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JUSTICE THEIS delivered the opinion of the court:

At an adjudicatory hearing, the trial court found that respondent Amy C.’s oldest child,
Kamesha J,. was physically and sexually abused and that all five of her children, Kamesha,
Kawana S., Corey S., Cortez S. and Kayla S., were negiected due to exposure ta an myurious
environment and abused based on substantial risk of physn:al mjury- At a subsequent disposition hearlng, the
court ruled that respondent was unable for some reason other than financial circumstances alone to care for,
protect, train, or discipiine the chidren. 1;18 court made all five minors wards of the court and placed them In
tne custody of the Department of Ghudren and Famiy Services IDNGIFS . Hespondent now appeais,
l’:lJﬂtEﬂﬂlﬂg that ' the trial court lmprnnerly exciuded evidence about resnandent’s current care of K ayla
because such evidence wias admissible and relevant 2 the caurt’s -Hm:lmg of antu::natnry neglm:t of '( Bylﬂ
was agamst the manifest ulElght of the evidence and 3 the l’.'Dl"‘t’S dispositional -Flﬂdlﬂg that respondent uwias

unabie to care for Mayla, M amana and Bortez was agamst the manfest weight of the evidence- KFor the
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follounng reasons, we affirm-

Hespondent nas five chiaren M amesna, born on January 20, '99"’,' Kawana, born on
Decemver 25, 1995, Gorey. born on MNovemper 16, 2000, Gortez, born on MNovember 8,
20023 anda Kayia, vorn on December 27, EDD'-I.E O Septemper 17, 200, the State fied
a petition for adudication of wardship to adudicate Mamesna a ward of the court. The petition anleged that
Kamesna was abused and neglected because her environment was myurious to her wetfare- EIn September
16, 2004, Kamesna went to a hospital for numerous severe bruises on her buttocks, lower back and
thighs and stated that her sibhings father, respondent' s husband Eoornen &., nad beat her untn a beit unth her
clothes off and scratched her i the face because she had allegedly given away food- During the beating,
Kamesna begged respondent for help, but respondent ignored her cries and remamed seated mn the Iiving room-

Kamesna aiso stated that Esornen nad beat her before and that she saw mm choke respondent- M amesna

was afrad to return home because she was afrad ﬂnr 'nell would kill her.

1 Kamesha’s father is unknown and was defaulted in the trial court.

2 The father of Kawana, Corey, Cortez, and Kayla is Cornell S., respondent’s husband.
He was found unable and unwilling to care for his children in the dispositional order, but is not
involved in this appeal.
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The Sitate 1ater amended tmis petition for adjudication of wardship of Mamesna in Apnl 2005 o
add that she was also sexually abused by an “uncie’ on Septemper I, 2™ and had been repeatediy
sexually abused by tms person- M amesna nad been diagnosed untn chiamydia-

O Septemper 22, 200™, the State filed separate petitions for adjudication of wardship of
Lorey, Gortez, and Mawana. The petition alleged that they were neglected because thew environment was
myurious to thewr welfare and created a substantial risk of physical injury to them based on the allegations of
physical abuse to M amesna.

Kayia was born on Decemper 27, 200. Oh Janvary I8, 2005, the State fied a
petition for adjudication of wardship of M ayla, aneging that she nad been neglected because her environment
was myurious to her welfare and created a substantial risk of physical iyury to her based on the allegations of
physical abuse to M amesna.

O May 10, 2005, the court began an adudication hearng for Kayia. Avru Anghn unth
DECFS tesuned that there were three prior indicated reports for this famiy- lIn Aprll 2004,
respondent was ndicated when Eorey was found alone m a park one mile away from respondent. In
September 200, Lornen was ndicated for beating Mamesna. Snortly aster tms report, a third report
was ndicated when 1t was discovered that B amesna had been sexuvaly abused.

