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The Law and Practice of Youth
Participation in Dependency Cases
AMANDA GEORGE DONNELLY, JD1
NACC Staff Attorney / Policy & Special Projects

Historically, active youth input and
participation in dependency cases has
been rare. Many, if not most youth
who are the subjects of abuse, neglect,
and dependency cases, do not have an
opportunity for meaningful contact and
communication with the court or their
counsel. Even more rarely do youth
have the opportunity to attend and
participate in court hearings. This trend
is beginning to change as courts and
policymakers see the wisdom of youth
participation.
The decisions made in court profoundly
influence the lives of the children
involved. As child welfare professionals,
we have a duty to build court systems
that produce the best possible outcomes
for children. While well intentioned,
efforts by child advocates to protect
and care for children have frequently
ignored what children can bring to the
decision-making process. When youth
are involved in their cases, we gain the
valuable information and insight they
have about their own lives. In addition,
youth involvement provides an enormous benefit to children through the
process of self-empowerment and establishment of some autonomy.
For this reason, the NACC began its
Youth Empowerment Initiative in 2005.
The program promotes youth participation not only in their individual cases but
also in the policy making process. The
NACC involves youth as participants and
trainers in our programs, and youth sit
on NACC decision-making bodies.
A number of national policy groups
have begun promoting youth participation, and several progressive court
systems are making efforts to involve
youth more fully, including youth attendance at hearings. In late 2006 the
federal government enacted Child and
Family Services Improvement Act of
2006, Public Law 109-288 Section 10
(3), requiring dependency courts to

consult with children regarding permanency plans. In order to receive federal
funding under Title IV-E, states are
required to present a plan that conforms
to the new provisions. Some states are
also adopting this requirement directly
in their state codes.
The following is an overview of the
developing law and practice of youth
participation in dependency cases
designed to assist attorneys and courts in
developing youth participation practices.

Federal Guidance
Nationwide courts are recognizing
the importance of involving youth in
the court proceedings impacting their
lives. A key component of the Pew
Commission seminal report, Fostering
the Future: Safety, Permanence and
Well-Being for Children in Foster Care,
called for systemic reform to enable
parents and children to participate in the
court process in a meaningful way. The
Pew Recommendations are reflected in
recent amendments to the Social Security Act found in the Child and Family
Services Improvement Act of 2006.
The Child and Family Services
Improvement Act of 2006 directs the
court to conduct age-appropriate consultation with the child during permanency
hearings as follows:
…safeguards shall be applied to assure
that in any permanency hearing held
with respect to the child, including
any hearing regarding the transition of the child from foster care
to independent living, the court or
administrative body conducting
the hearing consults, in an ageappropriate manner, with the child
regarding the proposed permanency
or transition plan for the child. (P.L.
109-288, §10(3)).
The statute does not further define the
terms ‘consults’ or ‘age-appropriate

manner,’ and it is left up to states to
decide how to best satisfy the criteria.
The federal government has provided
the following guidance:
Any action that permits the court to
obtain the views of the child in the
context of the permanency hearing
could meet the requirement. Section
475 (5)(C)(ii) of the Social Security
Act tasks the State with applying
procedural safeguards to ensure that
the consultation occurs. However, the
statue does not prescribe a particular
manner in which the consultation
with the child must be achieved which
provides the State with some discretion in determining how it will comply
with the requirement.
We do not interpret the term ‘consult’
to require a court representative
to pose a literal question to a child
or require the physical presence of
the child at a permanency hearing.
However, the child’s views on the
child’s permanency or transition
plan must be obtained by the court
for consideration during the hearing.
For example, a report to the court in
preparation for a permanency hearing
that clearly identifies the child’s
views regarding the proposed permanency or transition plan for the child
could meet the requirement. Also, an
attorney, caseworker, or guardian
ad litem who verbally reports the
child’s views to the court could also
meet the requirement. Information
that is provided to the court regarding
the child’s best interests alone is not
sufficient to meet this requirement.
Ultimately, if the court is not satisfied that it has obtained the views of
the child through these or any other
mechanism, it could request that the
child be in the courtroom, or make
other arrangements to obtain the
child’s views on his/her permanency
or transition plan.2

