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SUMMARY

The Ohio Tenth District Court of Appeals affirmed judgments terminating the parental rights of R.J.
and granting Franklin County Children Services permanent custody of A.J. and C.D. The court held
that the agency timely filed a motion under R.C. 2151.415(A), continuing the temporary-custody
order, and that competent, credible evidence supported the finding that permanent custody was in the
children's best interests.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether FCCS's September 10, 2008 motion for termination of temporary custody and protective
supervision was timely under R.C. 2151.415(A) and therefore continued temporary custody beyond the
statutory sunset date.

2. Whether competent, credible evidence supported the juvenile court's determination that awarding FCCS
permanent custody was in A.J.'s and C.D.'s best interests.

HOLDINGS

1. The temporary-custody order did not terminate because FCCS timely filed a motion for termination of
temporary custody and protective supervision more than 30 days before the October 28, 2008 sunset
date. That motion was one of the motions listed in R.C. 2151.415(A), and it continued temporary
custody until disposition.

2. The award of permanent custody to FCCS was supported by competent, credible evidence and was in
the best interests of A.J. and C.D.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The passing of that date does not, however, divest the juvenile court of jurisdiction.” (¶ 10)

“Clear and convincing evidence is the measure or degree of proof that will produce in the mind of the trier of
fact a firm belief or conviction as to the allegations sought to be established.” (¶ 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

FCCS became involved with the family because of allegations of educational neglect and later removed the
children following allegations that the mother physically abused another child. A.J. and C.D. remained in foster
care from 2006 or 2007 through the permanent-custody proceedings while the mother was subject to a case plan
addressing parenting skills, counseling, anger management, and the children's basic needs. The mother failed to
complete significant portions of the case plan, including counseling and drug screens, and a caseworker testified
that she had made little improvement in parenting or anger management.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The children were adjudicated dependent and placed in FCCS's temporary custody in January 2007. After
extensions of temporary custody, FCCS filed a motion for protective supervision in September 2008 and a
motion for permanent custody in November 2008. Following continuances and a mistrial, a multi-day trial
occurred between September 2012 and July 2013; the juvenile court returned D.J. to the mother but granted
FCCS permanent custody of A.J. and C.D. The appellate court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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