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SUMMARY

The Nebraska Supreme Court affirmed termination of Oscar Kazadi Mukoma’s parental rights to his
four children. The court held that his due process challenge to the juvenile court’s case plan was an
impermissible collateral attack on a prior, appealable disposition order. It also concluded that statutory
grounds for termination and the children’s best interests were established by clear and convincing
evidence, based on Mukoma’s minimal progress toward rehabilitation and failure to comply with the
case plan.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the juvenile court violated Mukoma's due process rights by conditioning reunification on case-
plan requirements based in part on domestic-violence allegations that Mukoma contended were not
properly adjudicated.

2. Whether the State proved a statutory basis for termination of Mukoma's parental rights by clear and
convincing evidence.

3. Whether termination of Mukoma's parental rights was in the children's best interests by clear and
convincing evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. Mukoma could not challenge the factual basis for the previously entered case plan in the termination
appeal because his argument constituted an impermissible collateral attack on the final, appealable
disposition order; he did not challenge the juvenile court's jurisdiction over the parties or subject matter.

2. The State proved by clear and convincing evidence a statutory basis for terminating Mukoma's parental
rights, including that the children had been in out-of-home placement for 15 or more of the most recent
22 months.

3. Termination of Mukoma's parental rights was in the children's best interests because the State proved by
clear and convincing evidence that he was unfit and unable or unwilling to rehabilitate himself within a
reasonable period of time.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This argument is a collateral attack on the June 2023 disposition order, which we have previously
recognized is impermissible.” (114)

“That presumption can only be overcome by a showing that the parent either is unfit to perform the duties
imposed by the relationship or has forfeited that right.” (115)

“When a parent is unable or unwilling to rehabilitate himself or herself within a reasonable period of time,
the child’s best interests require termination of parental rights.” (117)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The four children were removed from their mother's residence in January 2023 because of allegations that she
physically abused them, and they were placed in DHHS custody. Mukoma was ordered to comply with a case
plan addressing aggression, mental health, parenting, housing, and related needs. He made little or no progress
for approximately one year, did not complete several required services, had not seen the children since February
2022, was arrested during the termination proceedings, and violated a criminal-court no-contact order. The
juvenile court found statutory grounds for termination, parental unfitness, and that termination was in the
children's best interests.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The children were removed from their mother's residence in January 2023 and adjudicated under Neb. Rev. Stat.
§ 43-247(3)(a). At disposition, the juvenile court adopted a DHHS case plan and ordered Mukoma to comply
with it. The State later filed supplemental petitions to terminate his parental rights, and the juvenile court found
three statutory grounds for termination, found Mukoma unfit, and determined that termination was in the
children's best interests. Mukoma appealed, and the Nebraska Supreme Court consolidated the four appeals and
affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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