1 The author thanks the NACC Staff, NACC Board Member Leslie Starr Heimov, JD / CWLS – Executive Director of the Children’s Law Center of
LA, and Andrea Khoury, JD, of the ABA Center on Children and the Law for their previous work on this topic.
2 Children’s Bureau, 07/22/02 – Social Security Act – section 475(5)(C)(ii). Available at: http://www.acf.hhs.gov/j2ee/programs/cb/laws_policies/
laws/cwpm/policy_dsp.jsp?citID=58#1720 .
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While the government has stated that
it does not interpret the term ‘consult’
to require the child’s physical presence
at permanency hearing, courts are
directed to obtain the child’s views. The
NACC believes that this is an opportune
time for advocates to take steps to
promote change in their own jurisdictions to not only engage court-involved
youth in case planning and permanency
proceeding, but to promote and support
youth attendance and participation in
court hearings.

National Guidelines
Several national practice standards
encourage youth participation in the
decision-making process and attendance
at court hearings.3 These standards
emphasize the child’s right to meaningful participation in case planning
and the importance of children physically attending court hearings. Similarly,
the Recommendations of the UNLV
Conference on Representing Children
in Families: Child Advocacy and Justice
Ten Years After Fordham calls on attorneys to encourage and facilitate youth
attending dependency proceedings.4
Most recently, in August 2007, the ABA
passed a series of resolutions, introduced by the ABA Commission on Youth
at Risk, supporting efforts to create
and sustain services for youth in foster
care. The resolutions included a recommendation to: “Provide all youth with
the ability and right to attend and fully
participate in all hearings related to
their cases.”5

Age Appropriate
Consultation
Providing youth with a meaningful
voice requires education and training of
judges, court personnel, attorneys, and
the children involved. To adequately
respond to the needs of children
involved in dependency court proceedings all parties must be prepared to fully
engage children in case planning and
court proceedings.

Role of the Court
Courts are directed to make a knowing
effort to find out the child’s views in
permanency hearings. This requires
age appropriate consultation with a
child by the court or the child’s legal
representative.
Courts are encouraged to adopt a culture
of including children in proceedings and
fostering an environment conducive to
youth participation. It is necessary for
courts to undertake training and preparation to be equipped to accommodate
children and youth in the courtroom.
Children need to feel comfortable in the
courthouse and the courtroom.
Several jurisdictions have made
efforts to create more youth-friendly
court environments.6 The Edmund D.
Edelman Children’s Court in Monterey
Park, California, for example, features
courtrooms designed to be more accessible to children. The court house has
space to accommodate family visits, and
provides activities to help occupy children awaiting court appearance.

Role of the Advocate
The extent of a child’s participation
in his or her case planning obviously
depends on the age and developmental
capacity of the child involved. Nevertheless, good attorney client relationships
foster good outcomes in dependency
court proceedings regardless of the
child’s age.
Child advocates should be familiar with
youth interview techniques and children’s communication skills. Children’s
court attorneys should make every
effort to meet with or see their clients
prior to every court hearing. They have
a responsibility to ensure that the youth
they represent understand the court
process, and to consult with youth about
permanency options. Efforts should be
made to engage youth in the decisionmaking process including facilitating
youth participation in court proceedings. Children’s attorneys can also help
foster systemic change by promoting
and supporting youth involvement in the

3 NACC Recommendations for Representation of Children in Abuse and Neglect Cases Section
III A, 6; American Bar Association Standards of Practice for Lawyers Who Represent
Children, Standards D-5; and the National Council for Juvenile and Family Court Judges,
Resource Guidelines Improving Court Practice in Child Abuse and Neglect Cases each
acknowledge the importance of including children in court proceedings.
4 Nevada Law Journal 6, July 26, 2006.
5 See, Newest ABA Youth Policies (August 2007). Available at: http://www.abanet.org/
youthatrisk/youthpolicies/home.shtml .
6 How Courthouses Are Accommodating Children and Youth, by Manka Ngwa-Suh, Children’s
Voice, Child Welfare League of America (January/February 2006).
2