Anglm testified that when she took protective custody of Mayia on Janvary 10, Kayia appeared
healthy and respondent wias cooperative- Anglm beneved that it was n Mayla' s best mterest to take
protective custody of her due to these prior indicated reports and because her father, Eornen, was tne
perpetrataor in one of these reports.- Anglm was toid that Eornen nad been nving at a dirferent address than
respondent snce the children's case had been brought mto the system- Sne spoke to Gornen on January

M2 and ne toid her that he had visited respondent and Mayla every day after ner mrtn.
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The court then combined the adgjudicatory hearngs of all five chidren- Brisciia Gasn or DGFS
testified that she was assigned to Mamesna's, Mawana's, BGortez' s and Gorey' s case. She spoke untn
respondent on Septemver 16, 200™ regarang Kamesna' s muries. Hespondent knew that Esornen had
beaten M amesna and 1eft marks and bruises all over her body, but stated that she was not there at the time
of the mcdent- The next mormng, M amesna told respondent that she did not feel well, she was n pam, and
she did not want to go to school- Hespondent then saw the bruises on her body- mgn asked why she did
not take M amesna to the doctor, respondent toid E5asn that she was afrad that the truant officer would
come after her for not aliouwmng M amesna to go to scnool. Hespondent sent Mamesna to school that day
and told her not to tell anyone what happened.-

Lasn aiso spoke to Mamesna on Septemver 16, 200™. Kamesna stated that Gornen beat
ner unth a beit because Mawana toid mm that Mamesna nad given food to negnbornood condren. Gornen
made her take off her clothes and hold on to a radiator while he beat her- I amesna stated that respondent
was sitting n the Iiving room durmg the beating- She did not want to return home because she was afraid
Lornen wouid km ner- M amesna stated that Gornell had beaten her before, but not that badily-

Kristy Lzarry, the caseworker for Mawana, Gortez and Mayla, testned that she spoke ta
Kawana on Decemver 7, 200™. Kawana stated that one mignt that fal, K amesna got up m the mdaie
of the mght and when she did not return after a short time, Mawana went to see what she was domg-
Kawana walked past the pantry and saw M amesna wnth an adguit famiy friend. Hhs hand was over ner
mouth and both of ther pants were down. KIamesha was present during tms conversation unth Ezarry and
Kawana and indicated that tms mecdent had occurred- M awana toid Gmarry that she did not tenl respondent
about tiis meident- ln a 1ater conversation wnth Garry, nowever, K awana stated that she woke respondent

that might and told her what she saw, but that respondent did not do anything about 1t- Emarry spoke to
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respondent after this Deﬂembﬂr conversation with Kau’aﬂa and respondent stated that this friend and his
family had been visiting at respondent s house and slept over because of bad weather- Respondent indicated
that she did not know about this incident.

Izarry tesufed that her agency recommended respondent complete individual therapy, parenting
classes, a domestic violence assessment, a parental Eaﬂaﬂ’ty assessment, a psyﬂnﬂ’ﬂg":a’ evaluation, a
budgeting program and a vocational assessment- Hespondent completed a vocational assessment in May
2005, psychoiogical evaluation in Marcn 2005, parentng classes n Marcn 2005, and a
domestic violence assessment in DEL'EmbEr Enu'". She uas par t’f"ﬂat’ng m individual ther: apl- SIIE also
visited unth the chiudren, under Emarry' s supervision, weekny- @@arry observed respondent untn Kayla tunce
nesore I ayla was taken into protective custody and stated that respondent was appropriate unth K. ayla-
1;12 court also admitted a certified statement of cﬂr ﬂE’l’ s conviction for the domestic batter ) of Kamesha
mto evidence.

Oh Juy 8B, 2005, roiounng the adudicatory hearing, the court found that the State had proved
by a preponderance of the evidence that all five children were abused and neglected due to an ijurious
environment and a substantial risk of pnysical mpury- In adotion, the court found that M amesna nad been
physically abused, sexually abused, and subject to excessive corporal punishment. The court found that
Lornen beat Kamesna on September 15, 200™. 'The court acknowledged the conflicting evidence as to
whether respondent was present during this beating and found that ¥ respondent did not know what happened
that mght, she did know the follounng morning when M amesna complamed of pan. The court neid that
respondent faled to take appropriate action at this tme and mstead, sent M amesha to school. School
officials, not respondent, notfied INGIFS and the ponce. The court found that respondent failed to protect

