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SUMMARY

The Sixth Court of Appeals of Texas at Texarkana reviewed a father's challenge to the factual

sufficiency of the evidence supporting termination of his parental rights. The court held that clear and

convincing evidence supported the trial court's best-interests finding under the Holley factors and

affirmed the judgment terminating his parental rights.
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Father appealed from a bench-trial judgment terminating his parental
rights, challenging the factual sufficiency of the evidence supporting

the finding that termination was in the children's best interests.

The appellate court conducted an exacting review of the entire record
under the clear-and-convincing-evidence standard. For factual
sufficiency, it considered evidence that a fact-finder could reasonably
have found clear and convincing and asked whether disputed evidence
was so significant that a reasonable fact-finder could not have formed

a firm belief or conviction regarding the best-interests finding.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was factually sufficient to support the trial court's finding, by clear and convincing

evidence, that termination of Father's parental rights was in the children's best interests.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was factually sufficient to support the trial court's finding that termination of Father's
parental rights was in the best interests of both children. The court held that the evidence, viewed under
the Holley factors and the clear-and-convincing-evidence standard, permitted the fact-finder to form a

firm belief or conviction that termination was in the children's best interests.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The natural right existing between parents and their children is of constitutional dimensions.” (2)

“In order to terminate parental rights, the trial court must find, by clear and convincing evidence, that the
parent has engaged in at least one statutory ground for termination and that termination is in the child’s best

interest.” (2)

“Considering the Holley factors and viewing all the evidence, we conclude that the trial court could have
reasonably formed a firm belief or conviction, by clear and convincing evidence, that termination of Father’s

parental rights was in Zach’s and Zeke’s best interests.” (12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The children were removed from a highly unsuitable camper where Father and Mother allegedly used
methamphetamine, there was little food, and the children lacked adequate sleeping space and hygiene. Father
tested positive for methamphetamine and amphetamine during the case, failed to complete any portion of his
court-ordered family service plan, missed visits, and was incarcerated for burglary-related conduct. The children
had developmental delays but improved substantially after placement with their maternal grandmother and her

husband, who provided a stable home and wished to adopt them.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Texas Department of Family and Protective Services petitioned to terminate Father's parental rights to his
two sons. After a bench trial, the 307th District Court of Gregg County terminated Father's parental rights on
multiple statutory grounds and found termination in the children's best interests. Father appealed, and the Sixth

Court of Appeals affirmed.
DISPOSITION
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