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ORDER

11 Hed: (1) Thetria court properly found respondent mother unfit as she failed to make



reasonable progress toward the return of her children within the initial nine
months after the adjudication of neglect or abuse.

(2) Thetria court's order terminating respondent mother's parental rights was not
against the manifest weight of the evidence.

12 Respondent mother, Lisa Woodard, appeals the orders finding her an unfit parent
to A.B. (born February 10, 2002), F.B. (born November 27, 2002), T.B. (born June 10, 2004),
and A.R. (born September 3, 2005) and terminating her parental rights. Woodard argues the trial
court erroneously found her unfit and the decision terminating her parental rights is against the
manifest weight of the evidence. We affirm.

13 |. BACKGROUND

14 In June 2009, the State filed petitions for adjudication of wardship on behalf of
A.B., F.B,, T.B., and A.R. The State alleged the children were neglected in that their environ-
ment was injurious to their welfare due to Woodard's substance abuse and mental-health issues
(705 ILCS 405/2-3(1)(b) (West 2008)). In August 2009, the trial court adjudicated al of the
children abused or neglected because their environment was injurious to their welfare as aresult
of Woodard's alcohol abuse (705 ILCS 405/2-3(1)(b) (West 2008)).

15 The August 2009 service plan set forth the circumstances that led to the involve-
ment of the Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS). DCFSsinitia involvement
with the family occurred after a call had been made to the DCFS hotline, reporting Woodard's
boyfriend, Willie Red, arrived drunk at Woodard's home one evening in February 2006. At that
time, the children wanted to play with him, but he did not want them around and he spanked
them. The caler reported it was not the first time Red "had been out of control throwing things

outside and busting them up." Red had a history of criminal damage and Woodard told the
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caller she would get an order of protection.

16 Another report to the DCFS hotline involving these children was made in May
2009. The caller reported Woodard was not feeding her children. The children had "code
words' with certain relatives. They used these code words to request food and to report whether
they had eaten at their home on that day. It was further reported Woodard was selling her LINK
card and using the proceeds to purchase alcohol. Woodard received approximately $700 per
month on her LINK card. According to the report, Woodard sometimes gave her children cough
syrup and "green pills' so they would get "knocked out” at night. Two of the children reported
Woodard drank every day and they feared Red.

17 In November 2011, the State petitioned to terminate Woodard' s parental rights.
In support of its petition, the State alleged the following grounds of parental unfitness: (1)
Woodard failed to maintain areasonable degree of interest, concern, or responsibility as to her
children’swelfare (750 ILCS 50/1(D)(b) (West 2008)); (2) Woodard was subject to habitual
drunkenness and drug addiction for at least one year before the filing of the termination petition
(750 ILCS 50/1(D)(k) (West 2008)); (3) Woodard failed to make reasonabl e efforts, within nine
months of the adjudication of neglect or abuse, to correct the conditions that were the basis for
the children’ sremoval (750 ILCS 50/1(D)(m)(i) (West 2008)); (4) Woodard failed to make
reasonable progress toward the return of the children within the initial nine months after the
adjudication of neglect or abuse (750 ILCS 50/1(D)(m)(ii) (West 2008)); and (5) Woodard failed
to make reasonabl e progress toward the children’ s return within any nine-month period after the
neglect or abuse adjudication (750 ILCS 50/1(D)(m)(iii) (West 2008)).

18 The hearing on the State’ s petition proceeded over two daysin March and April
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2012. Caseworkersfrom Lutheran Social Services of Illinois (LSSI), counselors, and Woodard
testified.

19 Patricia Bratton, a child welfare specialist with LSS, testified she was the
caseworker for Woodard and her children from October 2009 to September 2010 and from
August 2011 until the time of her testimony. According to Bratton, the children entered care asa
result of Woodard' s alcohol abuse and domestic-violence issues. Theinitia service plan
required Woodard to attend drug and alcohol counseling, parenting classes, individual counsel-
ing, and domestic-violence counseling. Woodard was also expected to establish employment and
housing. As of February 2010, Bratton rated Woodard' s progress as satisfactory. Bratton
explained Woodard was engaged in treatment at Prairie Center at that time. Woodard' s urine
drops were clean, but she did have a positive Breathalyzer test on February 2, 2010, at 8:30 am.
This positive test occurred approximately five months into Woodard' s drug treatment. \Woodard
had a paramour named Sam Crosby. The children feared him.

710 Bratton testified Woodard began substance-abuse treatment at Prairie Center on
July 6, 2009, but was discharged three days later for failing to follow the rules. Woodard then
participated in treatment at Hour House from July 15 to August 26, 2009. Woodard refused
Hour House's offer for aftercare, because she wanted to be with Crosby.

111 From September 2009 to February 2010, Bratton rated Woodard' s progress in her
mental-health treatment satisfactory. Woodard had been diagnosed with bipolar disorder and
depression. She was receiving treatment and taking her medication. As of February 2010,
Woodard was employed and maintained visits with her children.

112 Bratton testified, from February 2010 to September 2010, Woodard “began to
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deteriorate” in her substance-abuse treatment. Woodard “just began getting caught at drinking.”
Woodard had a positive Breathalyzer test on April 9, 2010. In addition, Woodard was hospital -
ized for four days that same month and the medical records indicated she was intoxicated. On
May 23, 2010, Woodard and Crosby “got into a physical altercation” and spent anight in jail.
113 Bratton aso testified, at the end of the six-month period, ending in August 2010,
Woodard's progress was rated unsatisfactory. In thistime period, Woodard relapsed three times.
Woodard was not honest about the relapses. Regarding the fight with Crosby, she first denied
they had been drinking, but she later admitted they had been drinking together. Crosby “busted
her lip,” and Woodard broke his window. Woodard was not honest about her relationship with
Crosby.