Kamesha or seek medical attention for her INjuries. 1;19 court also found evidence that Kamesha was
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sexually abused by a farmly friend i respondent s home, that respondent was aware of this mcident and that
Kamesna reported that she was sexually assaulted more than once- The court found that respondent agam
failed to protect M amesna from narm and failed to seek medical attention for her-

The court aiso found that K awana, cnrey and Bortez were hving unth respondent and Kamesna
when the three mdicated IMEIFS reports and these mcidents occurred-. The court found that between
O ctover 200 ana K. ayla's birth mn late December 200, respondent cooperated uwnth DIGIFS,
participated in recommended assessments and services and visited unth the chidren, but noted that this was a
“very short period of tme..”

At the disposition hearing on Septempver 16, 2005, Garry testified that Mawana, Lortez and
K. ayla were i the same foster home and were doing well- Her agency recommended that respondent
participate n weekly individual therapy, a psychological evaluation, a vocational assessment, a budgeting
program, a parental capacity assessment and contmue weekly visitation unth her chidren- Inawviguar therapy
addressed the trauma of having her children taken away, but also addressed respondent s mstory of physical
and sexual abuse and domestic violence- Hlespondent was making progress in individual counsehng, which she
began in Decemper 2001

Respondent compieted the Psychological evaluation, which recommended that she receive ongomg
support in order to care for her chidren and revealed that she was i need of Ife skills traimng or assistance-
Hespondent partcipated in the vocational assessment, but it had not yet been compieted.- SBhe compieted
parenting classes in Man:h 2005. Garry testified that the parenting classes respondent completed were
sufficient to parent M awana, Gortez ana K ayla, but that she needed more parenting classes for Kamesna
and ﬂnrey because of ther special needs- Hespondent was due to nave a parenting capacity assessment to

ldEﬂtl{y her specific needs to imprave her pari enting technigues on sgptember 30, 2005. 1;12 parenting
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assessment would determine i she had any cogmtive delays, which would further assist Bzarry n wentieying
services. She stated that respondent needed someone to assist her daly in parenting all of her chidren-

Her agency continued to explore possible services for respondent to address parenting skills- Garry testified
that respondent had been diagnosed unth mid mental retardation and had an 10 o S8.

Izarry tesufed that her agency was not recommending unsupervised visits with any of the chidren
because it was too early in the case- Respondent was allowed two hours per week supervised visits. Her
agency wanted respondent to have more time in therapy to make maore progress on her gﬂa’s- ﬁErE was an
arder of protection aga'ﬂst cﬂrﬂe’l ﬂrﬂEr'ﬂg him to have no contact unth Kamesha "ﬂt’lA"y"St Euns-
Ezarry recommended that Mawana, Gortez, and Mayla be made wards of the court so they could continue
to receive services and because themwr parents were not ri Eady for reunfication-

SIIEHM:IB Gr’zzard testified that she was Kamesha’s and cﬂrﬂy’s caseuworker. '(amesha was
muidly mentally retarded, had post-traumatc stress disorder and an emotional disturbance. [Sorey was
nonverbal and had developmental and cognitive delays- Sne recommended that M amesna and Gorey be
adjudged wards of the court because they required special needs services and the parents were not ready for
reunification.

The court admitted several documents into evidence, mcluding respondent’ s psychological report dated
March 18, 2005. In that report, respondent stated that she wanted to be reumited wnth her family,
mciudng Eornen. @n other occasions, however, respondent stated that she did not want tao get back
togetner unth BSornen, suggesting that sne feit consucted- Tne report also maicated that Eornel’ s benavior
was compatible unth typical patterns of male abusers and that respondent had been referred to a therapist who
specialized in wor k’ﬂg wnth victims of domestic violence.

