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ORDER
11 Held: Respondent failed to establish that (1) she received ineffective assistance of counsel
during termination of parental rights proceedings or (2) the trial court committed
reversible error by improperly admitting hearsay evidence at her fitness hearing.
12 Respondent, Keylla A., appeals the trial court’s termination of her parental rights

to her minor child. She argues that (1) she suffered a complete denial of counsel during termination

proceedings and (2) the court improperly admitted hearsay evidence at her fitness hearing. We

affirm.
13 I. BACKGROUND
14 Respondent is the mother of two children, A.A. (born in February 2013) and A.O.

(born in November 2017). The minors had different fathers, and A.A.’s father was deceased. In
October 2023, the State filed a petition for adjudication of wardship, alleging the minors were

neglected because their environment was injurious to their welfare due to incidents of domestic



violence between respondent and her paramour (see 705 ILCS 405/2-3(1)(b) (West 2022)). In
February 2024, the trial court entered an adjudicatory order, finding the minors were neglected as
alleged by the State. In April 2024, it entered a dispositional order, adjudicating A.A. a ward of
the court and placing her in the custody and guardianship of the Illinois Department of Children
and Family Services (DCFS). The State’s petition was dismissed with respect A.O., whose father
was found to be fit, able, and willing to care for the minor.

15 In December 2025, the State filed a motion to terminate respondent’s parental rights
to A.A. It alleged that respondent was unfit for failing to make either (1) reasonable efforts to
correct the conditions that were the basis for A.A.’s removal from her care (750 ILCS
50/1(D)(m)(i) (West 2024)) or (2) reasonable progress toward A.A.’s return to her care (id.
8 1(D)(m)(ii)). The State maintained that those failures occurred during three consecutive
nine-month periods following the neglect adjudication: (1) February 28, 2024, to November 28,
2024; (2) November 28, 2024, to August 28, 2025; and (3) August 28, 2025, to May 28, 2026.
(The third nine-month period alleged by the State extended past the date of the termination
hearings.)

16 In February 2026, the trial court conducted a fitness hearing. At the outset of the
hearing, respondent’s counsel, K.P. Moon, informed the court that respondent had *“an
announcement” or “a request.” Respondent then represented to the court that there had been a
“breakdown” in her relationship with Moon due to “a lack of communication and failure [by
Moon] to address [her] concerns.” She stated, “We have not sat down in my case and gone over
nothing.” The court asked Moon whether he was making a motion to withdraw as respondent’s
counsel, and Moon responded that he was, “based on [respondent’s] complaint.” The court then

noted that a motion to withdraw had to be in writing under the relevant statute and there was “no



motion on file.” It also stated that it had the discretion to deny such a motion if granting it “would
delay the trial.” The court stated that hearings on the State’s motion to terminate had “been set for
many months now.” It concluded that it would not allow a change of attorneys and directed the
State to proceed with its evidence.
17 As the trial court and the attorneys attempted to proceed, respondent interjected that
the matter needed to be continued, stating, “I haven’t sat down with my lawyer,” and, “I don’t
want my rights terminated.” After the State called its first witness, Moon informed the court that
respondent kept talking to him while the hearing was going on and he did not know how to respond.
The court told respondent that she needed to sit quietly so that the hearing could be conducted and
asked if she had “any questions about that.” Respondent then stated that Moon would not speak to
her and she wanted “a motion to continue.” Again, respondent complained that she had “not sat
with [her] attorney to talk to him.” The court responded that the matter had been addressed and
warned respondent that she could be found in contempt if she kept talking and interrupting the
hearing. The following colloquy then occurred:

“[RESPONDENT]: Okay. Is there any way | can ask to leave court to go

file a motion? I no longer want him to be my attorney.
THE COURT: You have the right to be here. If you want to leave the
courtroom and not be here, that’s up to you.

[RESPONDENT]: I just would like to—well, at least can we—

THE COURT: No.

[RESPONDENT]: Why?

THE COURT: We’ve started the hearing now. It’s been set for many

months.



[RESPONDENT]: I’ve had four different attorneys, Your Honor. | haven’t
been able to sit down with none of them over my case.

THE COURT: That’s your problem, ma’am.

