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SUMMARY:

The juvenile court’s orders continuing the juvenile’s classification as a Tier I juvenile offender registrant under the Adam Walsh Act and releasing the juvenile from “official probation” and placing him on nonreporting probation with monitored time were final, appealable orders because they affected substantial rights in a special proceeding, and the timing of the R.C. 2152.84 end-of-disposition hearing, even if erroneous, did not affect the finality of the juvenile court’s orders.
In determining whether to continue the juvenile’s Tier I classification, the juvenile court did not abuse its discretion in considering a “JFS Children’s Services Progress Report,” which had not been admitted into evidence at the R.C. 2152.84 end-of-disposition hearing, where the report was made in connection with the juvenile’s dependency proceeding during the pendency of the delinquency proceeding, the dependency proceeding had been initiated because the juvenile could not return to his father’s home due to his adjudication for gross sexual imposition, the dependency proceeding was intertwined with the delinquency proceeding, the progress report contained the same case number as the delinquency proceeding, all proceedings were filed under the delinquency case number, and the same juvenile court judge presided over the dependency and delinquency proceedings.

Any error which may have occurred in the juvenile court’s exclusion from evidence of two research articles submitted by the juvenile at the R.C. 2152.84 end-of-disposition hearing was harmless where the information contained in the two articles, as it related to the juvenile’s risk for sexual reoffending, was essentially before the court in the form of the psychologist’s report, which placed the juvenile in the low-risk-to-reoffend category.

In light of the appellate court’s highly deferential review of the juvenile court’s judgment, the juvenile court did not abuse its discretion in continuing the juvenile’s Tier I classification where the record shows that the juvenile court carefully considered the relevant factors.
The juvenile court’s order terminating the juvenile from “official probation” and placing him on nonreporting probation with monitored time was valid, did not exceed the juvenile court’s jurisdiction, and did not violate the juvenile’s due-process or double-jeopardy rights:  the court’s order did not expressly end the juvenile’s disposition; the order left the original disposition, including a suspended commitment to the Department of Youth Services until age 21, in place; the order did not impose a new condition of community control where monitored time had always been a part of the juvenile’s disposition because the court’s dispositional orders had conditioned the suspension of the commitment to the Department of Youth Services on the condition that the juvenile obey all laws and orders of the court; the court’s order did not impose any new penalties; and the juvenile was properly on notice of the requirements of his disposition from the outset.

JUDGMENT:

AFFIRMED
JUDGES:
OPINION by WINKLER, J.; MYERS, P.J., and CROUSE, J., CONCUR.
