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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Third District, reviews an order terminating C.R.F.’s parental rights to
three children under Texas Family Code sections 161.001(b)(1)(D), (E), and (b)(2). The court
addresses the sufficiency of the evidence concerning reasonable reunification efforts, statutory
endangerment grounds, and the children’s best interests. The opinion states that the trial court’s

termination order is affirmed.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Mother appealed after a bench trial and order terminating her parental

rights, challenging the sufficiency of the evidence supporting statutory
predicate grounds, the children's best interests, the Department's
reasonable reunification efforts, and the appointment of the

Department as permanent managing conservator.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Termination of parental rights requires clear and convincing evidence
of at least one statutory predicate ground and that termination is in the
child's best interest. Legal sufficiency is reviewed by viewing the
evidence in the light most favorable to the finding while considering
undisputed contrary evidence; factual sufficiency requires weighing
disputed contrary evidence against the evidence supporting the
finding, with due deference to the factfinder. The appellate court
conducts an exacting review because parental rights are

constitutionally protected.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published memorandum opinion; precedential status is stated as

published in the supplied metadata.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether legally and factually sufficient evidence supported the finding that the Department made

reasonable efforts to reunify the children with Mother.

2. Whether legally and factually sufficient evidence supported termination under Texas Family Code
section 161.001(b)(1)(D).

3. Whether legally and factually sufficient evidence supported the finding that termination was in the

children's best interests.

4. Whether Mother had standing to challenge the appointment of the Department as the children's

permanent managing conservator after her parental rights were terminated.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient to support the finding that the Department made reasonable efforts

to return the children to Mother.

2. The evidence was legally and factually sufficient to establish that Mother knowingly placed the children

in conditions or surroundings that endangered their physical or emotional well-being.

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

parental rights was in the children's best interests.

4. After the termination order was upheld, Mother lacked standing to challenge the appointment of the
Department as the children's permanent managing conservator.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“A correspondingly searching standard of appellate review is an essential procedural adjunct.” (10)
“We conclude that the evidence is legally and factually sufficient to support a finding that Mother knowingly

placed the children in conditions or surroundings which endangered their physical or emotional well-being so

as to support a finding of endangerment under subsection (D).” (17)

“Viewing the evidence presented at trial in the light most favorable to the trial court’s finding, we conclude
that a reasonable factfinder could form a firm belief or conviction that termination of Mother’s parental rights

was in the children’s best interest.” (20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Mother was arrested after fleeing from a sheriff's deputy at night with her three children in the vehicle, driving at
speeds exceeding 100 miles per hour and continuing until police deployed a tire-deflation device. The children
were removed after officers found them in the vehicle; they had been traveling and sleeping in the car, and two
appeared dirty, while the youngest lacked shoes and socks. The Department provided a reunification service
plan, but Mother moved from Texas to New Mexico, did not provide the requested drug-test results, and had
contentious communications with the Department and the children's placement. At trial, the children were

thriving in a relative placement that the Department and Mother agreed was appropriate.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Following a bench trial in the 155th District Court of Fayette County, the trial court terminated C.R.F.'s parental
rights to three children, finding endangerment under Texas Family Code sections 161.001(b)(1)(D) and (E), that
termination was in the children's best interests, and that the Department made reasonable efforts toward
reunification. The Third Court of Appeals affirmed. Justice Ellis concurred in part and dissented in part, agreeing
that the predicate grounds and reunification-efforts findings were sufficient but concluding that the best-interest

evidence was legally and factually insufficient.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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