[RESPONDENT]: They canceled them on me. I’m asking—

THE COURT: You need to quit interrupting.

THE MOTHER: He said he has too big of a workload.

—

THE COURT: Stop talking to your attorney so he can take part in the

hearing.

[RESPONDENT]: Okay.”
18 The matter proceeded with the fitness hearing, and the State presented testimony
from two DCFS caseworkers, Morgan Kennedy and Bethany Greenwood. Evidence showed that
A.A. was removed from respondent’s care due to domestic violence between respondent and her
paramour, Christopher B. Respondent’s children had also been removed from her care once before
but were returned after respondent completed recommended services. Kennedy testified that in
connection with the current case, she acted as respondent’s and A.A.’s caseworker from 2023 to
June or July 2024. She created a service plan that included the following tasks for respondent:
“[c]ooperation, visitation, domestic violence, mental health, parent education, and a substance
abuse assessment.”
19 Kennedy stated that from February to July 2024, respondent had appropriate
housing, completed a substance abuse assessment that resulted in no further recommended
substance abuse services, and completed a parenting education class. Respondent also had weekly

two-hour visits with A.A. that “went really well.”



710 During that time frame, respondent further completed a mental health assessment,
saw a therapist, and attended domestic violence classes. However, Kennedy stated that there
continued to be domestic violence concerns in the case and respondent did not “demonstrate any
progress or implement the counseling into her regular life.” According to Kennedy, respondent
was not “completely forthcoming and honest” with either Kennedy or her therapist. She stated that
respondent was “expected to be keeping a distance from [Christopher],” but there were concerns
that she was maintaining a relationship with him. Kennedy stated respondent allowed Christopher
to come to her residence “and would not stop him.” Respondent reported to Kennedy that
Christopher was “stalking her” and that he went to her residence and broke a window or door;
however, respondent did not immediately reach out regarding that incident, as she had been asked
to do. Respondent was also asked to seek an order of protection against Christopher but “did not
go forward with it.”

111 Greenwood testified she became involved with respondent’s case on July 30, 2024.
In August 2024, she created a service plan and, with assistance from Kennedy and a supervisor,
evaluated respondent’s participation in services from March to August 2024. Greenwood stated
that respondent received a satisfactory rating on her housing task, which included maintaining a
stable residence for six months. She also received a satisfactory rating on her parenting task, as
she engaged in and completed a parenting class. Respondent was further rated satisfactory with
respect to her visitations with A.A. Greenwood stated no concerns were reported to her and that
respondent’s interactions with A.A. were appropriate.

12 Greenwood testified that respondent received an unsatisfactory rating with respect
to her cooperation with DCFS. Although respondent met with her previous caseworker, she refused

to meet with Greenwood on multiple occasions. Also, because respondent refused to meet with



Greenwood without her attorney present, a meeting was scheduled with respondent’s attorney for
August 21, 2024. Respondent failed to appear at that meeting and later reported that she forgot and
was at a job interview. Greenwood stated that respondent also failed to provide school and
employment verifications as requested and did not keep DCFS “up to date regarding her
employment or schooling.”

713 Greenwood testified that respondent also received unsatisfactory ratings with
respect to her domestic violence and mental health services. Evidence showed that respondent
attended domestic violence classes through “Quanada.” Greenwood testified, however, that
respondent “did not keep her contact information with Quanada up to date so Quanada was not
able to provide information with her continuing participation in services.” Respondent also
reported that A.O.’s father “was messaging her requesting sex” in exchange for visits with A.O.
Greenwood stated that was a form of domestic violence and that there was an “inference that it
was continuing to occur.” Additionally, on August 18, 2024, “an incident” allegedly occurred
between respondent and another woman “over Christopher.” Regarding mental health services,
Greenwood stated that there were concerns about respondent’s “openness and honesty during
[therapy] sessions due to the events that occurred in August of 2024” and respondent not
implementing what she had learned through her services.

114 Respondent further received an unsatisfactory rating with respect to substance
abuse services. Greenwood noted that respondent had completed a substance abuse evaluation and
was not recommended for ongoing counseling. However, Greenwood received “collateral
information” that respondent had been drinking and that her alcohol use was a concern. Greenwood
testified that no new evaluation was requested for respondent. Instead, Greenwood was advised

“just to monitor” the situation.



