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SUMMARY

The Twelfth District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed a juvenile court decision granting Clinton

County Children Services permanent custody of a minor child. The biological mother and father

argued that the decision was unsupported by sufficient evidence and was against the manifest weight

of the evidence. The appellate court addressed the treatment of hearsay in permanent-custody

proceedings and concluded that sufficient admissible evidence supported the award of permanent

custody.
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Mother and Father separately appealed the juvenile court's order
granting Clinton County Children Services permanent custody of their

minor child and terminating their parental rights.

A permanent-custody decision is reviewed for sufficient credible
evidence and may also be reversed if it is against the manifest weight
of the evidence. The appellate court defers to the juvenile court's
credibility and best-interest determinations and does not reweigh the
evidence unless the juvenile court clearly lost its way and created a

manifest miscarriage of justice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the juvenile court's award of permanent custody to Clinton County Children Services was

supported by sufficient clear and convincing evidence.
2. Whether the permanent-custody judgment was against the manifest weight of the evidence.

3. Whether the statutory best-interest and second-prong requirements for permanent custody under R.C.
2151.414 were satisfied.

4. What effect, if any, the substantial amount of unobjected-to hearsay testimony had on appellate review

of the permanent-custody decision.

HOLDINGS

1. The Rules of Evidence apply to permanent-custody hearings, and hearsay is inadmissible unless an
applicable exception applies. Although the failure to object waives all but plain error, inadmissible
hearsay warrants reversal only when the juvenile court relied on it in terminating parental rights.
Because the record did not show reliance on inadmissible hearsay, the court excluded plainly

inadmissible hearsay from its analysis but affirmed based on sufficient admissible evidence.

2. The juvenile court properly found that awarding permanent custody to the Agency was in the child's best
interest under R.C. 2151.414(D)(1). The evidence supported the child's strong bond with and desire to be
adopted by her placement, her poor or minimal relationships with Mother and Father, her improvement

in the placement, her custodial history, and her need for a legally secure permanent placement.

3. The statutory requirements for permanent custody were satisfied because permanent custody was in the
child's best interest and the child had been in the Agency's temporary custody for at least 12 of the
preceding 22 months. Because one circumstance under R.C. 2151.414(B)(1)(a)-(e) is sufficient, the
court did not need to review the alternative finding that the child could not or should not be placed with

either parent within a reasonable time.

4. A parent's successful completion of the terms of a case plan is not dispositive of whether permanent

custody should be awarded.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The admission of hearsay evidence is considered prejudicial—and thus supportive of plain error—if "it is

shown that the judge relied on improper evidence in making his decision."” (] 6)

“a case plan is simply a means to a goal and is not the goal itself.” (] 112)



“The juvenile court's decision to grant permanent custody of Sara to the Agency was supported by clear and

convincing evidence and was not against the manifest weight of the evidence.” (9 118)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The child was removed from Mother's care after the family experienced homelessness, domestic-violence
concerns, and parental substance-use concerns. The Agency also identified educational, physical-health, mental-
health, and online-safety concerns. Father minimally engaged in the case plan and was removed from it, while
Mother completed its formal requirements but did not demonstrate sufficient behavioral change or
accountability. The child had lived with her adult half-sister for more than two years, improved academically and
physically, received mental-health treatment, and consistently expressed a desire to be adopted by that placement

rather than reunified with either parent.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Agency obtained emergency and then temporary custody of the child in March 2023, and the juvenile court
adjudicated her dependent in May 2023. The Agency filed a permanent-custody motion in September 2024.
After a two-day permanent-custody hearing, the juvenile court found that the child had been in Agency custody
for at least 12 of the preceding 22 months, could not or should not be placed with either parent within a
reasonable time, and that permanent custody was in her best interest. Mother and Father timely appealed,

challenging the sufficiency and manifest weight of the evidence.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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