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DILLON, Judge.

Mother appeals the Order which placed two of her children, E.C. and A.C., in
the permanent guardianship of their maternal great aunt and uncle.

Mother argues that there was a lack of evidence to support many of the trial
court’s findings concerning Mother’s lack of progress towards reunification with her

children. These findings address Mother’s history of drug and alcohol addiction and
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her history of efforts and lack of efforts to deal with the addiction. “This Court's
review of a permanency planning order is limited to whether there is competent
evidence in the record to support the findings and whether the findings support the
conclusions of law.” In re P.O., 207 N.C. App. 35, 41, 698 S.E.2d 525, 530 (2010)
(citing In re Eckard, 148 N.C. App. 541, 544, 559 S.E.2d 233, 235, disc. review denied,
356 N.C. 163, 568 S.E.2d 192 (2002)). We have reviewed the trial court’s findings and
have considered the arguments of the parties and conclude that the findings of the
trial court are supported by the evidence.

Mother further argues that there was no evidence to support the trial court’s
finding that she lacked fitness as a parent as of the date of the hearing. We conclude
that the trial court’s findings do support its determination regarding Mother’s fitness.
For instance, the trial court found that Mother had tested positive four times within
five months of the hearing for methadone which had not been prescribed to her and
once for alcohol. The trial court found that Mother had not, therefore, recovered from
her addiction and that her continued addiction impaired her ability to parent. The
trial court found that Mother had not attended all of her individual therapy that she
had been ordered to attend, nor had she maintained adequate contact with treatment
providers and continued to be unwilling to accept support services. In sum, these and

the other findings support the trial court’s determination regarding Mother’s fitness.
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Finally, Mother argues that the Order is internally inconsistent. We have
reviewed the Order and conclude that the Order is clear: it is clear about the
placement of the children, the unfitness of Mother, and the unlikelihood that the
children could return to Mother’s care.

AFFIRMED.

Judges ZACHARY and BERGER concur.

Report per Rule 30(e).



