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SUMMARY

The Ohio Eighth District Court of Appeals held that the Bedford Municipal Court improperly followed

a blanket policy of sealing records instead of expunging them. Because the applicant satisfied the

statutory requirements for expungement under R.C. 2953.32, the appellate court reversed and vacated

the trial court’s judgment and remanded with instructions to grant expungement of the criminal-

damaging conviction and dismissed theft charge.
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T.N.S. appealed the Bedford Municipal Court's denial of her
application to expunge the record of her criminal-damaging
conviction. The trial court instead ordered the conviction and

dismissed theft charge sealed.

A trial court's disposition of an application for expungement is
generally reviewed for abuse of discretion, but the applicability,
interpretation, and application of R.C. 2953.32 present questions of
law reviewed de novo.
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a trial court may deny an eligible applicant's request for expungement and order only record

sealing after finding that the statutory requirements for relief are satisfied.

2. Whether the trial court may rely on a perceived statutory ambiguity or local policy to deviate from the
requirements of R.C. 2953.32.

HOLDINGS

1. When an applicant properly seeks expungement under R.C. 2953.32 and the trial court finds that the
statutory requirements are satisfied, the trial court must grant expungement rather than substitute record
sealing.

2. A trial court may not deviate from the statutory requirements of R.C. 2953.32 by adopting a blanket
policy of sealing records instead of expunging them or by relying on a perceived ambiguity that does not

support another reasonable interpretation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the trial court’s findings in support of sealing the records are the same findings required for
granting an application for expungement and T.N.S. made an application for expungement, the trial court was

required to grant her application for expungement after finding that all the requisite factors were met.” (1 19)

“The trial court’s purported reliance on a policy of sealing records rather than expunging them, even where
an applicant makes an application for expungement and satisfies the statutory requirements, is erroneous.” (1
20)

“The trial court’s blanket policy against expungement was an improper deviation from the statute.” (Y 24)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

T.N.S. was convicted in 2016 of misdemeanor criminal damaging, and a separate theft charge was dismissed.
She paid her court costs and completed six months of probation, which was terminated in February 2018. In
2025 she applied for expungement; the city, probation department, and victim did not oppose the application.
The trial court found facts supporting relief but ordered sealing rather than expungement because of its view that

the statute was ambiguous and its policy was to seal records.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

T.N.S. was convicted of misdemeanor criminal damaging in 2016, while a separate theft charge was dismissed.
After completing probation and paying court costs, she applied in 2025 to expunge the conviction and related
records under R.C. 2953.32. Although the city and victim did not object and the trial court made findings
supporting relief, the court followed a policy of sealing rather than expunging the records. The Eighth District



sustained T.N.S.'s sole assignment of error, vacated and reversed the trial court's judgment, and remanded with

instructions to grant expungement.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Bedford Heights Municipal Court was directed to grant T.N.S.'s application for expungement of the records

related to her criminal-damaging conviction and the dismissal of her theft charge.
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