115 In February 2025, Greenwood created a new service plan and evaluated
respondent’s participation in services from August 28, 2024, to February 14, 2025. Again,
respondent received an unsatisfactory rating with respect to her cooperation. Greenwood testified
respondent failed to keep her up to date on her employment status, did not report when she moved,
and did not sign releases as requested in January 2025. Respondent was also rated unsatisfactory
with respect to housing because she had temporarily moved in with her mother and “had not
stabilized in that environment for six months.” Greenwood testified that in August 2024,
respondent was aware that she needed to move from her apartment; however, respondent did not
contact Greenwood to request assistance in finding a different apartment until October 2024.

116 Respondent was further rated unsatisfactory with respect to her domestic violence
services. Greenwood explained that in September 2024, respondent expressed that she felt
“overwhelmed” by having to engage in both domestic violence services and mental health therapy.
As a result, respondent’s mental health provider agreed to also provide domestic violence services
to respondent. Greenwood later learned that in therapy, respondent “only addressed domestic
violence once in November of 2024.”

117 Additionally, Greenwood stated that respondent obtained an order of protection
against Christopher. However, respondent did not tell Greenwood about the order of protection,
and Greenwood learned about it on her own. When Greenwood asked respondent about it,
respondent told her to look for information online “since it was public knowledge.” Greenwood
stated that respondent would not tell her about the event that prompted the order of protection.
718 Greenwood testified respondent also received an unsatisfactory rating on her
mental health services. She described respondent’s attendance at therapy as “sporadic” and stated

there were concerns regarding whether respondent “was being open and honest during sessions.”



Over respondent’s hearsay objection, Greenwood testified that respondent’s therapist, Tabitha
Martin, reported to her “that at times it was hard for her to know whether or not [respondent] was
being honest with her [because] the information that [Greenwood] was providing to [Martin] was
different than the information [respondent] was providing to [Martin].” Over another hearsay
objection by respondent, Greenwood was also permitted to testify that Martin provided her with
respondent’s therapy “attendance dates,” which showed that “due to [respondent’s] either late
cancellations or cancellations, she was put on the no-show call list.”

119 Respondent was further rated unsatisfactory on parenting and visitation.
Greenwood testified respondent struggled with visitation expectations, such as arriving to visits
on time and being “prepared with an activity and food.” Respondent also had difficulty with ending
visits on time.

120 Greenwood testified that during the August 2024 to February 2025 reporting
period, she did not evaluate respondent with respect to substance abuse services, stating there were
no concerns at that time that respondent was abusing alcohol or other substances. She also
reiterated that respondent had not been recommended for substance abuse counseling.

21 In August 2025, Greenwood prepared a third service plan and evaluated
respondent’s participation in services from February 14, 2025, to August 15, 2025. She testified
that respondent received unsatisfactory ratings for her cooperation and housing tasks. Greenwood
noted that respondent “revoked her consents” in April 2025 and on August 15, 2025, failed to keep
Greenwood up to date regarding her employment status and a move she made to Springfield,
Illinois, and failed to meet with Greenwood in July or August 2025. Greenwood acknowledged
visiting respondent’s Springfield residence in June 2025 and finding that it met “minimum

standards.”



122 Greenwood testified that respondent also received unsatisfactory ratings with
respect to her domestic violence and mental health tasks. She stated that respondent refused to sign
consents so that Greenwood could obtain information about her treatment. Additionally, in July
2025, Greenwood received a “progress note” from respondent’s mental health provider that “did
not mention addressing domestic violence.” DCFS also continued to have concerns regarding
respondent’s “openness and honesty” while engaging in mental health services. Greenwood stated
that respondent had difficulty with “emotional regulation, deflecting[,] and minimization” and
described her conversations with respondent as “challenging.” She noted an instance when she
tried to address an issue with respondent and respondent told her it was “in the past” and that
Greenwood needed to “move on.”

