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OPINION

In January 2013, the State filed a petition fqudatation of wardship pursuant to section
2-3 of the Juvenile Court Act of 1987 (the Act) $AQCS 405/2-3 (West 2012)), alleging that
L.S. (born July 26, 2009), the minor child of resgent, Shyla Stoppelwerth, was neglected
and abused.

At an October 2013 hearing on the petition, SRerideputy Raymond Briant of Broward
County, Florida, testified that while he was offtglon a family vacation in Tennessee in
December 2012, he used an application on his iPagatch several publicly viewable,
live-feed webcams. One such webcam, listed unden#me “Shyla,” appeared to show a
young boy and a female in a bed with an adult nvethe, was watching child pornography and
masturbating. The young boy also appeared to paréoal sex on the male. Briant, who did
not know the identity or location of the partie®wsim on the Shyla webcam, reported what he
saw to the National Center for Missing and Explbi@hildren (NCMEC), the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI), and the Ireland-based prveompany that administered the webcam
service. The FBI traced the source of the webcaathtouse where respondent and L.S. were
living with respondent’s paramour, Craig Long.

At the October 2013 hearing, respondent admitted she, L.S., and Long were the
persons appearing on the Shyla webcam. Over resptaabjection, the trial court admitted
into evidence (1) Briant’s testimony about whatviewed on the Shyla webcam and (2) 12
still images automatically archived from the webdaythe company that administered the
webcam service. Based primarily upon the evidemoen fthe Shyla webcam, the court
adjudicated L.S. abused and neglected.

Respondent appeals, arguing that (1) the triartceured by admitting (a) Briant’s
testimony about what he viewed on the Shyla webaad(b) the still images captured from
the webcam, and (2) the court’s adjudication ofsaband neglect was against the manifest
weight of the evidence. We affirm.

|. BACKGROUND
The State’s January 2013 petition alleged that W& (1) neglected pursuant to section
2-3(1) of the Act (705 ILCS 405/2-3(1) (West 201@)}hat his environment was injurious to
his welfare, as demonstrated by his mother’'s aligwhim to be sexually abused; and (2)
abused pursuant to section 2-3(2) of the Act (L@H 405/2-3(2) (West 2012)) in that he was
sexually abused by his mother's paramour. That saroath, the trial court entered a
shelter-care order, placing L.S. in the custodsespondent’s aunt, Sheryl Stoppelwerth.
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Later in January 2013, Sheryl filed a petition doardianship in the juvenile case at issue
in this appeal (Sangamon County case No. 13-Jk§eptember 2013, the trial court ordered
case No. 13-JA-4 consolidated with an order ofgmidn case (Sangamon County case No.
13-OP-24), which Sheryl filed against respondenbenalf of L.S.

A. The Hearing on the State’s Petition

In October 2013, the trial court held a consobdahearing on the State’s petition for
adjudication of abuse and neglect, Sheryl’s petifar guardianship, and Sheryl’s order of
protection. (For purposes of this appeal, we rewvoely the evidence pertinent to the State’s
petition.)

1.Briant’s Testimony

Briant testified that on December 5, 2012, he wasan annual family vacation in
Gatlinburg, Tennessee. Several days prior to lggianhis trip, he downloaded to his iPad an
application known as “My Webcam,” which allowed hiowview a live webcam feed from the
inside of his home while he was away. Briant sethgowebcam so that he and his children
could monitor their house cats while they were anation. Briant set his home webcam to
“private” mode, which meant that only he could vidve webcam feed. However, Briant
testified that hundreds of webcams on the My Websamice were set to “public” mode,
which meant that anyone using the My Webcam semacdd view the live feed from those
webcams.

Over respondent’s continuing objection, Briantifeessl that while using the My Webcam
application, he decided out of curiosity to viewrsoof the public webcams. One of the public
webcams, listed under the name “Shyla,” showed wvtiigdlly appeared to Briant to be two
juveniles in a bed with an adult male, who was oméstting. Briant testified that one of the
apparent juveniles was a young boy, approximate dr six years old, with light brown to
blondish hair, and wearing a green shirt. The ofiregnile appeared to be an older, blonde
female. (At the hearing, Briant identified thatg@m as respondent.) Briant described the adult
male as having black, crew-cut type hair and aeldngpal” tattoo on his left arm.

