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SUMMARY

The Eleventh Court of Appeals of Texas reviewed an accelerated appeal from an order terminating the
parental rights of both parents of R.R.L. The court affirmed the termination order as to the mother
after an Anders review and denied appointed counsel’s motion to withdraw as premature under In re
P.M. The court also held that the evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support termination
based on endangerment findings under Texas Family Code section 161.001(b)(1)(D) and (E), among
other grounds.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Accelerated appeal from an order terminating the parental rights of the
child's mother and father.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Termination of parental rights requires clear and convincing evidence.
For legal sufficiency, the court asks whether a reasonable factfinder
could have formed a firm belief or conviction that the finding was
true, viewing evidence in the light most favorable to the finding,
deferring to the factfinder's credibility determinations, and
disregarding evidence the factfinder could reasonably have
disbelieved. For factual sufficiency, the court weighs disputed contrary
evidence against all evidence favoring the finding and determines
whether the factfinder could reasonably form a firm belief or
conviction. The appellate court gives due deference to the factfinder
and may not substitute its judgment for that of the factfinder.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published memorandum opinion; treated as precedential under the
source metadata, subject to Texas rules governing memorandum
opinions.
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support termination under Texas Family
Code section 161.001(b)(1)(D), based on knowingly placing or allowing the child to remain in
endangering conditions or surroundings.

2. Whether the evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support termination under Texas Family
Code section 161.001(b)(1)(E), based on a course of conduct that endangered the child.

3. Whether the evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support termination under sections
161.001(b)(1)(N) and (O).

4. Whether the evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support the finding that termination of the
father's parental rights was in the child's best interest.

5. Whether mother's appointed counsel satisfied Anders obligations and could withdraw before the
conclusion of all appeals in a parental-rights-termination case.

HOLDINGS

1. Appointed counsel's Anders brief satisfied the required professional review and demonstrated that
mother's appeal was frivolous and without merit, but counsel's motion to withdraw filed in the court of
appeals was premature because appointed counsel's duty in a parental-rights-termination case generally
extends through exhaustion of all appeals.

2. The evidence was legally and factually sufficient to establish that the father knowingly placed or
knowingly allowed R.R.L. to remain in conditions or surroundings that endangered the child's physical
or emotional well-being.

3. The evidence was legally and factually sufficient to establish that the father engaged in a voluntary,
deliberate, and conscious course of conduct that endangered R.R.L.'s physical or emotional well-being.

4. Because the evidence sufficiently supported termination under subsection (D) and subsection (E), the
court did not need to reach the father's challenges to the findings under subsections (N) and (O).



5. The evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support the finding that termination of the father's
parental rights was in R.R.L.'s best interest.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court in P.M. held that, in parental termination cases, court-appointed counsel’s duty to his or her client
generally extends “through the exhaustion of [all] appeals.”” (2)

“The term means “more than a threat of metaphysical injury or potential ill effects of a less-than-ideal family
environment,” but “does not require actual harm.”” (11)

“A parent’s actions prior to and after the child’s removal may show an endangering course of conduct.” (12)

“The record therefore discloses several circumstances from which the trial court may have reasonably
discerned a “pattern of conduct that is inimical to the very idea of child-rearing.”” (19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Department became involved after the parents' three-month-old child, H.S., died in January 2024 amid
dangerous conditions in the mother's home, parental drug use, and domestic-violence concerns. R.R.L. was born
in August 2024 after the mother tested positive for cocaine and marihuana during pregnancy and the father tested
positive for high levels of cocaine and marihuana shortly after the child's birth. The Department obtained
temporary managing conservatorship and the father failed to comply with most requirements of his court-
ordered service plan, continued using marihuana, rarely visited R.R.L., failed to maintain contact with the
Department, and did not provide support or demonstrate that he could provide a safe home. R.R.L. was doing
well in foster care at the time of the final hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The 446th District Court of Ector County terminated both parents' parental rights under Texas Family Code
sections 161.001(b)(1)(D), (E), (N), and (O), and found termination to be in the child's best interest. Mother
appealed through appointed counsel, who filed an Anders brief and motion to withdraw. Father challenged the
sufficiency of the evidence supporting the predicate termination grounds and best-interest finding. The court of
appeals denied mother's counsel's motion to withdraw, affirmed termination as to mother, and affirmed the order
as to father.
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