TEXAS COURT OF APPEALS, 4TH DISTRICT (SAN ANTONIO)

In the Interest of J.A.B., S.ML.E., C.C.E., and M.B.E., Children

No. 04-25-00409-CV - No. 04-25-00409-CV - Decided December 17, 2025

SUMMARY

The Fourth Court of Appeals of San Antonio affirmed an order terminating the parental rights of

Mother and Father C.J.E. Father challenged the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the statutory

endangerment ground, and both parents challenged the best-interest findings. The court held that the

evidence was legally and factually sufficient, including evidence of domestic violence, child abuse,

substance abuse, instability, and the children’s placements.
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1. Whether the evidence is legally and factually sufficient to support the trial court's finding under statutory

ground (E) that Father engaged in conduct endangering the physical or emotional well-being of his
children

2. Whether the evidence is legally and factually sufficient to support the finding that termination of Father's

parental rights is in the children's best interests

3. Whether the evidence is legally and factually sufficient to support the finding that termination of

Mother's parental rights is in the children's best interests

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence is legally and factually sufficient to support the trial court's subsection (E) finding. Father's
history of domestic violence against Mother and the children, combined with his long history of

methamphetamine abuse, established an endangering course of conduct.

2. The evidence is legally and factually sufficient to support the trial court's best-interest finding as to
Father.

3. The evidence is legally and factually sufficient to support the trial court's best-interest finding as to
Mother.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"In reviewing the legal sufficiency of the evidence to support the termination of parental rights, we must
'look at all the evidence in the light most favorable to the finding to determine whether a reasonable trier of

fact could have formed a firm belief or conviction that its finding was true.""” (p. 2)

“"[W]hen a trial court makes a finding to terminate parental rights under section 161.001(b)(1)(D) or (E)
and the parent challenges that finding on appeal, due process requires the appellate court to review that

finding and detail its analysis."” (p. 4)

“"The children deserve a loving home where they can be taken care of and where their needs can be met.
They don't have to worry about if they're going to have a house to live in for the next day or two or if they're

going to have food in their home."” (p. 27)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The case arose from a Department investigation after Father physically abused J.A.B., giving him a black eye by
punching/slapping him and covering his mouth to prevent screaming. Father had a long history of domestic
violence against Mother and the children, and a history of substance abuse including methamphetamine use.
Both parents had unstable housing and employment. Mother had limited contact with the children and failed to

complete most of her service plan requirements.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Department filed a petition seeking termination of Father's and Mother's parental rights. After a bench trial,
the trial court terminated both parents' parental rights based on multiple statutory grounds and a best-interest

finding. Parents appeal, challenging the sufficiency of the evidence.
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