Briant, believing that he was watching “somethilhggal occurring” and fearing for the
welfare of the juveniles, sent multiple e-mailstite Ireland-based company that owned and
administered the webcam service, describing whake The company responded to Briant
via e-mail, informing him that “they would do whatg they can to forward whatever they
could to the authorities.” Briant also sent e-m#slshe FBI and the NCMEC. In the e-mails,
Briant described exactly what he saw on the Shy@hoam.

While Briant was attempting to contact authorities continued to view the Shyla webcam
in order to “help identify where this was, who tegeeople were.” Briant then “saw the adult
male watching what appeared to be child pornographyis laptop as the little boy came
around to the side of the bed and performed whagaed to be oral sex on that adult male.”
On cross-examination, Briant elaborated about \Wwhaaw: “What | saw was the child shown
child pornography, the child’s, then, head desaggdiver the man’s penis, and the man giving
back a sippy cup to the young boy after what apgubsw be oral sex.” After the adult male
handed the sippy cup to the young boy, the lived feeemed to cut out.” During the entire 5 to
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10 minutes that Briant viewed the Shyla webcampoedent appeared to be awake, either
walking around the room or lying in the bed witle #dult male and the young boy.

Briant testified that the video had good clarityglaappeared to be working the entire time.
He knew he was watching a live feed because the sa&hcam service allowed him to view a
live feed inside his home. Briant also knew frons bise of the webcam service that it
“archived” images from the webcam feeds. Someoaeinig a public webcam could peruse
that webcam’s archive, which showed still imagexd trad been automatically captured from
the webcam feed every 5 minutes during the prev2dusours. Briant looked at the archive of
the Shyla webcam, which revealed several still msagf the same persons in the same room
that Briant was viewing on the live feed.

2.Jackie Lynn’s Testimony

Detective Jackie Lynn, a child-abuse investigatdh the Kansas City, Kansas, police
department, testified that on or about Decemb@0%2, the FBI received a “cybertip” via the
NCMEC that the Shyla webcam on the My Webcam seitvad shown an adult male engaging
in a sex act with a juvenile boy. Pursuant to thmtthe FBI determined the Internet Protocol
(IP) address associated with the Shyla webcamFBihéhen obtained subpoenas for the cable
carrier and Internet service provider associated thie IP address, which led investigators to a
house in Kansas City, Kansas. Based upon Briamsription and photographs obtained
through existing law-enforcement contacts, the iel@htified Craig Long as the adult male
whom Briant saw on the Shyla webcam.

The FBI also obtained a subpoena for the Irelaamkt company that owned and
administered the My Webcam service. (During hetirtemy, Lynn referred to this company
as “eyespyfx.com.” For convenience, we refer todbmpany simply as “Eye Spy.”) Lynn
testified that Eye Spy’s system automatically sawgedtill image from all My Webcam
webcasts every five minutes. Eye Spy normally aexththose images for only 24 hours before
purging them from its server system. However, aBdant contacted Eye Spy, Eye Spy
immediately saved the existing images in the Simgacam archive. Lynn testified that she
learned the aforementioned information about theestigation by reviewing materials
provided to her by the FBI Cybercrime Taskforc&ansas City.

On December 21, 2012, the FBI requested thatesHfirom Lynn’s department provide
backup to the house in Kansas City, Kansas, wiher8hyla webcam was supposedly located.
After arriving at the house with other officers,nrymet with the homeowners. (Lynn did not
identify the homeowners by name in her testimoi{a@ homeowners confirmed that Long
stayed in their basement on occasion. Lynn toldhtibeeowners that they should not tell Long
that law-enforcement agents were searching for him.

Lynn then obtained a search warrant to track Lemgllular phone through Sprint, his
mobile carrier. In early January 2013, after sev@agts of tracking Long (during which Long
repeatedly powered down his cellular phone, defgaéfforts to pinpoint his location),
officers in Callaway County, Missouri, discoveredng’s vehicle outside a home that Lynn
identified as one of Long’s previously known addess Lynn and other officers obtained and
executed a search warrant for the residence, wislited in the apprehension of Long and
respondent. The search failed to uncover Long'sofagomputer or cellular phone, which
Long claimed had been stolen from his car. Respurtdél Lynn that Long had destroyed his
laptop.
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During the execution of the search warrant, Lynovged respondent the archived images
from the Shyla webcam. (Although the FBI obtainbd same archived images through
asubpoena, a representative from Eye Spy-whom Lyeferred to as Mr.
Gallagher—voluntarily e-mailed the same set of iesat® Lynn upon her request.) Respondent
confirmed to Lynn that the images showed her, Lang, L.S. After speaking with respondent
in Callaway County, Lynn learned that L.S. was istgyvith Sheryl in Springfield, Illinois.
Before L.S. began staying with Sheryl, he was gwvith respondent and Long.