Fall 2007

In order for youth to have
meaningful participation in
Permanency Planning, they must
understand the process and the
possible outcomes. The following
Practice Tips for Engaging Youth
in Permanency Planning* provide
a road map for advocates:
• Ask youth to identify the important
people in their lives.
• Find out whom the youth was close
to in the past.
• Facilitate communication between
the youth and adults who might
become permanent connections
for the youth.
• Teach the interpersonal relationship
skills required to develop and maintain a support system.
• Empower young people to find their
own permanent connections.
• Understand that youth may change
their minds about returning home or
adoption.
• Ask youth how they feel about
having a family or support rather
than asking about being adopted.
• Reassure youth that they will have
choices in the process and that they
will not have to proceed any further
or faster than what they are willing
to do.
• Provide youth with opportunities to
develop relationships with mentors,
either through formal mentoring
programs or informal interactions.
• Encourage the youth’s involvement
in positive community activities.
• Provide opportunities for the youth
to remain connected and/or become
connected with his home community, tribe, and cultural group.
• Teach youth the skills needed to
appropriately deal with their biological family.
• Make sure that youth understand all
of their permanency options.
• Make sure that youth are actively
involved in planning for their futures.
• Do not let your youth leave foster
care without having a positive, caring
adult of their choice in their lives!
* List compiled from: Youth Involvement:
Developing Leaders and Strengthening
Communities, Bruce Seinehart and Tips
for Talking with Teens, National Child
Welfare Resource Center for Youth
Development
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court process. The new federal law and
related trends present an opportunity
for children’s attorneys to empower their
clients and deliver the full benefit of
legal counsel.

Preparing Youth for Court
Preparing children and youth to attend
court hearings is a key component to
successful youth engagement. Children
should have the opportunity to visit the
court prior to a hearing and advocates
should fully explain what to expect.
The California Permanency for Youth
Project, in collaboration with California
Youth Connection undertook a survey of
current and former foster youth to gain
insight into their perspectives on permanency. When asked “How to Empower
Foster Youth to Achieve Permanency”
youth responses indicated the importance of talking to youth early on about
different permanency options. Foster
youth also emphasized the importance
of asking youth what they want and
listening to youth’s needs. Several of the
youth interviewed expressed that even
young children should be consulted
about their wishes:
One thing that is widely overlooked is
the voice and the feelings of the child.
I really believe that the child has an
opinion from a very early age. I think
children know what’s right and what
feels good and what feels bad and if
they’re happy or not happy. I think
that’s often overlooked. I see that as
very sad.
The age should not matter. Once they
are old enough, five, six, seven and
able to communicate and comprehend,
we should talk to them about what
they want — you should be able to get
what you want. Everyone should go
to their court hearings and one of the
questions that should be on the emancipation checklist is, ‘Do you have
somebody?’ You shouldn’t be able to
leave the court unless you do. You
can’t leave it up to the social workers
because everything with social

workers falls through the cracks.
Papers don’t even get seen.7
Foster care systems and the courts
should work to develop systems that
incorporate basic principles designed
to develop healthy youth. These youth
development principles include such
things as providing youth with safe
and supportive environments, fostering
relationships between youth and caring
adults who can mentor and guide them,
and supporting development of youth’s
knowledge and skills in a variety of ways,
including study, tutoring, sports, the
arts, vocational education and service
learning.8 Another key principle of youth
development should be youth case
empowerment: involving youth in every
aspect of their cases from start to finish
including hearing attendance. Youth
case involvement and empowerment, as
part of overall youth development, helps
create an organizational atmosphere
in which young people are respected
and empowered, as well as served.
Adopting the principles of youth development to engage court-involved youth
in their permanency planning creates a
promising framework for making youth
participation in the court process a
meaningful life experience.
The Community Network for Youth
Development Framework for Practice
provides factors to take into consideration to help engage youth in court
proceedings:
• Safety – so young people feel physically and emotionally secure.
• Supportive Relationships – so young
people can experience guidance,
emotional and practical support and
adults and peers knowing who they
are and what’s important to them.
• Meaningful Youth Involvement – so
that young people can be involved in
meaningful roles with responsibility,
have input into decision making, have
opportunities for leadership, and feel
a sense of belonging.

