COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE FIRST DISTRICT OF TEXAS

In the Interest of Z.A.A., a Child

Inre Z.A.A. - No. 01-25-01056-CV - Decided April 14, 2026

SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals for the First District considered an accelerated appeal from an order

terminating a father’s parental rights to Z.A.A. The court held that legally and factually sufficient

evidence supported findings that the Department of Family and Protective Services made reasonable

efforts to reunify the child with the father and that termination was in the child’s best interest. The

court affirmed the trial court’s order.
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Father brought an accelerated appeal from an order terminating his
parental rights to Z.A.A. and continuing the Department of Family and
Protective Services as sole managing conservator. The court affirmed
after reviewing the legal and factual sufficiency of the evidence

supporting the termination findings.

In a parental-rights termination case, DFPS must prove the statutory
predicate and best-interest grounds by clear and convincing evidence.
Legal sufficiency is reviewed by determining whether, viewing the
evidence in the light most favorable to the finding, a reasonable
factfinder could form a firm belief or conviction. Factual sufficiency is
reviewed under the entire-record standard, including evidence
supporting and contradicting the finding, to determine whether
disputed evidence is so significant that a reasonable factfinder could

not form a firm belief or conviction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether legally and factually sufficient evidence supported the finding under Texas Family Code
section 161.001(b)(1)(N)(i) that DFPS made reasonable efforts to return Z.A.A. to father.

2. Whether legally and factually sufficient evidence supported the finding under Texas Family Code
section 161.001(b)(2) that termination of father's parental rights was in Z.A.A.'s best interest.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support the finding that DFPS made reasonable
efforts to return Z.A.A. to father. An implemented family service plan is generally evidence of
reasonable efforts, but it is not the exclusive means of proving that element; the governing inquiry is

whether DFPS made reasonable, rather than ideal, efforts.

2. The evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support the finding that termination of father's

parental rights was in Z.A.A.'s best interest.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Ultimately, “the issue is whether [DFPS] made reasonable efforts, not ideal efforts.”” (15)

“Both elements must be established, and termination may not be based solely on the best interest of the child

as determined by the trier of fact.” (13)

“A child’s need for a safe and stable home is the paramount consideration in assessing the best interest of the
child.” (28)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Z.A.A. was six years old when the trial court terminated father's parental rights. The child had lived with his
maternal great grandfather since April 2024, where his behavior improved and his medical, educational,
therapeutic, and other needs were met; the great grandfather planned to adopt him and had arranged a backup
caregiver. Father had a criminal history involving controlled-substance possession, domestic violence, and theft,
had been incarcerated at various times, had not seen Z.A.A. since December 2024, had not consistently provided
support, and had not participated in the DFPS family service plan. DFPS and child-advocacy personnel testified

that father was largely unresponsive to efforts to contact him and that termination was in the child's best interest.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

DFPS filed a petition for termination and conservatorship in October 2023. After a December 2024 bench trial,

the trial court appointed DFPS sole managing conservator, permitted supervised visitation, and did not initially



terminate father's parental rights. DFPS later filed an amended motion to modify conservatorship and terminate
father's rights. Following a November 11, 2025 hearing, the trial court appointed the child's great grandfather

sole managing conservator and terminated father's parental rights. Father appealed.
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