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SUMMARY

The Ohio Eighth District Court of Appeals affirmed the juvenile court’s grant of permanent custody of
two minor children to the Cuyahoga County Division of Children and Family Services. The court held
that clear and convincing evidence supported findings that the children could not or should not be
placed with their mother within a reasonable time, based primarily on her unresolved substance-abuse
and mental-health issues, inconsistent participation in services, incarceration, and lack of verified
stable housing.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Mother appealed the juvenile court's judgments granting Cuyahoga
County Division of Children and Family Services permanent custody
of her children and terminating her parental rights.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Permanent-custody determinations are reviewed under the sufficiency-
of-the-evidence and manifest-weight-of-the-evidence standards, as
appropriate to the arguments presented. In a manifest-weight review,
the appellate court weighs the evidence and reasonable inferences,
considers witness credibility, and determines whether the factfinder
clearly lost its way and created a manifest miscarriage of justice.
Appropriate deference is given to the juvenile court as the factfinder.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published Ohio Court of Appeals opinion

PARTIES A.V., Mother v. Cuyahoga County Division of Children and Family
Services



TOPICS

termination of parental rights parental rights family law procedure standard of review appellate procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

juvenile law family law parental rights child welfare

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the juvenile court's determination under R.C. 2151.414(B)(1)(a) that the children could not or
should not be placed with either parent within a reasonable time was against the manifest weight of the
evidence.

2. Whether the juvenile court's determination under R.C. 2151.414(D)(2) that permanent custody with
CCDCFS was in the children's best interests was against the manifest weight of the evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. The juvenile court's finding under R.C. 2151.414(B)(1)(a) was supported by clear and convincing
evidence and was not against the manifest weight of the evidence.

2. Because the four requirements of R.C. 2151.414(D)(2) were supported by clear and convincing
evidence, permanent custody with CCDCFS was per se in the children's best interests and the juvenile
court was required to commit the children to the agency's permanent custody.

3. The juvenile court did not clearly lose its way or create a manifest miscarriage of justice in granting
permanent custody and terminating Mother's parental rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the termination of parental rights is “‘the family law equivalent of the death penalty in a criminal
case,’” it is “an alternative [of] last resort.”” (2026-Ohio-1778, ¶ 3)

““When reviewing for manifest weight, the appellate court must weigh the evidence and all reasonable
inferences, consider the credibility of the witnesses, and determine whether, in resolving conflicts in the
evidence, the finder of fact clearly lost its way and created such a manifest miscarriage of justice that the
judgment must be reversed and a new trial ordered.”” (2026-Ohio-1778, ¶ 14)

“By contrast, ‘under R.C. 2151.414(D)(2), if the juvenile court makes [each of] the four enumerated findings,
permanent custody is per se in the child’s best interest and the court “shall” commit the child to the
permanent custody of the agency.’” (2026-Ohio-1778, ¶ 29)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mother used fentanyl and cocaine during pregnancy, and S.A. required treatment for withdrawal symptoms after
birth. The children were removed from Mother's care based on substance-abuse, mental-health, parenting,
housing, and criminal-history concerns. Although Mother completed one inpatient substance-abuse program, she
relapsed, failed to complete recommended outpatient treatment or consistently submit to drug screens, attended
few mental-health appointments, remained intermittently incarcerated, and did not establish verifiable sobriety



or secure permanent housing. The children were bonded with Mother but were thriving in separate foster
placements, and no suitable relative or other interested person was identified for legal custody.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

CCDCFS initially obtained emergency temporary custody after alleging abuse, neglect, and dependency. The
juvenile court adjudicated S.A. abused, neglected, and dependent and A.K. neglected and dependent, placed both
children in the agency's temporary custody, and approved a reunification case plan. After approximately 25
months in agency custody, the juvenile court granted CCDCFS's motion to modify temporary custody to
permanent custody and terminated Mother's parental rights. The Eighth District affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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