7 Youth Perspectives on Permanency, Reina M. Sanchez, California Youth Connection,
California Permanency for Youth Project (2004). Available at: http://www.cpyp.org/Files/
YouthPerspectives.pdf .
8 U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Administration of Children and Families,
“Towards a Blueprint for Youth: Making Positive Youth Development a National Priority.”

• Skill Building – so that young people
can have challenging and interesting
learning experiences which help them
build a wide array of skills, and experience a sense of growth and progress.
• Community Involvement – so that
young people gain an understanding
of the greater community, and a sense
of being able to make an impact in
their community.9
The NACC believes that efforts to make
the court process a meaningful experience for youth would benefit both the
court and the youth involved. Ultimately,
however, the decision of whether or not
youth participate in a hearing must be
left to the child.

Existing Practice
There is currently no set common practice for youth participation in court
proceedings. Many states do not have
any policy on the issue, while others
address youth participation by statute,
administrative order, or custom.

State Legislation
Under the Child and Family Services
Improvement Act of 2006, in order to
continue receiving federal funding under
Title IV-E, states are now required to
demonstrate that courts are complying
with the provisions of the Act. In the
past year several states have amended
their legislation to mirror the language
in the Act directing the court to consult
with the child in an age-appropriate
manner regarding the proposed permanency or transition plan.10 State statutes
have also been amended to provide
notice to children and their caregivers.11
Several states have existing law
directing courts to include older children in proceedings or mandating that

The following practical considerations, outlined in Seen and Heard,
provide a checklist of factors to
consider when deciding whether
a young person should attend a
court hearing:
• The youth’s wishes
• The child’s age and developmental
level
• The youth’s routine and schedule

9 Community Network for Youth Development (www.cnyd.org).
10 See for example, LA CHILD CODE ANN. ART. 702 (2006); IND. CODE ANN. §31-34-21-7
(2007); GA. CODE ANN. §15-11-58 (2007); COLO. REV. STAT. §19-3-702 (2007); 2007 Ill. Laws
10; N.Y. CLS FAM. CT. ACT §756-a (d-1); 2007 Mt. Laws 166(4).

• Logistics: how long will the
hearing last and how will the
child be transported

11 C.R.S. 19-2-906.5 (2007).

• What type of hearing is scheduled
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children over a certain age are notified
of court proceedings. For example, New
Mexico permits children over the age
of 14 to attend court proceedings and
prohibits courts from excluding these
children unless the judge makes a determination that it is in the best interest of
the child. In Michigan youth over the age
of 11 must be notified of hearings, and
Virginia requires notice and the opportunity to participate in foster care review
hearings to children over the age of 12.12
Minnesota is one of a few states to
provide children a statutory right to
participate in all proceedings.13 Similarly, in California foster youth rights
include the rights to attend proceedings
and to speak to the judge; to be involved
in the development of the case plan for
permanent placement; and if the youth
is over the age of 12 they have the right
to be told of changes to the case plan.14
The California legislation establishing
foster youth rights was accompanied
by legislation prohibiting schools from

penalizing foster youth for school
absences due to court related activity.

Judicial Guidance
The New York City Family Court Administrative Judge issued an administrative
policy directing all judicial officers to
expand efforts to include children over
age 9 in court proceedings and directing
courts to ensure that children attend at
least one proceeding every 12 months.
Judicial officers were also advised to
conduct hearings in a timely fashion to
avoid making children unnecessarily
wait in the courthouse.15
It is imperative that policies intended to
facilitate youth participation in permanency planning and court proceedings
take into account the practical implications of court attendance on a youth’s
day-to-day life.