114 Bratton testified, in April 2010, Woodard had been referred to treatment at
Gateway. Woodard completed a phone assessment in May 2010, but she was not honest about
her drinking. Bratton testified, as of August 2010, Woodard's progress related to her mental-
health treatment was rated satisfactory. Bratton believed Woodard was taking her medication as
prescribed.

115 According to Bratton, for the same period of March to August 2010, Woodard's
visitation goal was rated satisfactory. Woodard's progress regarding drug-and-alcohol treatment
was unsatisfactory, however, because Woodard continued to consume alcohol despite regularly
attending treatment. Bratton further testified Woodard, who was involved with Family Treat-
ment Court, had remained in "Phase One" during this time period. Phase one, according to
Bratton, was intended to last four months. Woodard remained in this phase for alonger period

due to sanctions she received. These included sanctions for having a positive Breathal yzer test
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result and her admission she consumed "a six-pack” in April 2010 and for her lack of honesty
regarding a May 2010 telephone assessment.

116 For the period of March to September 2011, Woodard was rated unsatisfactory
regarding her substance-abuse treatment. On September 13, 2011, Woodard was admitted to
Haymarket Residential Center (Haymarket) for inpatient treatment. Regarding her mental-health
goals, Woodard was a so rated unsatisfactory. After her discharge from treatment, she was
prescribed medication but admitted taking the medication inconsistently or not at all. Woodard
informed Bratton, once she arrived at Haymarket, she began taking her medication.

117 According to Bratton, Woodard, in that same period, was rated unsatisfactory in
regard to employment. Woodard was not employed and had no source of income. Asto
individual therapy services, she was rated unsatisfactory because she was unsuccessfully
discharged by Catholic Charities on August 30, 2011. Woodard had not yet been rereferred due
to the agency's policy of awaiting period. Woodard was rated unsatisfactory on her housing
goal, because she had been residing in another individual's residence in violation of Section 8
rules.

118 Bratton testified Woodard was rated satisfactory in her visits with her children.
Woodard missed three visits. The goal for the period of March to September 2011 was to return
home within 12 months.

119 Bratton testified, on November 14, 2011, she and Woodard had a conversation
about this case. Woodard admitted "she lied about everything since DCFY's] involvement.”
Woodard stated she drank almost daily and knew how to get around the tests. Woodard admitted

seeing Crosby and not taking her medication due to drinking. Bratton testified Woodard

-6-



admitted the same again almost two weeks later during a phone conference with a shelter.

120 On cross-examination, Bratton testified Woodard registered with Family
Treatment Court on October 1, 2009. Woodard complied until her relapse on February 2, 2010.
Woodard had begun treatment at Prairie Center on December 16, 2009. In May 2010, Bratton
received notice that Woodard had gone to the hospital on April 20, 2010, because she was
depressed. The medical records showed Woodard had been drinking and taken an overdose of
her psychiatric medication. Woodard had an evauation with an inpatient facility on May 17,
2010. She stated she had not consumed alcohol in 38 days, not mentioning the April 20 incident.
Woodard was rejected for inpatient treatment. 1n June 2010, Woodard admitted she was not
honest during the evaluation because she did not want inpatient treatment.

121 According to Bratton, after Woodard was denied inpatient treatment, Woodard
immediately sought another evaluation. She was put on await list for another phone assessment.
Woodard had to call in each week to try to get another assessment. Bratton believed Woodard
continued drinking. Bratton could not tell when she saw her if she had been drinking because
"she could put on—she's very good."

122 Bratton testified during this time Woodard had been employed at Papa Murphy's,
but lost her job following her hospitalization on April 20, 2010.

123 On further cross-examination, Bratton testified, as of August 29, 2011, Woodard
"was very defensive’ and blaming others for her situation. As of November, Lisawas more
open. At that time, she was trying to get into a homeless shelter. Bratton testified, based on
reports from Haymarket, which provided inpatient substance-abuse treatment to Woodard for

three monthsin late 2011, Woodard's progress there was rated satisfactory. Bratton, who
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believed Woodard had lied to her about her medication, had doubts about whether Woodard was
succeeding in her treatment.

124 Bratton testified Woodard, a week before, had informed her she would be taking
job training in housekeeping at the homeless shelter and she had an interview. When Bratton
talked to Woodard the day before, Woodard had not provided any information and had not yet
started work.

125 According to Bratton, Woodard had recently begun individual counseling. She
continued to reside in the homeless shelter, but had plans to move to arecovery home where she
would have her own room in April 2012. Woodard was successfully discharged from Haymarket
in December 2011, where she had been for approximately three months. Bratton had difficulty
communicating with Haymarket. Haymarket did not supply a closing report; Bratton received
one from the case manager at the homeless shelter. While at Haymarket, Woodard completed
anger-management treatment and domestic-violence classes. Woodard was also enrolled at
Malcolm X College. Just after the permanency goal was changed to "substitute care pending
termination of parental rights,"” Woodard began treatment at Haymarket.