3.Still Images From the Shyla Webcam Archive

The trial court admitted into evidence 12 stilbiges from the Shyla webcam archive. Each
image bore a digital timestamp showing the timeith@ge was captured from the live feed.
The timestamps indicate that the Shyla webcam weaarsing during four separate periods
between 11:21 a.m. on December 5, 2012, and 4810, December 6, 2012 (although the
timestamps show the time in hours, minutes, andrsks; we round to the nearest minute for
convenience). The webcast that Briant viewed oeclibetween approximately 9:21 p.m. and
9:51 p.m. on December 5, 2012. We provide the fotg overview of the contents of the
images, which are in the record before us.

It appears that the position and orientation efwlebcam is the same for all 12 images. The
webcam is positioned alongside and facing a bego®#the bed is an open room illuminated
by ceiling lights. The lighting in the room is ggahd the images are fairly sharp.

Seven images captured between 9:06 p.m. and 9rBlgm December 5, 2012, show
respondent, L.S., and Long together in the bedome of the images, Long is lying on his
back with a laptop on his belly, and his head isside of the frame. He appears to be
masturbating. Long is wearing boxer-brief type shidvut his hand is gripping a flesh-colored
object at the base of his crotch. Because Longtsdhand the flesh-colored object are
significantly blurred, whereas the rest of the otgen the image are crisp, it appears that his
hand is in motion. In two such images, L.S. isdleawake. His eyes are open, and he is lying
immediately next to Long on the bed.

In the image captured at 9:21 p.m., the laptopestroriented at a slight angle just visible
to the webcam—is opened to a full-screen mediaepl@jthough the image on media player is
difficult to make out, it clearly includes fleshiooed body parts. Long’s hand is at the base of
his crotch. Although the faces of Long and L.S. @uéside of the frame, L.S.’s right arm is
clearly visible immediately next to Long and raisdhtly in the air, indicating that he is
awake.

The image captured at 9:26 p.m. shows Long appgamasturbating, respondent lying in
the bed with her eyes closed, and L.S. lying awakeetween respondent and Long. The
image captured at 9:31 p.m. shows Long apparerdlstunbating with L.S. next to him, but
respondent is no longer in the bed. The image cagtat 9:36 p.m. shows Long lying on his
right side facing the center of the bed, with haslbto the webcam. His hand is at his crotch,
and respondent’s red shorts can be seen next tmlira bed. The image captured at 9:41 p.m.
shows Long sitting upright on the bed with his bacthe webcam, respondent awake lying on
her side, and L.S. sitting upright playing on deabomputer. Long and respondent appear to
be talking with L.S. The next image, captured a&19p.m., shows Long apparently
masturbating again, with the laptop on his bellgspondent and L.S. are not visible in the
image.
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4.Roger Washington’s Testimony

Roger Washington, a child abuse and neglect imgast with the Department of Children
and Family Services (DCFS), testified that he wsssgmed to the case involving L.S. in early
January 2013. During the investigation, respondelt Washington that Long was her
boyfriend, but she denied having any knowledgeafd-sexually abusing L.S.

5.Sheryl's Testimony

Sheryl, the aunt of respondent and great-aunt.$f, ltestified that L.S. had been living
with her from January 1, 2013, until the date & liearing. Sheryl identified respondent and
L.S. as the female and young boy shown in the im&gen the Shyla webcam archive.

6.Respondent’s Testimony

Respondent testified that she was in a relatignafth Long from 1999 until 2007. After
ending her relationship with Long in 2007, she legarelationship with Jason Reels, the
father of L.S. (Reels failed to appear at the pedaggs in this case, and he is not a party to this
appeal.) In 2012, respondent resumed her relatipmgth Long, bringing L.S. to Missouri to
live with Long. Respondent testified that Long laddving relationship with L.S., and she had
no reason to believe that Long was a child sexhdiée. After a friend in Kansas City told her
that the police were searching for Long, respontefht.S. at Sheryl's home in Springfield.
She did not want L.S. present “if the door wergebkicked in.” Respondent testified that she
believed the police were searching for Long becabse had illegally downloaded
nonpornographic movies from the Internet. Respondenfirmed that Long destroyed his
laptop computer and cellular phone after learniggpolice were searching for him.