Conclusion
Court-involved youth face numerous
challenges ranging from educational

outcomes to physical and mental health,
employment experiences, and social
stability. It is important to acknowledge the impact court involvement has
on youths’ lives and the significance
of providing youth the opportunity to
participate in this decision-making
process.
A recent study in Pima County, Arizona
found promising court practices,
including youth participation in court
proceedings, can help keep foster children enrolled in school and receiving
the supports and services they need.16
These results indicate that youth
involvement can improve outcomes. The
NACC encourages advocates to promote
youth involvement in the court process
and to undertake efforts to provide the
children and youth they represent meaningful opportunities to participate in
permanency planning, decision making
and court proceedings.
For assistance please contact
the NACC at 1-888-828-NACC or
advocate@naccchildlaw.org

12 See, Seen and Heard: Involving Children in Dependency Court, Andrea Khoury, JD, ABA Child Law and Practice, Vol. 25(10), Dec. 2006, citing
state legislation in Kansas, Minnesota, New Mexico, Florida, Virginia, California, and Michigan.
13 M.S.A. § 260C.163.
14 Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 16001.9(a)(22).
15 Judge Joseph M. Lauria, Memorandum to All Judges, JHOs, Referees, Regarding Court Appearance of Subject Children, February 25, 2004.
16 Court-based Education Efforts for Children in Foster Care: The Experience of the Pima County Juvenile Court (Arizona), by Kim Taitano,
NCJFCJ & Casey Family Programs (2007). Available at: http://www.ncjfcj.org/content/blogcategory/280/535/ .
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Cases
Dependency /
Conflict Of Interest
California Court Of Appeal, Second
District, Holds That A Single Attorney
May Not Represent Multiple Siblings
Where Actual Conflict Exists. In re
Zamer G., et al., 153 Cal. App. 4th 1253
(2007).
On June 23, 2006 police responded to a
report of child abuse at a Los Angeles
hotel. When police arrived they found
3-year-old, Zamer G., suffering from a
broken leg after falling in the bathtub.
Zamer later told social workers that
his stepfather, Nah. [sic], had hit him,
causing him to fall. The Los Angeles
County Department of Children and
Family Services (DCFS) detained
Zamer and his four siblings (Joshua,
age 7; Justin, age 4, Naes. [sic], age 1;
and Nay. [sic], age 4 months), and on
June 28, 2006 filed a dependency petition regarding all five children. At the
detention hearing, the court appointed
Children’s Law Center of Los Angeles
(CLC) to represent the siblings. CLC is
divided into 3 separate units in order to
provide legal representation to multiple
clients in the same proceeding who may
have conflicting interests. In this case,
the court appointed an attorney from
CLC Unit 1 to represent four of the five
siblings, and an attorney from CLC Unit
2 to represent Zamer.
During the investigation, Joshua and
Justin revealed that Nah. had struck
them, in addition to Zamer. DCFS filed
an amended petition, alleging physical
abuse of all three children. The petition contained no allegations regarding
Naes. or Nay. At a contested hearing on
November 1, 2007, the juvenile court
found that representation of the four
siblings (Joshua, Justin, Naes. and
Nay.) by CLC Unit 1 created a structural
conflict, and disqualified CLC Unit 1
as counsel. The court also disqualified
CLC Unit 2 without explanation. CLC
appealed.
Under California law, children have a
right to appointed counsel in depenTHE GUARDIAN

dency proceedings. The relevant statute
states that “counsel for the child may
be a district attorney, public defender,
or other member of the bar, provided
that the counsel does not represent
another party or county agency whose
interest’s conflict with the child’s interests.” The California Supreme Court
has construed this provision to refer to
an actual, not a potential, conflict of
interest. In re Celine R., 31Cal. 4th 45
(2003). California incorporated the decision into statute, which allows a single
attorney to represent a group of siblings,
provided that the attorney continually “evaluates the interests of each
sibling to assess whether there is an
actual conflict of interest.” If the court
determines an actual conflict exists, the
attorney is prohibited from representing
some or all of the siblings.

because of the minors’ conflicting
interests.
In this case, the Court of Appeal held
that the juvenile court did not abuse its
discretion in removing CLC Unit 1. The
juvenile court found a conflict between
the two sibling groups (Joshua/Justin
and Naes./Nay.) represented by CLC
Unit 1. Joshua and Justin had provided
statements to DCFS regarding physical
abuse inflicted by Nah., the presumed
father of Naes./Nay. In order to advocate in favor of reunification for Naes.
and Nay., the attorney would have to
question the accuracy of the statements made by Joshua and Justin. In
addition, the Court of Appeal held
that it was reasonable to find that the
attorney “could not professionally and
independently evaluate each child’s best
interests when faced with this dilemma,
thus transforming the potential confl ict
into an actual conflict.” The Court
concluded that substantial evidence
supported the finding that CLC Unit 1
had an actual conflict and upheld the
disqualification order as to Unit 1.