126 On redirect examination, Bratton testified Woodard had been receiving substance-
abuse treatment at Prairie Center since September 2009 and relapsed over eight months later. A
domestic-violenceincident in May 2010 aso involved alcohol usage. At the Family Treatment
Court meeting on April 16, 2010, the court advised Woodard to return to inpatient treatment.
127 Jessica Neaveill, a child welfare supervisor at LSS, testified she supervised this
case from October 2010 until March 2011, she was the caseworker on the case from March to

June 2011, and she became the supervisor again in August 2011.
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128 Neaveill testified regarding the service plan written in March 2011, which she
approved in May 2011. The plan covered September 2010 until March 2011. According to the
plan, Woodard was to maintain employment, provide stable housing, and complete a substance-
abuse assessment. During this reporting period, Woodard was rated unsatisfactory regarding her
substance-abuse treatment. She "missed 16 dropsin terms of the substance abuse.” When
Woodard participated in the drops, there were no positive results for alcohol. In that time, she
was still engaged at Prairie Center. The reasons Woodard gave for the missed drops were
"[w]ork and illness." Woodard received a satisfactory rating for her employment. Regarding her
mental-health treatment, she had achieved the goal and stopped seeing her doctor. Woodard's
participation in individual therapy was rated satisfactory and she maintained housing. Her visits
also went well. The children were excited to see her and played with her. Woodard prepared
activities for them and interacted "very appropriately with her children." Neaveill further
testified the goal was to return home. Woodard received an overall satisfactory rating, but she
had not completed her substance-abuse treatment.

129 Neaveill testified, in the period of March to June 2011, Woodard engaged in
substance-abuse treatment, individual therapy, and family therapy with her children. During this
time, Woodard was sanctioned in Family Treatment Court "because she forged [Alcohol
Anonymous] letters and signatures” and "aletter stating that it was from Sygma" and indicating
Woodard "missed a drop because she had ajob interview." Sygma was contacted and indicated
the signature on the letter did not belong to anyone who worked there. When Neaveill asked
Woodard about the interview letter, Woodard insisted the individual did work there, but then

stated the woman perhaps worked at Manpower. When contacted, Manpower stated the
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signature did not belong to anyone who worked there either.

130 Neaveill further testified Woodard was discharged unsuccessfully from Prairie
Center on April 29, 2011. She had been engaged in substance-abuse treatment there for
approximately two years. Woodard was discharged because she had not made progress and her
attitude was "very negative," impacting othersin the group. In May 2011, Woodard was referred
to New Directions for substance-abuse treatment. She completed her assessment in June 2011.
131 On cross-examination, Neaveill testified, at the permanency review hearings in
December 2010 and March 2011, the trial court found Woodard had been making reasonable
efforts and progress. This finding occurred even after the incidents of January and February
2011. Since March 2011, Woodard missed dropsin March, April, and June. In August 2011,
Woodard was ticketed for consuming alcohol whilein acar. Woodard did not report the August
2011 ticket.

132 Meghan Tellier, achild welfare specialist with LSSI, testified she was the
caseworker on this case from the first week of June 2011 until the last week of August 2011. In
thistime, LSSI transferred Woodard's counseling sessions from one counselor to another. She
had been with the previous counselor for over ayear and failed to make progress. After the
transfer, Woodard's attendance "was very sporadic." She was unsuccessfully discharged from
counseling on August 30, 2011, due to her attendance and her lack of honesty regarding the
reasons for her absences.

133 According to Tellier, from June through August 2011, Woodard received
substance-abuse treatment at New Directions. There, Woodard attended six hours of classes per

week. In September 2011, Woodard admitted to her counselor she had been drinking daily. Her
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treatment at New Directions ended when Woodard went to Haymarket for treatment.

134 Tellier testified, when supervising a parent-child visit at Mary Wilson's residence,
in which Woodard was living, she found a half full bottle of whiskey in the fridge. When Tellier
confronted Woodard, both Woodard and Wilson gave inconsistent answers about who owned the
whiskey. In addition, Wilson's residence was not a legal placement for Woodard. Wilson's
residence "was actually Section 8," and, according to Tellier, it wasillegal for Woodard to reside
there.

135 Tellier testified Crosby and Woodard were involved in a domestic-violence
incident on August 1, 2011. Woodard did not report the incident to Tellier, but the police report
indicated Crosby slashed Woodard's wrist. Woodard told individuals "in residential” about the
incident and admitted drinking. At no point did Woodard admit to Tellier she had arelationship
with Crosby.

136 Tellier did not believe Woodard had ever been honest with her. Woodard had
stated her sobriety date wasin May 2010. Tellier remembered congratul ating Woodard on her
year of sobriety. Woodard responded by saying she had come along way and made statements
indicating she was sober. Woodard continued to stick to her story until Bratton showed her the
documentation.

137 Tellier testified, until August 2011 when Woodard was ticketed for illegal
transportation of alcohol and the team learned of the domestic-violence incident with Crosby,
counseling was going well. The children and Woodard appeared bonded. During the counseling
sessions, the children asked Woodard often about her drinking and Crosby. Woodard denied

drinking and seeing Crosby. After the above-mentioned incidents, however, Tellier learned any
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progress was based on lies.

138 Jessica Jordan, a substance-abuse counselor at Prairie Center, testified Woodard
was her client from October 2009 until April 2011. Woodard had been referred to Prairie Center
for alcohol dependance and cannabis dependance. Woodard had reported her |ast-use date for
alcohol as July 2, 2009, and for cannabis, April 23, 2009. In October 2009, Woodard was
provided intensive outpatient services. As part of these services, Woodard had to be present
between 9 and 20 hours each week. Woodard was a so required to attend a treatment group,
which was the Family Treatment Court, a parenting group, and five Narcotics Anonymous (NA)
or Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) meetings per week. Woodard aso met with Jordan once each
week.