The court then adudged all five minors wards of the court, finding wardship to be in ther best
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mterests. The disposition order for Mawana, cnrey, Lortez and K ayla found respondent unable for some
reason other than fmancial circumstances alone to care for, protect, tram, or disciphne these chidren- The
order aisa found ESornen unabie and unwihng to care for them- The disposition order for M amesna entered
on that date also adjudged her a ward of the court and found respondent unable for some reason other than
financial circumstances alone to care for, protect, tram, or discipine Mamesna. The permanency orders
entered on that date for all five chidren listed the goal of return home withmn M2 montns because respondent
had made progress. ‘The orders noted that respondent was participating in services, but that further services
were necessary- The goal of return home could not be iImmediately achieved because further services and
court dates were needed- Mlespondent then filed tmis timely appeal-

Hespondent first argues that during Garry’s testimony at the adjudicatory hearmg, the court erred mn
sustaimng an ohjection about respondent' s care of K. ayla after K. ayla was taken into protective custody-
Hespondent contends that she was prejudiced when the court excluded this relevant evidence because she was
prevented from establishing that no substantial risk of harm or an injurious environment was posed by her
current care of I ayla-

m find this 1ssue waived where respondent faled to make an offer of proof as to Garry’s proposed
testimony- To preserve an error n the exciusion of evidence, the proponent of the evidence must make an

adequate offer of proof in the trial court. 5umvan-caugmm v Paios cnuntry Lo, Inc., 3H9 1.

Aop. 30 553, 561, BI2 N.B.2: H96, 503-04 2004 . An adequate offer of
proof apprises the circuit court of what the offered evidence Is or what the expected testimony will be, by

whom 1t will be presented and 1ts purpose. Mim v. Mercedes-ﬂenz, U.S.A-, Inc., 3523 1. App.

I HYY, HSI, 818 N.E.24 713, 719 200 . The purpose of an otfer of proos i1s ta

disciose to the circuit court and opposing counsel the nature of the offered evidence and to enable a r eviewing
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court to determine whether the exclusion of the evidence was proper- Km, 3523 I App. -Bd at HSI,
BIB N_B.24 a: 7I9. Failure to make such an offer of proos resuits in waver of the 1ssue on
appeal. Sumvan-Gougnin, 3D In. App. Fa at S6I, BI2 N_LB_24 a: SO4.

Here, the record reflects that after the court sustamed the objection ta this ne of questioning,
respondent failed to ask to make any offer of proof as to [marry s proposed testmony. Hatner,
respondent s counsel abandoned that 1ssue and contmued questionng Emarry on another subject. ‘Theresore,
respondent has waived this 1ssue by faiing to make an offer of proof, and we declne to address it-

INlext, respondent challenges the trial court s adudicatory finding as to Mayia only. Sne contends
that the court s finamg that Mayla was neglected due to an murious environment and abused because of a
substantial risk of physical iyury was agamnst the man#est weght of the evidence where Mayla was born aster
the abuse Mamesna suffered and the perpetrator of that abuse no longer reswded i respondent s home-

A “neglected mmor” mciudes any mmnor vnder I8 years of age whose environment 1s murious to ms

or ner wetare. 705 ILCS HUOS 2-31 v West 2004 Iy re Artnor H., 212 I, 24

Hyl U2 8I19 N.E.2: 734, 7H6 200 . “Negiect’ 15 defned as the faiure to

exercise the care that circumstances justly demand and encompasses both unllful and umntentional disregard of

parental duty- In re K.T., 361 In. App. 3u 187, 200. 836 N_.E.2: 769. 779
2005 . An myurious environment Is an amorphous concept that cannot be defned unth particularity, but

has been mterpreted to include the breach of a parent s duty to ensure a safe and nurturing shelter for his

chudren. Artnur H., 212 In. 24 a: U623, 819 N.B.24 at 7HUG-Y7. Further, a parent has
a duty to keep s chidren free from harm- Inre A.R., 359 Ii. App. Fa 1071, 1074, B36

N.e.2: 375, 378 2005 . An abused mmor mciudes any mmnor under 18 years o whose

parent creates a substantial risk of physical injury to such minor by other than accidental means which would
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be likely to cause death, disfigurement, impairment of emotional health, or Ioss or impairment of any bodily
funcuon. 705 LGS HOS 2-3 2 » mgt 2004 . Lases invoiving alleqations of abuse,
neglect and adjudication of wardship are suw generss, and must be decided on the basis of ther umique facts.
Arthur H., 212 lh. 80 at U633, BI19 NLB.24 at 7H7. The State has the burden of proving
allegations of neglect and abuse by a preponderance of the evidence- Ihre TS-D., 362 1. App. = /]
243 2498, 839 N .E.2:1237. Il 2005 . Oh review, a trial court's finding of neglect
or abuse unll not be reversed unless it 1s agamnst the manest weight of the evidence- /Armor H., 212 I
Zaar HEGY, BI9 N.E.2q a: 7TH7.