123 According to Greenwood, respondent was further rated unsatisfactory regarding her
visitation and parenting tasks. She stated that on “32 dates” respondent had, or attempted to have,
unsupervised contact with A.A. The contact included text messages, a voicemail message, and
phone or FaceTime calls. Greenwood testified that respondent did not have any visits with A.A.
from March 13 to May 15, 2025, because A.A. was moved to her aunt’s house and coordinating
visits became challenging. Then, on May 15, 2025, “the Court suspended [respondent’s] visits”
and ordered respondent not to have any direct or indirect contact with A.A.

24 Greenwood testified that she would rate respondent’s cooperation since August
2025 as “overall unsatisfactory.” She stated respondent had not kept her up to date on her
employment status or with information regarding her “current providers.” In October 2025,
Greenwood received a letter from Clarity Healthcare, stating that they were “discharging”
respondent. It was recommended that respondent engage in in-person mental health therapy and

ongoing domestic violence therapy. Thereafter, Greenwood asked respondent “several times” for



information about her current providers. Respondent did not sign any releases until January 2026.
Greenwood testified that to her knowledge, respondent was not engaged in any mental health or
domestic violence counseling.

125 Regarding further incidents of domestic violence, Greenwood stated that in October
2025, respondent reported that A.O.’s father “was requesting sex from her in order for her to see
[A.O.]” Greenwood encouraged respondent to file police reports, obtain an order of protection,
and “go to family court.” However, respondent did not take any of those steps.

1126 On the State’s motion, the three service plans created by Greenwood were admitted
into evidence. Additionally, on the motion of A.A.’s guardian ad litem, the trial court took judicial
notice of three Adams County cases. In the first case, case No. 24-OP-53, an emergency order of
protection was issued in respondent’s favor against Christopher but was subsequently dismissed
on March 6, 2024, due to respondent’s failure to appear for the plenary hearing. Immediately
following that dismissal, an emergency order of protection was issued in favor of respondent in a
second case, case No. 24-OP-80. Although the matter was set for hearing, there was “no
subsequent date” or “court record.” Finally, in case No. 24-CM-163, A.O.’s father pleaded guilty
to trespassing at respondent’s property in the summer of 2024.

127 Ultimately, the trial court determined that respondent was unfit as alleged by the
State. Specifically, it determined she failed to make reasonable efforts to correct the conditions
that were the basis for A.A.’s removal from her care or reasonable progress toward A.A.’s return
to her care during any of the relevant nine-month periods.

1128 The trial court then conducted the best interests hearing. Greenwood testified that
A.A. was 13 years old and resided in East Moline, Illinois, with her paternal aunt. A.A. had lived

with her aunt since March 13, 2025, when she was removed from the maternal great-grandmother’s
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home due to domestic violence concerns involving A.A.’s half uncle and his paramour.
Greenwood testified that A.A. had bonded with her aunt, and she described the aunt as a *“strong
advocate” for A.A. She stated the aunt made sure that A.A. attended school and counseling
appointments and that she imposed appropriate discipline. According to Greenwood, A.A.’s aunt
had also expressed “a very strong desire” to provide permanency for A.A. through adoption. The
record shows that during Greenwood’s testimony, respondent left the courtroom.

129 The trial court determined that termination of respondent’s parental rights was in
A.A.’s best interests. It found that A.A. was bonded to her aunt and that her foster home was a safe
and appropriate placement. The court also noted that the evidence did not show when, if ever, A.A.
could be returned to respondent’s care and that A.A.’s foster home appeared to provide the best

opportunity for A.A. to achieve permanency.

130 This appeal followed.

131 I1. ANALYSIS

132 A. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

133 On appeal, respondent first argues that she received ineffective assistance of

counsel during the termination proceedings. Specifically, she contends that her statements to the
trial court showed that Moon failed to consult with her before the fitness hearing and that such
failure amounted to a complete denial of her right to counsel at a critical stage of the underlying
proceedings. Respondent maintains that under United States v. Cronic, 466 U.S. 648 (1984), this
court must presume prejudice, reverse the court’s termination order, and remand the matter for a
new fitness hearing.

134 Section 2-29(2) of the Juvenile Court Act of 1987 (Juvenile Court Act) (705 ILCS

405/2-29(2) (West 2024)) provides a two-step process for the involuntarily termination of parental
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rights. In re M.1., 2016 IL 120232, § 20. Under the first step, the trial court must find, by clear and
convincing evidence, that a parent is unfit as defined in section 1(D) of the Adoption Act (750
ILCS 50/1(D) (West 2024)). M.1., 2016 1L 120232, 1 20. Under the second step, the court must
consider whether termination is in the minor’s best interests. Id.