139 According to Jordan, in December 2009, Woodard's treatment intensified to day
treatment. This followed Woodard's admission, i.e., when she drank, she drank heavily.
Woodard admitted she would mix beer and gin and would drink fifths of gin at atime. Woodard
relapsed in February 2010, after she had been kicked out of the residence where she was staying.
She reported drinking two fifths of liquor. She stopped drinking in the evening, hoping to avoid
apositive Breathalyzer test result, but she had a positive result. At Prairie Center, testing was
donein the mornings. Because of the rate alcohol leaves a body, alcohol is difficult to detect if a
person drinks alot in the day but stopsin the evening. No night testing could be done at Prairie
Center.

140 Jordan testified, in March 2010, Woodard successfully completed the day
treatment program. On April 8, 2010, she consumed acohol. Six dayslater, they set up an

assessment with Gateway for residential treatment. Gateway put Woodard on await list. After
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the completion of the day treatment program, Woodard was advanced to intensive outpatient
treatment. On April 21, 2010, Woodard ended up hospitalized for suicidal thoughts. At that
time, Woodard tested positive for acohol, but she did not tell anyone she had been drinking.
141 Jordan testified Gateway called her on May 18, 2010, stating it had a bed available
for her. Woodard, however, was reporting her last use date as April 8, 2010. Because Woodard
reported being clean for over 38 days, Gateway denied her admission to inpatient treatment.
Jordan twice told Woodard if she had used alcohol at any time after April 8 to tell her, because
Gateway would take her. Five days later, Woodard, who had been drinking, was arrested
following a physical altercation.

142 According to Jordan, Woodard "was really motivated" in the beginning. Asher
treatment progressed, however, Jordan began to have increasing concerns regarding Woodard's
truthfulness. Woodard, at times, would acknowledge her problem, but then at other times deny
it. Between March and August 2010, Woodard had no positive test results.

143 Jordan testified, between September 2010 and February 2011, Woodard had "a lot
of hit-and-misses as far as drug testing, home visits, NA meetings, [and] AA meetings." Inthis
time period, Woodard missed 10 drops. Jordan doubted Woodard's veracity, because Woodard
would give nonspecific answers regarding her employment and she could not substantiate "she
was where she said she was." Woodard also had issues of not turning in verification of her
attendance of NA and AA meetings or signatures not matching on verification papers.

144 Jordan testified Woodard was unsuccessfully discharged from Prairie Center in
April 2011. Woodard missed drug screens on March 26, April 17, and April 19. Regarding the

March 26 missed screen, Woodard provided a paper verifying she had ajob interview. Accord-
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ing to Jordan, the paper was not authentic. Woodard gave no explanation for the other two
missed screens.

145 On cross-examination, Jordan testified she and Woodard called Gateway on June
1, 2010, with the new information about Woodard's last use date. At that time, Woodard was
placed on awaiting list. Woodard called every week, generaly on her own. Asof July 26, 2010,
"due to funding cuts, Gateway no longer had any beds available for CASA clients,” like
Woodard. Jordan testified they also called New Leaf regarding inpatient care in August 2010,
but there were no beds available. They stopped looking for inpatient options as of mid-August
2010, because, as more time passed since her last use date of May 23, 2010, it was less and less
likely she would get inpatient care. The problems, however, became apparent in November
2010.

146 Woodard testified on her own behalf. Woodard stated it had taken her "awhileto
learn not to manipulate and lie about the things that [she] knew were going to get [her] in
trouble." Woodard "learned alot of skillsto not be ashamed of what [she'd] done to [herself] and
[her] family." Woodard testified she was hateful and deceitful in the past. She attempted to
mani pul ate the system so she could act as she wanted and still get her children back. Woodard
felt ashamed and guilty when her lies were exposed.

147 Woodard testified she was, at that time, open to discussing the matters that
happened. Woodard averred she would answer questions about her alcohol usage honestly. Her
last drink of alcohol was on September 13, 2011. Five days after she entered "detox," Woodard
wrote aletter to a judge of the circuit court, asking that her parental rights not be terminated.

Woodard acknowledged she was not entirely truthful in her letter, but she stated she was seeking
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help at Haymarket and would stay there until she was "fully ready to leave."

148 Woodard testified she spent six daysin detox in September 2011. After those six
days, she entered the inpatient program. Woodard was not permitted to leave the building.
While involved in the inpatient program at Haymarket, Woodard was involved in programs there.
She attended parenting, anger-management and domestic-violence classes. Woodard also saw a
psychiatrist at Haymarket and had been prescribed psychiatric medication.

149 Woodard testified, earlier in her involvement with DCFS, she was able to beat
Breathalyzer tests by stopping drinking by a certain time of the day—sometimes just several
hours before, in order to get the alcohol out of her system. Woodard did not feel she could "beat"
the tests given at Haymarket.

150 According to Woodard, she completed the inpatient programs at Haymarket on
December 19, 2011. Woodard then enrolled in intensive outpatient services. Haymarket helped
Woodard find housing at A Safe Haven (Safe Haven), a homeless shelter. Safe Haven was
typically afour-month program, and Woodard was due to have it completed on April 19, 2012.
While at Safe Haven, Woodard's goals included obtaining employment and housing and
continuing working with DCFS. Drug and alcohol tests were randomly performed once or twice
each week. Aspart of the intensive outpatient services, Woodard was a so subjected to random
drops. She continued counseling at Safe Haven. Woodard successfully completed her services
while in Safe Haven.