Respondent acknowledged that she was in the imalgamed from the Shyla webcam
archive, but she denied ever witnessing Long (13tarbate in the presence of L.S, (2) view
child pornography, or (3) put his penis in L.S.’suth. She did not believe that Long forced
L.S. to perform oral sex, but she admitted thappeared from the webcam images that Long
masturbated in the bed with L.S. Respondent tedtifnat she takes trazodone for sleep, and
she had “no knowledge of what took place” becabigeveas sleeping at the time. However,
after reviewing the images from the Shyla webcame by one on cross-examination,
respondent acknowledged that she was not asleapgdtire time that Long allegedly
masturbated in the presence of her and L.S. Sheaed to insist that she had no knowledge
of Long masturbating in the presence of L.S.

Respondent did not believe that Long purposefditly anything wrong. She testified: “I
don’t think that [Long] meant [L.S.] any harm, ahdon’t think he did any harm to [L.S.]”
Despite denying the allegations against Long, nedpnt nonetheless ended her relationship
with Long because of the seriousness of the all@gst

B. The Trial Court’s Ruling

At the conclusion of evidence and arguments, tta ¢tourt announced its ruling, as
follows:

“First, with regards to the State’s petition, Idithat the State has established by any
measure of proof that [L.S.] was sexually explo&ed abused, [and] that [respondent]
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was present at that time. | specifically find tfraspondent’s] testimony that she did
not know what was going on at that time is incrézldnd not worthy of belief. | find
that [Briant] *** was very credible, he’s a law emtement [officer] who's trained to
observe, and thank goodness, quite frankly, thahdpmgpened upon this streaming
webcam at that time, because otherwise, this magrrteave been discovered. | find
that it's incredible when [respondent] says tha gid not know what was going on in
that bed. Particularly, on her cross-examinatibe;sacknowledged that that was her,
that that was [L.S.], that was her boyfriend. Stimawledges that she was awake, she
acknowledges that it appears—and that he probaddymasturbating, and yet, she still
didn’t think there was anything going on that’srhéul to her child. On some level it's
almost beyond the realm of belief.”
The trial court adjudicated L.S. (1) neglected emdection 2-3(1) of the Act in that
respondent allowed him to be sexually abused byl and (2) abused under section 2-3(2) of
the Act in that he was sexually abused by Long.

In November 2013, following a dispositional hegrithe trial court made L.S. a ward of
the court and awarded custody and guardianshieD (The court took Sheryl’s petition for
guardianship under advisement.)

This appeal followed.

II. ANALYSIS

On appeal, respondent argues that (1) the triattoerred by admitting (a) Briant's
testimony about what he viewed on the Shyla webaad(b) the still images captured from
the Shyla webcam, and (2) the court’s adjudicabbrabuse and neglect was against the
manifest weight of the evidence. We address resggaigicontentions in turn.

A. The Webcam Evidence

“The admissibility of evidence rests within thechetion of the trial court, and its decision
will not be disturbed absent an abuse of that digamn.” People v. Pike2013 IL 115171, 1 12,
998 N.E.2d 1247. “Under this standard, an abuserrscarhen the trial court’s ruling is
fanciful, unreasonable or when no reasonable pensmrid adopt the trial court’s view.”
People v. Taylqr2011 IL 110067, § 27, 956 N.E.2d 431.

Respondent argues that the “silent witness” thgmwerns the admissibility of both (1)
Briant’s testimony about what he viewed on the 8hwébcam and (2) the still images from
the Shyla webcam archive. The silent witness thatloyvs for the admission of photographs
and video recordings as substantive evidence iptbper foundation is laidd. § 32, 956
N.E.2d 431. “Under this theory, a witness need testify to the accuracy of the image
depicted in the photographic or videotape evidéitte accuracy of the process that produced
the evidence is established with an adequate faiomdald.

In Taylor, a criminal case involving a theft captured oriddén surveillance camera, the
supreme court endorsed the following nonexhaudisteof factors for determining the
reliability of the process by which a surveillanédeotape was produced:

“(1) the device’s capability for recording and gealeeliability; (2) competency of the
operator; (3) proper operation of the device; @Qveing the manner in which the
recording was preserved (chain of custody); (Shiifieation of the persons, locale, or
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objects depicted; and (6) explanation of any cogyinduplication processld. 1 35,
956 N.E.2d 431.
The court stated, however, that “[elJach case meskewaluated on its own” and “[tlhe
dispositive issue in every case is the accuracyralnbility of the process that produced the
recording.”ld.