135 Ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claims are generally evaluated under the
two-pronged test set forth in Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984), which requires a
showing that (1) counsel’s representation fell below an objective standard of reasonableness and
(2) the respondent suffered prejudice in that a reasonable probability exists that the result of the
proceeding would have been different but for counsel’s deficient performance. In re A.R., 2025 IL
App (4th) 250668, 1 72. The Strickland standard has been held to apply to the review of
ineffective-assistance claims that arise from a proceeding under the Juvenile Court Act. Id. (citing
Inre Br. M., 2021 1L 1259609, 1 43).

136 Here, respondent does not rely on the Strickland standard. Rather, she cites Cronic,
which held that, in the context of an ineffective-assistance claim, “[t]here are *** circumstances
that are so likely to prejudice the accused that the cost of litigating their effect in a particular case
is unjustified.” Cronic, 466 U.S. at 658. Pursuant to Cronic, a defendant is presumed to suffer

is denied counsel at a critical stage

prejudice when he or she or when counsel “ “entirely fails
to subject the prosecution’s case to meaningful adversarial testing.” ” People v. Cherry, 2016 IL
118728, 1 25 (quoting Cronic, 466 U.S. at 659).
137 Notably, however, in Inre C.C., 368 Ill. App. 3d 744, 748 (2006), this court
declined to extend Cronic to termination of parental rights proceedings. We stated as follows:

“It seems counterintuitive to apply a test that depends upon a determination of

whether the proceeding was sufficiently adversarial in nature when the legislature
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has specified that proceedings under the [Juvenile Court] Act are not meant to be
adversarial in nature. [Citation.] A respondent parent’s right to counsel in
termination proceedings derives from the [Juvenile Court] Act, not the constitution.
[Citations.] Hence, the sixth-amendment [(U.S. Const., amend. V1)] analysis and
rationale delineated by Cronic and its progeny, stating that “[t]he right to effective
assistance of counsel is thus the right of the accused to require the prosecution’s
case to survive the crucible of meaningful adversarial testing,” does not apply here.”
Id. (quoting Cronic, 466 U.S. at 656).
See Inre R.D., 2023 IL App (4th) 230669-U, 1 42 (describing our decision in C.C. as “sound” and
declining to apply the Cronic standard in a termination case).
138 On appeal, respondent does not address this court’s decision in C.C., and we
continue to adhere to our holding in that case. Additionally, we note that respondent does not
provide a fully developed analysis of her claim under Strickland, which results in forfeiture of the
issue. See lll. S. Ct. R. 341(h)(7) (eff. Oct. 1, 2020) (“Points not argued are forfeited and shall not
be raised in the reply brief, in oral argument, or on petition for rehearing.”). In particular,
respondent presents no argument regarding Strickland’s prejudice prong.
139 However, even setting aside respondent’s forfeiture, the record fails to support a
finding of ineffective assistance of counsel under Strickland. Initially, as the State points out, the
only support for respondent’s claim that Moon’s performance was deficient was her own unsworn,
self-serving statements at the outset of the fitness hearing. The record otherwise does not support
her assertion that Moon failed to consult with her prior to the fitness hearing. Additionally, the
record also shows that Moon advocated for respondent during the termination proceedings by