151 Woodard averred she took psychiatric medications: citalopram, an antidepressant,
and trazadone, asleep aid. Trazadone was a medication she could skip. At Safe Haven, the

medi cations were distributed and residents were watched as they took their medication.
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152 Woodard testified the primary focus of her time at the shelter was to prepare her
to live on her own and stay sober. Woodard was required to be employed or attend school.
Woodard, who had a high-school diploma, registered for college-level courses. Woodard had
begun the housekeeping program. Because, however, she was also working in the kitchen,
Woodard's case manager told her the housekeeping program would clash with her work in the
kitchen. Woodard thus did not complete the housekeeping program.

153 Woodard testified she had been taking domestic-violence classes, learning how
domestic violence affects not only the adults but also the children. Woodard learned the
consequences of remaining in arelationship with domestic violence and how to recognize the red
flags before beginning arelationship. Woodard learned how she chose older men with the same
addictions she had.

154 According to Woodard she had a successful transition from Safe Haven to a
recovery home. A recovery home is designed specifically for people in recovery. Woodard was
permitted to stay in the recovery home as long as she paid rent, participated in screenings, and
attended meetings. Woodard's children were permitted to stay with her at the recovery home.
Woodard also had afull-time job at a warehouse set to begin the day after her testimony.
Woodard intended to leave the recovery home after she gained employment and began saving
money.

155 Woodard averred the key to her success in the Chicago area versusin Danville
was that she had been able to get away from the people, places, and things that led her to get
drunk or high. She also credited the information she learned through the Family Treatment

Couirt.
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156 Woodard expressed remorse for her actions in Family Treatment Court. She
testified she would apologize for her defiance, calling her actions "very childish, very selfish,
manipulative, very angry, hateful," and deceptive. Woodard wished she had taken the sugges-
tions and help offered to her. She had believed DCFS "was just designed to take your children
and make your life miserable." Woodard concluded her depression did not help with her
drinking.

157 On cross-examination, Woodard testified she had been drinking throughout
DCFS'sinvolvement until September 13, 2011. Woodard's children could reside at the recovery
home. Woodard had her own bedroom. At the recovery home for recovering addicts, the floors
contained bedrooms for the individual residents and a kitchen and a bathroom to share. The third
floor had more bedrooms with attached bathrooms to accommodate children. The children
would each have their own bedroom. At the time of her testimony, only one other woman
resided in the home. The floorslocked individually, and it was possible she and her children
could live on one floor with no other residents.

158 According to Woodard, she attended school at night three times aweek. Woodard
would finish school on May 8, 2012. She would have acquired credits for African-American
studies, English, child development, and health and safety. She intended to gradually continue
with her education. Woodard began inpatient treatment at Haymarket before the termination
proceedings were filed and continued treatment despite the filing of the petition.

159 The guardian ad litem called Trevor Kendrick, a counselor with Rock Counseling
Group, to testify. According to Kendrick, she counseled the children individually since Novem-

ber 2009. Initialy, the children had been placed in arelative foster home. The children began
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having behavioral issuesin the foster home and at school. The children had not been following
rules, were wetting the bed and places around their room, and the boys were also having bowel
movements in the room.

160 Kendrick testified the children were moved to Woodard's sister's home in
Champaign. Almost immediately after their new placement, the children disclosed severe
physical and sexual abuse in prior foster care. The process was begun to stabilize the children.
In this process, the children also began to discuss their mother and their fear of living with her
again due to her prior abusive relationships. The children also reported they often did not have
food because Woodard spent the money on beer. The children reported Woodard was usually
drunk.

161 Kendrick testified the children were, at some point, moved to traditional foster
homes. The older two boys went to one and the younger two children went to another. All four
continued counsaling with Kendrick. In the time between the end of 2010 through 2011, the
children continued to express fear. During thistime, family therapy with Woodard began. The
children were beginning to trust their mother. They were consistent with the family therapy
sessions in the summer of 2011. Woodard was engaged and active with the children. The
children, however, learned during this time Woodard maintained contact with Crosby and
continued to consume alcohol. The children were devastated, openly crying. They began to act
out. All progresswas gone. When Kendrick picked up Woodard at the bus station before a
family-therapy session, Kendrick confronted Woodard about her contact with Crosby and the
continued drinking. Woodard responded about being angry at the system, claiming the system

was designed to have mothers fail. Woodard stated she was with Crosby so she could have
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money to have things for the children during their visits. Soon after thistime, Woodard entered
Haymarket.
162 Kendrick testified she explained to Woodard the effect it would have on her
children and their bonding if she maintained arelationship with Crosby. These conversations
occurred off and on throughout 2011, and when family therapy began. In the first family session
Woodard had one-on-one with each child, she told them she was not drinking alcohol and not
seeing Crosby. Kendrick believed Woodard was being truthful. Kendrick advocated for
Woodard and the reunification of her and her children.
163 On cross-examination, Kendrick testified the last time she spoke with Woodard
was in November 2011, shortly after Woodard arrived at Haymarket.
164 At the end of the hearing, the trial court found Woodard unfit. The court
summarized the evidence as follows:

"[T]here's been a pattern since the beginning of the case of the

mother drinking, getting better for several months, doing well, then

arelapse. Never an admission of use. In particular, getting caught

in the relapseis how it comes to light and then the renewal of the

efforts to have treatment completed, never being successfully

completed, a pattern of being in denial and not the best of attitudes

towards everyone involved in the case by the mother. Clearly

deception was involved, which for someone with an addiction

that's not unusual, but certainly is not productive and not appropri-

ate in trying to reach a goal of return home of children. So[,] that's
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been the pattern really until November of 2011. So that would be

the pattern from August of 2009 through really November of

2011."
The court found the State proved by clear and convincing evidence that Woodard failed to make
reasonabl e efforts within the nine months after the adjudication, specifically from August 5,
2009, to May 5, 2010. The court further found the State proved its allegations Woodard failed to
make reasonable progress toward the return of the children within the initial nine months after
the adjudication. The court further found alack of reasonable progress during other nine-month
periods, including May 5, 2010, to February 5, 2011, and February 5 to November 5, 2011.
165 In June 2012, a hearing was held on the best interests of the children. Bratton
testified for the State. According to Bratton, the children resided in two separate foster homes.
A.B. and F.B. resided together in one, and T.B. and A.R. resided together in another. These
children had been in these foster homes since December 28, 2010. They had not resided with
Woodard since September 2009. Bratton visited the children in their foster homes "many times'
and their needs were being met. The children had "[v]ery close relationships® with their foster
parents, referring to them as "Mom and Dad.” The children told Bratton they loved these parents
and felt safe in their homes. They wanted to remain in their foster homes. In addition, the
children's foster homes were less than a mile apart and the children saw each other. Both sets of
foster parents were willing to adopt. Bratton acknowledged the children did, at times, say they
wanted to stay in their foster homes"if we can't go back home with Mom." She stated the two
oldest sometimes felt conflicted.

166 Bratton testified the children continued to attend weekly counseling with
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Kendrick. They were not involved in any other services. Bratton had no concerns about the
children's foster homes. Since November 2011, the children had three visits with Woodard: one
in March, April, and May. Woodard did not request visits earlier.

167 On cross-examination, Bratton testified she believed the children were not placed
in the same home because of the behaviora problems they were exhibiting at the time of their
placements. In A.B. and F.B.'s home, there were two foster parents and their 14-year-old son.
A.B. and F.B. had individualized education programs (IEPs) at their school to help meet their
needs. Bratton knew the two struggled with reading and writing. Bratton knew the two were
behind because, as the teachers reported, they did not get some of the basicsin their earlier
grades. All four children were attending summer school. T.B. and A.R. aso had IEPs. One
adult resided in T.B.'sand A.R.'s foster home. Another foster child also resided in the home.
168 Bratton testified visitation for the children with each other is scheduled for four
hours each month. T.B. and A.R.'sfoster mother included F.B. and A.B. in some visits and
outings. A.B.'sand F.B.'sfoster parent had, Bratton believed, scheduled a similar visit once.
169 According to Bratton, the children rarely mentioned Woodard. Bratton visited the
foster homes three times each month. She spoke with the children alone during each visit. The
children talked about visits with their siblings. They discussed seeing Hendrick. \When Bratton
would ask about Woodard, they would report where they had been to eat and what she purchased
for them. The children did not talk about loving Woodard and wanting to live with her.
Regarding A.R., Bratton reported she was adamant about not wanting to live with Woodard.
During the six-month period when there were no visits with Woodard, the children did not ask to

see her.
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170 Bratton testified the children each passed their grade levelsthat year. The foster
mother for the younger two children was alibrarian. Sheintended to enroll the childreninto a
private school, believing it would give them a better opportunity to catch up.

171 Bratton testified regarding the children's activities. All wereinvolved in some-
thing, including basketball, gymnastics, and Brownies. The children had a swim pass for the
same place, so they could swim together. The foster mother for A.R. took all four children on an
overnight trip to Chicago for A.R.'s birthday.

172 Kendrick aso testified for the State. According to Kendrick, once Woodard
entered rehabilitation, the children began to settle into their foster homes and schools. The
children were more interactive in therapy and less sad. A.R., who had "sort of this zoned-out,
shut-down sort of attitude,” was more talkative and brighter from December 2011 until late
March 2012. T.B. waslessdistracted. Both had "very few, if any, issues at school." The
pictures drawn by A.B. and F.B., which had previously been "quite dark and broken," "were
much more united.” Kendrick believed they felt more stable. A.B. and F.B. were not stealing
food. The bed wetting became more sporadic. The children did not have problemsin school.
173 Kendrick testified, around April 2012, the children's behavior began regressing.
The teachers approached Kendrick during thistime for thisreason. F.B. was distracted. He had
been walking around the classroom and shouting out answers—something he had not done for
months. A.B. was aggressive toward afemale student in class and began stealing food. T.B. was
also being disrespectful to histeacher. These behaviors were similar to those the children were
exhibiting in November 2009, when Kendrick met them. Kendrick addressed these changes with

the children. The regression "appeared to be correlated with having visitation" with Woodard
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again. The children were confused by the visitation. A.B. wasworried if he lived with Woodard
again, whether he would have food. A.R. was adamant she wanted to stay with her foster
mother.

174 On cross-examination, Kendrick testified A.B., when he talked about his mother,
wanted to know that she was safe. He wanted to know that she was not consuming beer. A.B.
did not want to live in Chicago or with Crosby. Kendrick called A.B. "the most closed” of the
children. He did not readily talk about Woodard. F.B. was more expressive. Heisthe child who
appeared the most loyal to Woodard. F.B. was aworrier, having more anxiety than the others.
F.B. worried whether Woodard was safe and not drinking. Once he learned Woodard was not
drinking and was in treatment in Chicago, F.B. relaxed and began to improve. Thiswas when
F.B. began caling hisfoster parents "mom and dad.”

175 According to Kendrick, T.B. "is quite expressive" and full of energy. T.B. was
very clear about his desire to stay with hisfoster mother. T.B. was suspended from school
because of his behaviorsin October 2011, shortly after the children learned Woodard had been
drinking and seeing Crosby.