Under the theory of antcipatory negiect, the State seeks to protect not only chidren who are the
direct victims of neglect or abuse, but also those who have a probability to be subject to neglect or abuse
because they reside, or in the future may resie, wnth an individual who has been found to have neglected or
abused another chid- Artur H., 212 . 24 a: Y68, BI19 N_.B.24 at 7H9. Aitnough the
neglect of one chid does not conclusively show the neglect of another child, the neglect of one nunor Is
admissible as evidence of the neglect of another mmor under a parent's care. 1.59-1., 362 1. App.
B ar 2HE-YHS, 839 N_B.24 ar IM2. Antmﬂpatnry neglect should take into account not only
the circumstances surrounding the previously neglected sibling, but also the care and condition of the chid
named m the pettion. T.5-D.. F62 Ii- App. Fa ot 2HD, B39 NL_B_24 at IH2. Under
this theory, when faced unth evidence of prior neglect by parents, the juvenie court should not be forced to
refrain from acting until another chid 1s mjured- rthur HL, 212 li. 2a a: 77, 819 N_B.24 at
754.

'ﬂ this case, the record shows that '(ayla’s environment was injurious to her welfare and presented

a substantial risk of mury- WIFirst, Gornen severely beat Mayia' s nalr-sister, Mamesna, only three montns

10
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besore Mayla's mirtn and 1ater pled quity to domesuc battery for tmis moident- ‘The testmony reslected that
even though Sornen nved at a separate address at the time of M ayia's mirtn, ne toid e DGFS
caseworker that he visited respondent and M ayla everyday after ner mirtn before sne was taken nto
protective custody a few weeks later- Hespondent arques that sne “personally supervised’ these visits
between Eornen and Mayia. However, this fact only supports the court' s adudicatory finding where there
was evidence presented that respondent sat m the hving room and wgnored Mamesna' s pleas for neip wnie
Lornen pear ner. Additionally, there is no evidence that the family friend who had sexually
abused Kamesha would not return to respondent’s home.

Moreover, respondent herself neglected Kayla’s half-sister and failed to protect her on
numerous occasions. The court found that respondent knew that Cornell had beaten Kamesha
and heard her complain of pain, but rather than contact the police or seek medical treatment for
her child, respondent sent Kamesha to school and told her not to tell anyone what happened.
There was also evidence that Cornell had beaten Kamesha before and that respondent had not
sought help or prevented him from abusing her daughter. Further, respondent failed to protect
Kamesha by allowing her to be repeatedly sexually abused by a family friend in her own house
and by not seeking medical attention for Kamesha'’s sexually transmitted disease. Additional
evidence presented showed that another of Kayla’s siblings, Kawana, witnessed this sexual abuse
in her house and needed therapy to address her experience. Additionally, respondent herself was
indicated in a DCFS report when Corey was found alone in a park one mile away from
respondent. Although respondent had cooperated with DCFS and had participated in several

services, the court found that there was a very short period of time between the abuse suffered by

11
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Kamesha in September 2004 and Kayla’s birth that December.

Respondent’s cited case of In re Edricka C., 276 Ill. App. 3d 18, 657 N.E.2d 78 (1995), is

distinguishable. In Edricka C., the two minors were born four and five years, respectively, after
the mother had abused a sibling. Further, both children had lived with their mother without any
incident for several years before the State took them into protective custody based on an
allegation later determined to be unfounded. Additionally, a DCFS child welfare specialist
testified that she did not think these children were at any risk of harm. In the present case,
however, the physical and sexual abuse suffered by Kayla’s half-sister occurred only three
months before her birth. Accordingly, Edricka C. is distinguishable.

