
COURT OF APPEALS OF OHIO, FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

In re H.C.
2026-Ohio-12 · No. 25CA12 · Decided January 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The Ohio Fourth District Court of Appeals reviewed an appeal from a juvenile court judgment
granting Highland County Department of Jobs and Family Services permanent custody of a dependent
child. The biological father challenged the findings supporting permanent custody and the
determination that permanent custody was in the child's best interest. The court concluded that the
statutory temporary-custody-duration ground independently supported the judgment and that
competent, credible evidence supported the best-interest determination.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE J.C., the child's biological father, appealed the Highland County
Common Pleas Court, Juvenile Division's judgment granting the
Highland County Department of Jobs and Family Services permanent
custody of H.C.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A permanent-custody judgment is reviewed under the manifest-
weight-of-the-evidence standard. The appellate court weighs the
evidence and reasonable inferences, considers witness credibility, and
asks whether the fact-finder clearly lost its way and created a manifest
miscarriage of justice. The reviewing court also examines whether
competent and credible evidence supports the required clear-and-
convincing burden and may reverse for legally insufficient evidence.
Deference is given to the trial court's credibility determinations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the juvenile court's finding that statutory grounds existed for permanent custody was against
the manifest weight of the evidence.

2. Whether the juvenile court was required to find abandonment in addition to the child's having been in
temporary agency custody for twelve or more months of a consecutive twenty-two-month period.

3. Whether the juvenile court's best-interest determination was supported by sufficient evidence and was
against the manifest weight of the evidence.

4. Whether the juvenile court was required to favor placement with a relative or find that placement with a
parent or relative was unavailable before awarding permanent custody to the agency.

5. Whether the juvenile court properly considered the child's wishes through the guardian ad litem.

HOLDINGS

1. A trial court need find only one of the factors listed in R.C. 2151.414(B)(1)(a) through (e), together with
the required best-interest finding, before awarding permanent custody to a children-services agency.
Because the twelve-of-twenty-two-months ground under R.C. 2151.414(B)(1)(d) was supported, the
court did not need to rely on abandonment under R.C. 2151.414(B)(1)(b).

2. The permanent-custody judgment was supported by sufficient, competent, and credible evidence and
was not against the manifest weight of the evidence.

3. A trial court evaluating a child's best interest need not find that no suitable relative is available and is not
required to favor relative placement over agency permanent custody.

4. R.C. 2151.414(D)(1)(b) permits the trial court to consider the child's wishes either directly from the
child or through the guardian ad litem, with due regard for the child's maturity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“R.C. 2151.414(B)(1) requires the trial court to find the existence of only one of the factors listed in R.C.
2151.414(B)(1)(a) to (e).” (¶31-¶32)

“However, none of the best interest factors is entitled to “greater weight or heightened significance.” Instead,
the trial court considers the totality of the circumstances when making its best interest determination.” (¶36)

“Moreover, courts are not required to favor relative placement if, after considering all the factors, it is in the
child’s best interest for the agency to be granted permanent custody.” (¶40)

“Accordingly, based upon the foregoing reasons, we overrule appellant’s two assignments of error and affirm



the trial court’s judgment.” (¶45)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

H.C. was placed in the agency's emergency and temporary custody after a report that her mother used marijuana
around her. H.C. remained in temporary agency custody for more than twelve months of a consecutive twenty-
two-month period. The agency presented evidence that the mother continued a relationship with C.W., who had a
violent and criminal history and drug-related concerns, while H.C. was thriving in foster care; the guardian ad
litem recommended permanent custody. The father had no contact with H.C. for an extended period, did not
appear at the permanent-custody hearing, and did not complete a case plan.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The agency obtained emergency and then temporary custody after filing a dependency complaint. The juvenile
court adjudicated H.C. dependent, extended temporary custody through September 2024, and granted the
agency's permanent-custody motion after a February 2025 hearing. The juvenile court entered judgment on
March 5, 2025, and J.C. appealed, challenging the statutory grounds, best-interest finding, sufficiency of the
evidence, and manifest weight of the evidence.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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