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Crone, Judge.
[1]

L.J. (“Mother”) appeals the trial court’s order involuntarily terminating her
parental rights to her minor child, J.J.-G. (“Child”). We affirm.

[2]

Child was born in 2011. In September 2015, the Indiana Department of Child
Services (“DCS”) filed a petition alleging that Child was a child in need of
services (“CHINS”) because Mother “had untreated mental health issues” and
Child’s father, J.G. (“Father”), “had not successfully demonstrated the ability
and willingness to appropriately parent the child.” Appealed Order at 1. In
December 2015, the trial court held a factfinding hearing at which only Mother
appeared. Mother admitted that Child was a CHINS, and the court so found.
The court set another factfinding hearing for January 2016. At that hearing,
Father appeared by counsel, who waived Father’s right to a factfinding. The
court continued to find Child to be a CHINS. In December 2017, DCS filed a
petition to terminate Mother’s and Father’s parental rights. In September 2018,
after a hearing, the court issued an order granting the petition.

[3]

Mother now appeals, claiming that she was denied due process because the trial
court found Child to be a CHINS before Father had an opportunity to contest
the allegations in the CHINS petition. 1 Because Father ultimately waived any
challenge to the petition, Mother cannot demonstrate that she was prejudiced
and therefore cannot demonstrate that she is entitled to reversal. Consequently,

1

Father does not participate in this appeal.
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we affirm. See Ind. Appellate Rule 66 (“No error or defect in any ruling or
order or in anything done or omitted by the trial court or by any of the parties is
ground for granting relief or reversal on appeal where its probable impact, in
light of all the evidence in the case, is sufficiently minor so as not to affect the
substantial rights of the parties.”). 2
[4]

Affirmed.

Bradford, J., and Tavitas, J., concur.

2

Mother alleges other procedural irregularities to which she did not object and for which she has
demonstrated no resulting prejudice.
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