176 Kendrick testified A.B. had been the child who expressed a struggle with not
having areationship with his biological father. A.B. wanted hisfather to go to games with him
and shoot hoops with him. Hisfoster father did those things with A.B.

177 Woodard testified on her own behalf. Woodard testified, at the time she entered
rehabilitation, there was a court order in place prohibiting contact with the children while she
was in treatment. After going to rehabilitation in September 2011, Woodard would call Bratton

and Kendrick regarding the children. Woodard asked about visits, but was told by Bratton the
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trial court ordered no contact while Woodard was in rehabilitation. Woodard, who was em-
ployed, stated she sent $15 to each of her children in September. She also spoke with them over
the phone. Woodard sent more money in October. She did not call her children during that
month. In November 2011, Bratton told Woodard she could not have telephone contact with her
children. Woodard sent the children Thanksgiving cards and money that month. In December
2011, Woodard sent the children photographs, Christmas cards, and money.

178 Woodard testified she requested visits after she arrived at Safe Haven. She was
told she would get one two-hour visit each month and arrangements would be made to visit with
her children when she appeared in Champaign for court. Woodard visited her childrenin
February 2012 on a court date. Woodard sought more visitation. She was informed the
supervisor would have to sign off on abusticket. Because the supervisor was not in the office,
Woodard missed one visit. Another visit was missed when Bratton was sick and had to leave
work early. In 2012, Woodard continued to send pictures, money, and cards. Woodard brought
Christmas giftsto avisit.

179 Woodard described her children's behaviors during visits. A.B. was very
withdrawn and quiet, but he was the one to suggest what Woodard and the children should do
during visits. Whenever Woodard would leave, A.B. "just kind of looked sad." Woodard would
hug and kiss him and tell him everything would befine. F.B. was "very touchy and grabby."
F.B. liked to hug and kiss Woodard "alot." He would tell Woodard he loved her. F.B. liked to
talk about school and would ask when Woodard would return. At the end of visits, F.B. would
withdraw and get quiet. T.B. was "very jJumpy" and did not like to be told no. T.B. asked alot of

guestions, such as when would Woodard come back and when would the children get to return
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home to Woodard. When the visits ended, T.B. would sometimes cry and "throw[] afit." A.R.
was withdrawn and "very inward." A.R. wanted to sit on Woodard's lap and hug and kiss her,
rather than play with her brothers. A.R. talked to Woodard during their last visit about school
and her foster mother. A.R. had an "okay attitude" at the end of visits.

180 The State called Bratton to testify in rebuttal. Bratton testified Woodard did not
ask her for visits after she left treatment at Haymarket. Bratton denied Woodard ever asked her
for avisit. According to Bratton, the first time visitation came up was on March 6, 2012, when
someone asked her why she had not sought visits with her children. Woodard responded her
attorney told her not to ask for visits because she would not be alowed such visits.

181 Bratton testified she attended the March 22, 2012, visit with A.B. and F.B. A.B.
and F.B. did not tell Woodard they loved her, despite Woodard's continually telling each of them
she loved them. At one point, F.B. responded, "I hear you." Bratton also attended the May 19
visit. Bratton stated the visits lasted four hours, not two hours. The case aide was told to pay
attention to see if the children expressed their love to Woodard. The case aide reported the
children did not tell Woodard they loved her, though she "severa times" told the children she
loved them. Bratton acknowledged the trid court did place restrictions on Woodard while she
was in inpatient treatment, which was completed in December 2011.

182 Thetria court found termination of Woodard's parental rightsto be in the
children's best interests. The court concluded the children were bonded to their foster parents
and had stability and certainty. The court held, given what the children had experienced since
2009, the stability and certainty was in the children's best interests. The court concluded it had

not "heard agreat deal" about Woodard's plans for the future. The court believed Woodard's
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goals were to stay clean and sober, maintain employment, and find aplaceto live that is safe and

appropriate, but it found Woodard had not yet met those goals.

183 The consolidated appeal s followed.

184 1. ANALYSIS

185 A. Fitness Determination

186 A parent will be found unfit if the State proves, by clear and convincing evidence,

any one or more of the grounds listed in section 1(D) of the Adoption Act (750 ILCS 50/1(D)
(West 2010)). SeelnreA.P., 277 Ill. App. 3d 593, 597, 660 N.E.2d 1006, 1010 (1996). In this
case, the trial court found Woodard unfit based on multiple groundsin section 1(D): (1)
Woodard failed to make reasonabl e efforts within the initial nine months following the adjudica-
tion of neglect or abuse to correct the conditions that were the basis for the children's removal
(750 ILCS 50/1(D)(m)(i) (West 2010)); (2) she failed to make reasonable progress toward her
children's return within nine months of the neglect or abuse adjudication, specificaly from
August 5, 2009, to May 5, 2010 (750 ILCS 50/1(D)(m)(ii) (West 2010)); and (3) she failed to
make reasonable progress toward her children's return within any nine-month period following
theinitial nine months after the neglect or abuse adjudication, specifically May 5, 2010, to
February 5, 2011, and February 5 to November 5, 2011 (750 ILCS 50/1(D)(m)(iii) (West 2010)).
187 A tria court's decisions regarding parental fitness are entitled to great deference,
because that court is able to view witnesses and their demeanor at trial. A.P., 277 Ill. App. 3d at
598, 660 N.E.2d at 1010. We will not disturb afitness finding unlessit is against the manifest
weight of the evidence, meaning "the correctness of the opposite conclusion is clearly evident

from areview of the evidence." InreT.A., 359 Ill. App. 3d 953, 960, 835 N.E.2d 908, 913
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(2005).