Based on this evidence, there 1s a probabmty that K ayla would be subject to negiect or abuse
because she would reside unth respondent, who had been found to have negiected Mayia' s sibung, and sne
may, m the future, reside unth her natural father, E3ornell, wno had been convicted of beating her sister-
Ac:.-armngly, the trial court' s findmg that Kayla was neglected due to an myurious environment and abused
because of a substantial risk of physical mury Was NOt against the manifest weight of the evidence.

Lastly, respondent challenges the court’s dispositional finding as to Kawana, Cortez, and
Kayla only. She argues that the trial court erred in finding that she was unable to care for these
three children and in making them wards of the court because she had completed parenting
classes sufficient to care for them.

Uhder section 2-27 1 o the Juvenie Gourt Act, the trial court may commit a mnor to
DEFS wardship i 1t determines that the parent i1s unfit or unable, for some reason other than financial

circumstances alone, to care for, protect, train, or discipiine the minor and that the health, safety, and best

12
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mterests of the minor unll be jeopardized ¥ the minor remamns in the custody of the parent. 705 ILCS
405/ 2‘27(1) MSt EDD'" - 1;IE purpose of a dispositional hearing 1s for the court to determine whether

It was in the best interests of the chidren to be made wards of the court. 'n re Edwar d 1:, 3"'3 '”.

Au. Fa 778, 800, 799 N_E.2: 304, 321 2003 . The health, safety and
interests of the minor remain the guiding principles when issuing an order of disposition

regarding the custody and guardianship of a minor ward. In re Austin W., 214 Ill. 2d 31, 46, 823

N.E.2d 572, 582 (2005). The trial court's determination will be reversed only if the factual
findings are against the manifest weight of the evidence or if the court abused its discretion by
selecting an inappropriate dispositional order. In re April C., 326 Ill. App. 3d 245, 257, 760
N.E.2d 101, 110 (2001).

All of the evidence presented at the dispositional hearing supports the trial court’s finding
that respondent was unable to protect and care for Kawana, Cortez, and Kayla. Respondent was
mildly mentally retarded with an 1Q of 58. Garry testified respondent needed someone to assist
her daily in parenting all of her children, not only her two children with special needs, Kamesha
and Corey. DCFS continued to explore more possible services for respondent so she could
address her parenting skills. The psychological evaluation she completed recommended that
respondent receive ongoing support to care for her children and revealed that she needed life
skills training or assistance. Most importantly, DCFS did not recommend that respondent have
unsupervised visits with any of her children at the time of the hearing because it was too early in
the case for such visits. Rather, respondent had only two hours per week of supervised visitation

with all five of her children. DCFS wanted respondent to continue her individual therapy and

13
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make more progress on her goals before such unsupervised visits would take place. Further,
Garry recommended that Kawana, Cortez, and Kayla be made wards of the court so they could
continue to receive services and because respondent was not ready for reunification.

Moreover, as discussed above, even though Cornell had moved out, respondent stated m ner
psychological report that she wanted to be reunrted wiith mm. AN Order of protection in effect at that
time protected only Kamesha from Cornell and did not include the other four children-

Although respondent did participate in some recommended services, that fact does not
mean that a disposition other than the one entered by the trial court would be in the best interests
of the children. April C., 326 Ill. App. 3d at 258, 760 N.E.2d at 111. Additionally, respondent
had not completed all of the services. Specifically, she had not completed her vocational
assessment. Although Garry testified that the parenting classes respondent completed were
sufficient to parent Kawana, Cortez and Kayla, she also testified that respondent had not yet
completed a parenting capacity assessment to identify her specific needs to improve her
parenting skills. That parenting assessment, scheduled to take place two weeks after the
dispositional hearing, would determine if respondent had any cognitive delays that would
necessitate more services. Further, she continued to make progress in therapy, but needed more
counseling to address her history of physical and sexual abuse and domestic violence. Based on
this evidence, we find that the trial court’s order finding respondent unable to care for, protect,
train or discipline Kawana, Cortez, and Kayla was not against the manifest weight of the
evidence.

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the circuit court of Cook County.

14
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Affirmed.
HOFFMAN, P.J., and KARNEZIS, J., concur.
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