid for lack of jurisdiction, including an order approving a settlement and an order removing the
guardian.

3. The probate court retains a limited, independent jurisdiction to consider and settle a guardian's final
account after the ward reaches majority, but that jurisdiction does not extend to other guardianship
matters.

4. Evidence that the ward may have been incompetent does not establish continuing probate-court
jurisdiction when the only guardianship actually created was based on minority and no guardianship
based on incompetency was established before majority.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a guardianship is predicated exclusively on a ward’s minor status, the guardian’s power and the
probate court’s jurisdiction both terminate when the ward reaches the age of majority.” (114 Ohio St. 3d at
439-440)

“The probate court was therefore without jurisdiction to issue any order once Hollins turned 18; the only
power the court had after that date was to consider McLeod’s final accounting.” (114 Ohio St. 3d at 440)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

McLeod was appointed guardian of the estate of fifteen-year-old Hollins to pursue a medical-malpractice claim.
Hollins turned eighteen on January 29, 2005, but the probate court did not journalize its order approving the
settlement until January 31. The probate court later ordered distribution of the settlement proceeds and removed
McLeod when he refused to comply, appointing Nance as successor guardian.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Cuyahoga County Probate Court appointed McLeod guardian of the estate of minor Walter Hollins Jr. and
later journalized an order approving a settlement two days after Hollins reached age eighteen. The probate court
subsequently determined that it retained jurisdiction, ordered distribution of the settlement proceeds, and
removed McLeod when he refused to comply. The Eighth District vacated those orders, holding that jurisdiction



ended when Hollins turned eighteen. The Supreme Court of Ohio accepted Nance's discretionary appeal and
affirmed the Eighth District.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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