cross-examining the State’s witnesses, raising objections to certain evidence, and arguing against
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finding respondent unfit.
140 Also, even assuming that Moon’s performance was deficient, the record does not
support a finding of prejudice. The finding that a parent is unfit may be supported by any one
ground of unfitness that is properly proven. In re Donald A.G., 221 Ill. 2d 234, 244 (2006). Here,
the trial court found that during each of the three nine-month periods alleged by the State,
respondent failed to make either reasonable efforts to correct the conditions that were the basis for
A.A.’s removal from her care or reasonable progress toward A.A.’s return to her care. See 750
ILCS 50/1(D)(m)(i)-(ii) (West 2024)). The evidence presented at the fitness hearing strongly
supported the trial court’s determinations.
141 In particular, “[r]easonable progress is an objective review of the steps the parent
has taken toward the goal of reunification and examines the demonstrability and quality of those
steps.” In re Dar. H., 2023 IL App (4th) 230509, 1 53. “Reasonable progress exists when the trial
court can conclude that, in the near future, it will be able to order the [child] returned to parental
custody.” Id.
“[T]he benchmark for measuring a parent’s “progress toward the return of the child’
under section 1(D)(m) of the Adoption Act encompasses the parent’s compliance
with the service plans and the court’s directives, in light of the condition which
gave rise to the removal of the child, and in light of other conditions which later
become known and which would prevent the court from returning custody of the
child to the parent.” In re C.N., 196 Ill. 2d 181, 216-17 (2001).
142 Here, the State alleged respondent’s failure to make reasonable progress during
three consecutive, nine-month periods, extending from the neglect adjudication through the date

of the termination proceedings. Evidence showed that during those periods, respondent repeatedly
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received unsatisfactory ratings on her service plans with respect to her cooperation with DCFS and
her participation in services. She refused to sign consents so that DCFS could obtain information
regarding her mental health and domestic violence treatment, changed residences without
notifying her caseworker, failed to verify her employment, and by May 2025, had her visits with
A.A. suspended by the trial court. The evidence failed to reflect that respondent was ever close to
having A.A. returned to her care.

7143 Under the circumstances presented, we find no merit to respondent’s claim that she
received ineffective assistance of counsel during the fitness hearing. Accordingly, respondent is
not entitled to reversal of the trial court’s decision or a new fitness hearing.

44 B. Hearsay Evidence

1145 Respondent next argues that the trial court erred in allowing the admission of
hearsay evidence at the fitness hearing. Specifically, she challenges Greenwood’s testimony that
Martin, respondent’s therapist, stated that it was sometimes hard for her to know whether
respondent was being honest. Respondent also argued that the court erred in allowing Greenwood
to testify that Martin “provided her with [respondent’s] therapy attendance dates.”

146 The State responds by arguing that any error was harmless because the challenged
evidence was cumulative of other evidence regarding respondent’s mental health. It also contends
that ample other evidence supported the trial court’s unfitness findings.

147 In proceedings to terminate parental rights, “the fitness hearing is governed by the
Illinois Rules of Evidence.” Inre M.D., 2022 IL App (4th) 210288, { 75. Those rules define
hearsay as “a statement, other than one made by the declarant while testifying at the trial or hearing,
offered in evidence to prove the truth of the matter asserted.” Ill. R. Evid. 801(c) (eff. Oct. 15,

2015). They further provide that hearsay is, generally, inadmissible absent a recognized exception.
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Ill. R. Evid. 802 (eff. Jan. 1, 2011). Whether something qualifies as hearsay is subject to de novo
review. In re H.S., 2025 IL App (1st) 250254, | 44.

148 Additionally, the erroneous admission of hearsay evidence is harmless error where
it is cumulative of other properly admitted evidence. In re Chance H., 2019 IL App (1st) 180053,
153. Error is also considered harmless where ample evidence supported the trial court’s findings.
Id. (citing In re J.C., 2012 IL App (4th) 110861, 1 29).

1149 Here, we agree with the State that any error in the admission of the challenged
testimony was harmless. First, the testimony at issue concerned statements and information
reported to Greenwood by Martin. The same statements and information were contained in the
service plans that were admitted into evidence at the fitness hearing. Section 2-18(4)(a) of the
Juvenile Court Act (705 ILCS 405/2-18(4)(a) (West 2024)), “which is a variation of the business
record exception to the hearsay rule,” provides for the admission of service plans and DCFS
investigative records. In re D.D., 2022 IL App (4th) 220257, 1 41. Respondent did not object to
the admission of the service plans below and offers no argument with respect to the contents of
those plans on appeal. Thus, we find the challenged testimony was cumulative of other admissible,
unobjected-to evidence.

150 Second, for the reasons already discussed, even absent the challenged testimony

from Greenwood, ample evidence supported the trial court’s unfitness findings.

151 [11. CONCLUSION
152 For the reasons stated, we affirm the trial court’s judgment.
153 Affirmed.
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