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SUMMARY

The Eighth District Court of Appeals of Ohio reviewed a finding of indirect criminal contempt against

the Cuyahoga County Office of Child Support Services for failing to produce documents related to an

administrative child-support order. The court held that the evidence did not establish beyond a

reasonable doubt that OCSS intentionally violated the court’s order and vacated the contempt

judgment and $250 fine.
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The Cuyahoga County Office of Child Support Services appealed a
juvenile court judgment finding it guilty of indirect criminal contempt
and imposing a $250 fine for failing to comply with an order to
produce documents used to calculate an administrative child-support

obligation.

Contempt findings ordinarily are reviewed for abuse of discretion, but
an appellate court must determine whether sufficient evidence
supported a finding beyond a reasonable doubt that the alleged
contemnor purposely, willfully, or intentionally violated a prior court
order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether sufficient evidence supported a finding beyond a reasonable doubt that OCSS intentionally
violated the juvenile court's April 17, 2025 order.

2. Whether the juvenile court abused its discretion by imposing criminal contempt under the

circumstances.

3. Whether the alleged burden-shifting error in the criminal-contempt proceeding required reversal.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was insufficient to establish beyond a reasonable doubt that OCSS intentionally defied or
violated the April 17, 2025 order.

2. The juvenile court abused its discretion by proceeding with a criminal-contempt sanction where the
alleged noncompliance was not shown to be intentional and the court had less severe alternatives,
including continuing the support hearing or using civil contempt with an opportunity to purge.

3. The second assignment of error was moot because the first assignment of error was dispositive.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In short, to be found guilty of criminal contempt for failure to comply with a court order, the court must find,

beyond a reasonable doubt, that the contemnor intentionally failed to comply with a valid court order.”

“Regardless of whether there was merit to any of the reasons outlined in the “Notice of Inability to Comply,”

there is no evidence that OCSS intentionally defied the court’s order.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A father objected to an administrative child-support order calculated by OCSS, particularly the treatment of his
overtime earnings. The juvenile court ordered OCSS to produce records showing how the support obligation was
calculated or to present a knowledgeable witness. The order was emailed to the county prosecutor's office rather
than directly to OCSS, and OCSS's witnesses testified that they had no knowledge of it. OCSS later produced the
documents, but the magistrate proceeded with the support hearing without them, found OCSS in indirect

criminal contempt, and imposed a $250 fine.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A juvenile court magistrate ordered OCSS to produce records or present a qualified witness concerning the
calculation of a father's administrative child-support order. The records were not produced before trial, and the

magistrate later initiated a criminal-contempt proceeding. After a hearing, the magistrate found OCSS guilty and



imposed a $250 fine; the juvenile court overruled OCSS's objections and adopted the contempt finding. The
Eighth District vacated the judgment, holding that the evidence did not establish intentional violation beyond a
reasonable doubt.

DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

A special mandate was ordered directing the common pleas court, juvenile division, to carry the appellate

judgment into execution. The opinion did not order a new criminal-contempt hearing.
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