1.The Still Images From the Webcam Archive

In this case, the photographic evidence at issusisted of 12 still images that Eye Spy
automatically captured and archived from the livéew feed of the Shyla webcam. Lynn
testified that those digital images were store@Ega Spy’s server system, then e-mailed to her
by Gallagher, a representative of Eye Spy. The @naggere then printed onto individual sheets
of glossy photographic paper and offered into ewideas individual exhibits. Briant viewed
the 12 exhibits and confirmed that the still imadepicted the same scene that he observed on
the live video feed from the Shyla webcam on Decamal) 2012. He also confirmed that the
images were the same still images he viewed irStinda webcam archive on December 5,
2012. Respondent viewed the same exhibits androwedi that they depicted her, L.S., and
Long in the basement of the Kansas City house wthesewere living in December 2012.

Respondent asserts that the State failed to gresetence about the (1) equipment used
for the Shyla webcam, (2) competency of the operé&dd proper operation of the webcam, (4)
chain of custody of the images, and (5) copyinduplication process. However, none of that
evidence was necessary because of (1) responagehtissions and (2) Briant's testimony.
Respondent’'s admissions established that the imafpsved her, L.S., and Long,
demonstrating the accuracy and reliability of theocpss used to create the images.
Respondent has not argued that the images arellyisnigleading, or that they have been
altered in any way. Thus, considering respondeessmony, as well as Briant’s (discussed in
the next section of this opinion), we conclude thattrial court did not abuse its discretion by
admitting the 12 images from the Shyla webcam aechito evidence.

2.Briant’s Testimony

Contrary to respondent’s argument, the silent @ggntheory does not apply to Briant’s
testimony about what he viewed on the live feedhaf Shyla webcam because Briant’s
testimony was not a video recording. Indeed, newidcording of what Briant witnessed has
ever existed. Because the silent witness theoryliemppo photographs and video
recordings—evidence that “speaks for itself” (infdrquotation marks omittedid( 32, 956
N.E.2d 431)-the testimony of a witness who seesatsuanfold live and in real time must be
evaluated on its own terms, even if that eyewitnassount occurred through video
technology.

Because the evidence here consisted of an eyesigezount, as opposed to a recording,
the admissibility determination hinged on whetheaBt was able to truly and accurately
observe what was happening on the source end oféieast. In other words, did the
technology at issue transmit live video to BriamPad that truly and accurately depicted what
was happening in the Kansas City basement? Basetthe evidence presented, it clearly did.
Specifically, respondent confirmed that she, LaBd Long were the people in the still images
archived from the Shyla webcam, and Briant testifiet those still images corresponded with
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the live webcast that he viewed on his iPad on Bées 5, 2012. The timestamps on the still
images corresponded to the times that Briant vieWsdwebcast. Briant also positively

identified respondent in court as the woman whoradwve on the webcast. Briant testified that
the live video stream had good clarity and appetodue working properly during the entire

webcast. He was able to clearly observe what wpgdrang in the bedroom.

The State was not required to present evidente the workings of the specific pieces of
electronic equipment that facilitated the webcasst as a witness may testify about what he
heard during a telephone conversation without exiplg how a telephone works, Briant’s
testimony was admissible even though the Statealiggresent evidence explaining how the
digital technology worked. Briant’s familiarity viitMy Webcam was enough to establish that
the Shyla webcam was a live feed—a fact that redgmdndoes not contest. Unlike evidence
admitted under the silent witness theory, no isstgted as to the process of recording, saving,
preserving, or duplicating the video from the wedddaecause no video recording existed.
Instead, this situation was as if Briant withessled events unfold through a high-tech
periscope.

Despite the complete lack of evidence suggestiagthe webcast Briant viewed showed
anything other than what actually happened in thadas City basement, respondent argues
that the State was required to present testimamy garhaps even expert testimony) regarding
the equipment and software used to facilitate tabosst—from Long’s webcam, to Eye Spy’s
servers in Ireland, to Briant’s iPad, and everggtmic step along the way. Respondent asserts
that because technology exists that could have leshabong—or some other unknown
person—to manipulate digital video and somehow pagtas a live webcam feed on the My
Webcam service, Briant’s testimony was inadmissibiéess the State presented evidence
proving that no such mischief occurred.

