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SUMMARY

The Oregon Court of Appeals reversed a judgment terminating the mother's parental rights to her

three-year-old son. The court held that clear and convincing evidence established the mother's

unfitness and that the child could not be safely integrated into her home within a reasonable time, but

concluded that the Department of Human Services failed to prove termination was in the child's best

interests because it did not adequately address alternatives such as permanent guardianship.
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reversed

Mother appealed from a juvenile court judgment terminating her
parental rights to her son. The Oregon Court of Appeals reviewed the
record de novo and reversed because the Department of Human
Services failed to prove by clear and convincing evidence that
termination was in the child's best interests.

De novo review under ORS 419A.200(6) and ORS 19.415(3)(a), with
the court independently determining whether clear and convincing
evidence establishes unfitness, improbable integration within a

reasonable time, and that termination is in the child's best interests.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether clear and convincing evidence established that mother was unfit because her conduct or

condition was seriously detrimental to the child.

2. Whether clear and convincing evidence established that integration of the child into mother's home was

improbable within a reasonable time.

3. Whether clear and convincing evidence established that terminating mother's parental rights was in the

child's best interests.

4. Whether the juvenile court's findings regarding DHS's compliance with a psychologist's

recommendations affected the termination determination.

HOLDINGS

1. Clear and convincing evidence established that mother was unfit because her cognitive difficulties
impaired her ability to address the child's significant medical needs and to determine who was safe to

interact with him, creating a risk of seriously detrimental harm.

2. Clear and convincing evidence established that the child could not be safely integrated into mother's
home within a time reasonable for the child because mother made only modest progress over three years

despite extensive services and continued to lack the skills necessary to safely parent him.

3. DHS failed to prove by clear and convincing evidence that termination of mother's parental rights was in
the child's best interests because it did not establish that severing the legal relationship was necessary or

superior to a permanent guardianship.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, we determine that ODHS did not carry its burden to prove that terminating mother’s parental
rights is in A’s best interests.” (at 653)

“Instead, a best-interests analysis asks whether the child’s best interests require severing the legal

relationship between the parent and the child.” (at 667)

“Because ODHS failed to present evidence on whether A would suffer any detriment in the context of
guardianship that would be alleviated by adoption, we cannot conclude based on this record that it is highly

probable that termination is in A’s best interests.” (at 673)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The child was born premature and underweight and later sustained severe injuries, including skull trauma, brain
bleeding, a leg fracture, and retinal hemorrhaging, while in his parents' care. The parents delayed obtaining

medical care, and medical providers concluded that the injuries were consistent with physical abuse and that the
delay constituted medical neglect. The child developed global developmental delay, remained largely nonverbal,

and required extensive medical and developmental services. Mother made limited progress through parenting



classes, mentoring, and supervised visits, while the child remained securely attached to his resource parents, who

wished to adopt him.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The juvenile court asserted dependency jurisdiction over the child in April 2023 and later changed the
permanency plan from reunification to adoption. After a termination trial in June 2025, the juvenile court found
mother unfit, found that the child could not be integrated into her home within a reasonable time, and concluded

that termination was in the child's best interests. Mother appealed.
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