188 Woodard contends she made reasonabl e progress during the first nine months
after the adjudication of neglect, from August 5, 2009, to May 5, 2010. Woodard maintains
during this time, she was attending intensive outpatient substance-abuse treatment, taking a
college course, participating in counseling, receiving treatment for depression, working, and
receiving food stamps. Woodard further emphasizes her progress on the March 12, 2010, service
plan was rated satisfactory and the April 7, 2010, permanency order concluded she had made
reasonable and substantial progress toward the goal.

189 A court determines reasonable progress based on an objective standard. Seelnre
Jordan V., 347 1ll. App. 3d 1057, 1067, 808 N.E.2d 596, 605 (2004). Reasonable progress
necessitates, at a minimum, measurable or demonstrable movement toward the objective of
returning the child to the parent's custody. SeeInre DaphnieE., 368 Ill. App. 3d 1052, 1067,
859 N.E.2d 123, 137 (2006). The benchmark for determining whether a parent's progressis
reasonable under section 1(D)(m) includes the parent's compliance with court directives and
service plansin light of the conditions giving rise to the children's removal and other conditions
that later become known that would prevent the court from returning the children to the parent's
custody. InreC.N., 196 Ill. 2d 181, 216-17, 752 N.E.2d 1030, 1050 (2001). A court will find
progress to be reasonable when it can conclude it will be able to order the children's return to
parental custody in the near future because the parent will have complied fully with the court
directives. Inre A.L., 409 Ill. App. 3d 492, 500, 949 N.E.2d 1123, 1129 (2011) (quoting Inre
L.L.S, 218 Ill. App. 3d 444, 461, 577 N.E.2d 1375, 1387 (1991)).

190 We find the trial court's decision is not against the manifest weight of the
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evidence. The children were removed from Woodard's care because of her alcohol abuse and the
domestic-violence issues. The record supports afinding Woodard's "progress' from this
benchmark was not reasonable. The conclusions drawn in the March 2010 service plan and the
court's April 7, 2010, order regarding Woodard's progress carry no weight. On April 9, 2010,
just two days after the cited order, Woodard tested positive for alcohol. She was also intoxicated
when she was hospitalized from April 20 to 24, 2010. Woodard failed to report these incidents
to the Family Treatment Court or her caseworkers. Woodard admitted knowing how to beat the
Breathalyzer test. She admitted to consuming acohol and seeing an abusive paramour during her
involvement with DCFS, which included these initial nine months. These actions coupled with
her positive acohol testsin April 2010 undermine her alleged satisfactory participation in any of
the services. Woodard's progress was not reasonable.

191 We find no error in the trial court's decision of unfitness based on a ground listed
in section 1(D) (see 750 ILCS 50/1(D)(m)(ii) (West 2010)). Only one statutory ground must be
proved to established parental unfitness, and we need not consider whether other bases for the
court's findings regarding Woodard's fitness are proper. SeelnreDonald A.G., 221 IIl. 2d 234,
244, 850 N.E.2d 172, 177 (2006).

192 B. Best-Interests Finding

193 After finding a parent unfit, atrial court shiftsits focusto the interests of the
children. InreD.T., 212 ll. 2d 347, 364, 818 N.E.2d 1214, 1227 (2004). A "parent'sinterestin
maintaining the parent-child relationship must yield to the child's interest in a stable, loving
homelife D.T., 212 1ll. 2d at 364, 818 N.E.2d at 1227.

194 The burden of proving the children's best interests require the termination of
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parental rightsfalls on the State. See D.T., 212 IIl. 2d at 366, 818 N.E.2d at 1228. A tria court
may not terminate parenta rights, unless the State proves by a preponderance of the evidenceitis
in the children's best interests such rights are terminated. See D.T., 212 1ll. 2d at 366, 818 N.E.2d
at 1228. Thiscourt will not disturb an order terminating parental rights unless the court's best-
interests finding is against the manifest weight of the evidence. T.A., 359 IIl. App. 3d at 961, 835
N.E.2d at 914.

195 Woodard contends termination of her parental rightsis not in her children's best
interests. Woodard emphasizes she maintained loving and appropriate visits with her children.
She contends, during her inpatient treatment, the trial court ordered her to refrain from visits and
she misinterpreted this as a ban on all visits and telephone calls. Woodard, however, continued
to send pictures, money, and gifts to her children. Woodard maintains she took advantage of
each visit she could and her children and she were bonded to each other. Woodard further argues
the children had been in three foster homes and, in two of those homes, were victims of sexual
and physical abuse. She believesit isunfair to say the children, who have only been in their
current foster homes for one year, could feel the stability sufficient to end their relationship with
their mother, who had been succeeding at her services.

196 We find the trial court's conclusion is not against the manifest weight of the
evidence. The evidence shows the children were doing well in their current foster placements
and these placements offered the children permanency. The evidence further establishes the
children's behaviora problemsimproved in the six-month period of time when the children were
not visiting Woodard but returned once she reentered their lives. Thetrial court found Woodard

had not yet met her own goals of remaining clean and sober, maintaining employment, and

-29.



finding stable housing. The children had been in foster care for over three years. Thereisno
error in the conclusion the children's best interests would not be served by denying them stability
while waiting to see if their mother could, someday, provide them the stability they deserve. The

finding terminating Woodard's parental rightsis not against the manifest weight of the evidence.

197 [1l. CONCLUSION
198 For the stated reasons, we affirm the trial court's judgment.
199 Affirmed.
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