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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Second Appellate District, affirmed an order terminating the father’s
parental rights to T.F. and awarding permanent managing conservatorship to the Texas Department of
Family and Protective Services. Applying Anders procedures, the court independently reviewed the
record and concluded that the appeal presented no arguable grounds for relief; it also denied appointed
counsel’s motion to withdraw.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Father appealed an order terminating his parental rights to T.F. and
awarding permanent managing conservatorship of T.F. to the Texas
Department of Family and Protective Services. Appointed appellate
counsel filed an Anders brief asserting that the appeal was frivolous
and that no arguable grounds for relief existed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW When an Anders brief satisfies Anders's requirements, the appellate
court independently examines the record, the Anders brief, and any pro
se response to determine whether arguable grounds for appeal exist.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published

PARTIES Father v. the State of Texas, Texas Department of Family and
Protective Services
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the record contained any arguable grounds supporting Father's appeal from the order
terminating his parental rights.

2. Whether appointed appellate counsel demonstrated good cause to withdraw after concluding that the
appeal was frivolous.

HOLDINGS

1. When an Anders brief satisfies the applicable requirements, the appellate court must independently
examine the record, the Anders brief, and any pro se response to determine whether arguable grounds for
appeal exist.

2. The appeal was frivolous because the record contained no arguable grounds that might support Father's
appeal, and the trial court's order terminating Father's parental rights was affirmed.

3. Counsel's motion to withdraw was denied because counsel did not show good cause independent from
her conclusion that the appeal was frivolous.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When reviewing a brief that asserts an appeal is frivolous and that fulfills the requirements of Anders, we
must independently examine the record to determine if any arguable grounds for appeal exist.” (at 3)

“Having carefully reviewed the record and the Anders brief, we conclude that there are no arguable grounds
that might support Father’s appeal; therefore, we agree with counsel that the appeal is frivolous.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The trial court terminated Father's parental rights to his child, T.F., and awarded permanent managing
conservatorship of T.F. to the Texas Department of Family and Protective Services. The termination order cited
Texas Family Code sections 161.001(b)(1)(D) and (E) and section 161.001(b)(2). Mother was also subject to the
termination order but did not appeal and was not a party to this appeal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The 324th District Court of Tarrant County terminated Father's parental rights under Texas Family Code sections
161.001(b)(1)(D) and (E), together with section 161.001(b)(2), and awarded permanent managing
conservatorship to TDFPS. Father appealed. The court of appeals independently reviewed the record and the
Anders brief, found no arguable grounds supporting the appeal, affirmed the termination order, and denied
counsel's motion to withdraw for lack of good cause independent of counsel's conclusion that the appeal was
frivolous.
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