Contrary to respondent’s argument, there possibilityof tampering—unsupported by any
evidence of tampering—did not render Briant’s tastty inadmissible. IfPeople v. Woods
214 1l. 2d 455, 467, 828 N.E.2d 247, 255 (200|¢, supreme court addressed the requirement
that the State establish a chain of custody insc@s®lving narcotics, where physical evidence
“is often not readily identifiable or may be susiigje to tampering, contamination or
exchange.” Even when evidence so vulnerable toeamgypis involved, “[o]nce the State has
established the probability that the evidence wascompromised, and unless the defendant
shows actual evidence of tampering or substitutieficiencies in the chain of custody go to
the weight, not admissibility, of the evidenceritdrnal quotation marks omittedod).

Here, even if the strict chain-of-custody requiesrns applicable to narcotics were to apply
to the webcast that Briant viewed, Briant's testipmowould still be admissible. The
probability that the video was not compromised esadent from (1) Briant’s testimony about
the My Webcam service, (2) the circumstances undhéch Briant viewed the webcast, and
(3) the contents of the webcast itself. Responde¥ented no evidence of tampering, nor did
she even posit why or how anyone—especially LongHavbave employed Hollywood-style
video-manipulation skills and advanced computerkimacto create and stream a fictitious
webcast purporting to show Long masturbating in wétl L.S. Respondent’s assertion that
such a possibility existed went—at most—to the teigf Briant's testimony, not its
admissibility.

We acknowledge that it is possible a case mighéan which a foundational explanation
of the technology involved might be necessary leefarwitness testifies about what he
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observed over a live webcast or other similar indeo feed. However, that is not this case,
and we need not speculate about hypothetical c&seshe facts of this case, the evidence
established that the technology involved allowedirto truly and accurately observe what
was happening at the source end of the webcasardiogly, the trial court did not abuse its
discretion by admitting Briant’s testimony aboutathe viewed on the Shyla webcam.

B. The Trial Court’s Adjudication

Respondent next contends that the trial courtjsdachation of abuse and neglect was
against the manifest weight of the evidence. Spadly, respondent argues that (1) she was
not aware of, or at fault for, the sexual abuseltbag may have inflicted on L.S.; (2) the court
erred by admitting and considering evidence froe 8inyla webcam; and (3) even if the
evidence from the Shyla webcam was properly addyittee court gave it too much weight.
None of these arguments are remotely persuasive.

A trial court’s finding that a minor has been resgéd or abused under section 2-3 of the
Act will not be reversed unless it is against thenifest weight of the evidenci re Arthur
H., 212 Ill. 2d 441, 464, 819 N.E.2d 734, 747 (200A)tinding is against the manifest weight
of the evidence only if the opposite conclusionléarly evident.'ld.

In this case, the trial court found that the Stateved L.S. (1) neglected under section
2-3(1) of the Act in that his environment was igus to his welfare because respondent
allowed him to be sexually abused and (2) abuseeénsection 2-3(2) of the Act because he
was sexually abused by Long.

As this court has consistently stated, thegmse of juvenile court proceedings is to
determine thetatusof the child on whose behalf the proceedings asadint,notto determine
any particular person’s criminal or civil liability’ ” (Emphases in original.)n re C.J, 2011
IL App (4th) 110476, 1 41, 960 N.E.2d 694 (quotinge J.W, 386 Ill. App. 3d 847, 854, 898
N.E.2d 803, 809 (2008), quotirig re R.B, 336 Ill. App. 3d 606, 614, 784 N.E.2d 400, 407
(2003)). Accordingly, even if respondent was noaeof, or at fault for, Long’s sexual abuse
of L.S., her lack of knowledge or culpability woutdt affect the validity of the trial court’s
findings of neglect and abuse. In any event, thetabd find that respondent was aware Long
masturbated in the presence of L.S., and thisrfimdias amply supported by the evidence. The
court explicitly found respondent’s contrary tessimy incredible, a conclusion fully supported
by this record. Notably, respondent does not desghdt Long sexually abused L.S.

Having already determined that the trial courtperty admitted the evidence from the
Shyla webcam, we necessarily reject respondergisaent that the court erred by considering
that evidence. We also reject respondent’s arguthahthe court gave too much weight to the
evidence from the Shyla webcam. Briant's testimonfgich the court found particularly
credible, and the 12 images from the webcam arakst@blished that respondent was present
and awake while Long was (at the very least) mhaturg in the presence of L.S. Briant also
testified that Long showed child pornography to.la8d made L.S. perform oral sex. This
evidence clearly established that L.S. was negleated abused. Accordingly, the court’s
finding was not against the manifest weight of¢l&ence.

[T
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1 64 [ll. CONCLUSION
165 For the reasons stated, we affirm the trial cayutigment.

9 66 Affirmed.
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