The California Court of Appeal noted
that determining whether an actual
conflict exists is difficult in dependency
cases. In particular, the Court held, “the
paramount duty of counsel for minors
is not zealously to advocate the client’s
objectives, but to advocate for what the
lawyer believes to be in the client’s best
interests, even when the lawyer and
the client disagree.” The Court noted
that other jurisdictions have found that
despite confl icting views among children, no conflict exists where their “best
interests” do not conflict. The attorney
must make a “reasonable, independent
determination of the minors’ best
interest, notwithstanding the minors’
preferences.” Therefore, the Court
concluded that:

In an unpublished portion of the opinion,
the Court of Appeal held that the
juvenile court abused its discretion in
disqualifying CLC Unit 2. The Court held
although Zamer (who was represented
by CLC Unit 2) had an actual conflict
with Naes./Nay. (represented by Unit
1), it was an error to treat CLC Units 1
and 2 as a single law firm for conflict
purposes. The record contained no
evidence of a breach of CLC’s ethical
screens. The Court reversed the order
disqualifying CLC Unit 2.

a conflict becomes ‘actual’ when an
attorney’s duties of loyalty, confidentiality, and zealous advocacy require
the attorney to take or to refrain from
taking some action to serve the ‘best
interests’ of one minor client, but the
attorney is unable to do so without
violating a duty owed by the attorney
to another client, or when the attorney
is unable independently to evaluate
the best interest of each minor client

Note: In a related case, In re Marc A.,
et al., the NACC and NCACC fi led an
amicus brief arguing against parts of
the Court’s opinion in Zamer G. Amici
argued that a child has a statutory and
due process right to competent representation in dependency proceedings,
including the right to representation
by an attorney who represents the
child’s position. In particular, California statute does not authorize
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counsel to argue against the child
client’s position simply because
counsel has determined that the position is not in the child’s best interest.
(See amicus curiae update below).

Criminal Law /
Eighth Amendment
Supreme Court of Georgia Holds
That Teenager’s Sentence of Ten Years
in Prison For Having Consensual
Oral Sex With a Fifteen-Year-Old
Girl Constitutes Cruel and Unusual
Punishment. Humphrey v. Wilson,
2007 Ga. LEXIS 774.
In February, 2005 Genarlow Wilson,
aged 17, was found guilty of aggravated
child molestation of T.C. (aged 15). The
charges stemmed from an act of consensual oral sex between Wilson and T.C. At
the time of trial, the minimum sentence
for aggravated child molestation under
Georgia law was 10 years in prison
without the possibility of parole. Wilson
was sentenced to 10 years in prison, 1
year on probation, and was required to
register as a sex offender.
Wilson appealed to the Georgia Court
of Appeals, claiming that the statute
under which he was convicted violated
Equal Protection. The Court of Appeals
affirmed the conviction on April 28, 2006.
Notably, two days prior to the Court
of Appeals decision, Georgia amended
its criminal statutes to make conduct
such as Wilson’s a misdemeanor, and
relieved those convicted under the law
from required sex offender registration.
In a Motion for Reconsideration, Wilson
argued that this new law should lead to
a different outcome on his Equal Protection claim. This motion, and a subsequent
Petition for Certiorari to the Georgia
Supreme Court, were both denied.
In April, 2007, Wilson filed an application for writ of habeas corpus, arguing
that based on the amended statute, his
current sentence constituted cruel and
unusual punishment. The habeas court
agreed, holding that the significant
changes in the law reflected Georgia’s
contemporary view of how Wilson’s
conduct should be punished, making the
current sentence cruel and unusual. The
warden appealed.
After determining that Wilson’s claim
was not procedurally barred, the
Georgia Supreme Court turned to the
question of whether the habeas court
erred in ruling that Wilson’s sentence
6
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constituted cruel and unusual punishment. Under the Eighth Amendment a
sentence is cruel and unusual “if it is
grossly out of proportion to the severity
of the crime.” Coker v. Georgia, 433
U.S. 584 (1977). In addition, cruel and
unusual punishment “is not a static
concept, but instead changes in recognition of the ‘evolving standards of
decency that mark the progress of a
maturing society.’” Penry v. Lynaugh,
492 U.S.302 (1989). The Court noted that
legislation is often the best evidence of
“society’s evolving standard of decency
and of how contemporary society views
a particular punishment.”
Citing Justice Kennedy’s concurrence
in Harmelin v. Michigan, 501 U.S. 957
(1991) and the U.S. Supreme Court’s
decision in Ewing v. California, 538 U.S.
11 (2003), the Georgia Supreme Court
held that in deciding whether a sentence
is “grossly disproportionate,” a court
compares the seriousness of the offense
with the severity of the penalty. Based
on this analysis, the court can determine whether “a threshold inference of
gross disproportionality is raised.” The
threshold requirement is satisfied if it
is shown that the punishment does not
advance a valid penological goal. After
the initial finding of disproportionality,
the court must then decide whether the
conclusion is supported by a review of
the sentences imposed for other crimes
within the state and for the same crime
in other jurisdictions.
In this case, the Court found Wilson’s
sentence did not further a valid penological goal, and therefore, the threshold
showing of gross disproportionality
was met. The Court noted that in past
decisions, it relied on legislative acts as
evidence of changing views on appropriate punishment. Similarly, the Court
found that the statutory amendments
here “reflect a decision by the people of
this State that the severe felony punishment and sex offender registration
imposed on Wilson make no measurable contribution to acceptable goals of
punishment.” The Court also pointed
out that while reducing the punishment for sexual acts like Wilson’s, the
Georgia statutory amendments actually increased the sentence for adults
who engage in child molestation. It
concluded, “Wilson’s crime does not rise
to the level of culpability of adults who
prey on children and that, for the law to
punish Wilson as it would an adult, with

