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SUMMARY

The Maine Supreme Judicial Court affirmed a District Court judgment terminating the father's parental
rights to his child. The court held that competent evidence supported findings that the father was
unable or unwilling to protect the child from jeopardy and had failed to make a good-faith effort to
rehabilitate and reunify. The court also concluded that termination was supported by the child's best
interests.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether competent evidence supported the District Court's finding that the father was unwilling or
unable to protect the child from jeopardy within a time reasonably calculated to meet the child's needs.

2. Whether competent evidence supported the District Court's finding that the father failed to make a good-
faith effort to rehabilitate and reunify with the child.

3. Whether the evidence supported termination of the father's parental rights, including the finding that
termination was in the child's best interest.

HOLDINGS

1. The District Court did not clearly err in finding the father unfit because competent evidence established
that he was unwilling or unable to protect the child from jeopardy within a time reasonably calculated to
meet the child's needs and had failed to make a good-faith effort to rehabilitate and reunify.

2. The record also supported the District Court's finding, by clear and convincing evidence, that
termination of the father's parental rights was in the child's best interest.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"We review the factual findings supporting the unfitness determination for clear error,"” (736)

“"will reverse a finding only if there is no competent evidence in the record to support it, if the fact-finder
clearly misapprehends the meaning of the evidence, or if the finding is so contrary to the credible evidence
that it does not represent the truth and right of the case,"” (736)

“"The weight and credibility of the testimony and other evidence are for the fact-finder's determination."”
(736)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The child had spent his entire life in the care of persons other than his parents. The father had made little
progress toward acquiring parenting skills, gaining insight into his relationship problems, providing support, or
securing safe and stable housing. He had pleaded guilty to one domestic-violence assault, been convicted of
another assault and of violating a protective order, and had three protective orders lodged against him. The
Department devoted substantial resources to reunification, but the father did not make a genuine or sustained
effort, while the child was approaching eighteen months of age and had pressing developmental needs.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The District Court in Skowhegan terminated the father's parental rights under 22 M.R.S. § 4055. The father
appealed, challenging the termination judgment; the Supreme Judicial Court of Maine reviewed the record and
affirmed.
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