the extraordinarily harsh punishment
of ten years in prison… appears to be
grossly disproportionate to his crime.”
In the second part of its analysis, the
Court compared Wilson’s sentence with
other sentences, in Georgia and other
states. The Court noted that under
Georgia law defendants convicted of
crimes such as voluntary and involuntary manslaughter, aggravated assault,
battery, certain child abuse crimes, and
rape receive prison sentences between
1 and 10 years. In addition, in most
other states, conduct such as Wilson’s
is either not punished or classified as
a misdemeanor. The Court found that
this further supported the initial finding
of gross disproportionality between
Wilson’s crime and his sentence.
In sum, the Court found that Wilson’s
sentence constituted cruel and unusual
punishment under the Georgia and
United States Constitutions. The Court
noted that in so holding, it was not
applying the statutory amendments
retroactively. Instead, the statutory
changes were simply a factor considered
in evaluating the constitutionality of
Wilson’s punishment.

Dependency /
Termination
of Parental Rights
Idaho Supreme Court Holds That
In Termination Of Parental Rights
Hearing, A Presumption That Termination Is In The Child’s Best Interest
Violates Due Process. In the Interest of
Jane Doe, 164 P.3d 814 (Idaho 2007).
The Idaho Supreme Court held that in
a termination hearing, the presumption
that termination of parental rights is
in the child’s best interest violates due
process. Instead, the State must prove
its allegations by clear and convincing
evidence.
The child in this case was born in April,
2003. At that time, Mother maintained
that her roommate, John Doe, was not
the baby’s father. Mother also admitted
using methamphetamines and marijuana. Two weeks after the birth, tests
showed marijuana and methamphetamine in the baby’s system, and Child
Protective Services (CPS) placed the
child in foster care. During the next
several months, mother attempted to
stop using drugs, and she married John
Doe. The couple attempted to regain
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custody of the child with John Doe as
the putative father.
Mother’s attempts to remain drug free
failed, and in January 2004, she ended
her marriage and relinquished her rights
to the child. John Doe’s paternity was
confirmed the following month, a case
plan was established, and Doe began
working to gain custody of the child.
However, in September a termination
hearing was held. The lower court
held that under Idaho law, a rebuttable
presumption exists that “termination
of the parent-child relationship is in a
child’s best interest where the child has
been in the Department’s custody and
placed out of the home for more than
fifteen of the past twenty-two months.”
The court thus found that the child was
abused and neglected and terminated
Doe’s parental rights. Doe then appealed.
The Idaho Supreme Court found that in
terminating Doe’s parental rights, the
trial court applied an incorrect legal
standard. The Court first noted that
generally it will decline to review issues
on appeal that were not initially raised
by the parties. However, in certain
cases, fundamental error “so profoundly
distorts the trial that it produces manifest injustice and deprives the accused
of his constitutional right to due
process.” In these cases, review may be
granted. Here, the Court held that use
of an incorrect legal standard impacted
Doe’s fundamental right to parent his
child, thus violating his Fourteenth
Amendment right to due process.
The Court clarified that the Idaho
statute does not create a presumption
that termination of parental rights is in
the child’s best interest in cases where
the child has been in state custody
and placed out of the home for 15 of 22
months. Rather, the statute creates only
a presumption that the Department shall
file a petition for termination in such
cases, not that termination is necessarily in the child’s best interest.
The Court went on to note that
beginning with a presumption that
termination was in the child’s best
interest was contrary to the U.S.
Supreme Court’s holding in Santosky v.
Kramer, 455 U.S. 745 (1982). Santosky
held that “before a State may sever
completely and irrevocably the rights
of parents in their natural child, due
process requires that the State support
its allegations by clear and convincing
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evidence.” In this case, the lower court
did not require the Department to
prove its case by clear and convincing
evidence, but instead shifted the burden
to Doe. Doe was required to rebut the
presumption that termination was in the
child’s best interest and demonstrate
that the Department had not made
reasonable efforts toward reunification. The Idaho Supreme Court found
that this violated Doe’s due process
rights. Lastly, the Court noted that the
lower court’s faulty interpretation of the
Idaho statute was contrary to the state’s
“longstanding presumption that a natural
parent should have custody of his children.” In this case, the court began with
the opposite presumption - that termination was in the child’s best interest.
The Court therefore vacated the termination order and remanded the case for
proceedings applying the correct legal
standard.

Dependency /
GAL Testimony
Wyoming Supreme Court Finds No
Per Se Error In Allowing Attorney To
Testify In Termination Of Parental
Rights Action When He Acted As GAL
To The Children In Previous Neglect
Actions. In the Interest of L.L., A.L.,
M.L., and N.C., 159 P.3d 499 (Wyo. 2007).
The issue before the Wyoming Supreme
Court was whether the district court
erred when it permitted a guardian ad
litem from previous cases involving
Mother and her children to testify at
Mother’s termination of parental rights
hearing.
Between 2001 and 2005, in three separate adjudications, the court found
Mother had neglected her children. In
these three adjudications, Mr. Frentheway had acted as the GAL for the
children involved. In the instant case,
DCF filed a petition for the termination of Mother’s parental rights to her
four children. Mr. Frentheway was not
appointed as GAL for the children. At
the termination hearing, Mr. Frentheway
testified for DCF about his previous
involvement with Mother and the children. Mother objected to the testimony.
The district court terminated Mother’s
parental rights, and Mother appealed.
Mother argued that Mr. Frentheway
should not have testified because he
was either acting as the GAL in this
case, or he was a de facto GAL because

of his role in previous proceedings. The
Court rejected this argument, and held
that because the district court did not
appoint Mr. Frentheway as GAL in this
proceeding, his role was as a witness,
not as an advocate.
The Court reasoned that because Mr.
Frentheway was only a witness, he had
no responsibility to the court other
than to testify truthfully. He did not
take on the role of a GAL and thus was
not required to investigate the best
interest of the children, present an
opinion regarding custody, or examine
witnesses. Additionally, the Court held
that there was no confl ict with the
rules of professional responsibility
concerning the testimony of a GAL
because Mr. Frentheway was not both
testifying and acting as an advocate
for the children. In short, the Court
concluded that there was no per se error
in allowing Mr. Frentheway to testify
in the termination proceeding simply
because he had acted as GAL to the children in previous neglect cases.
Mother then argued that the district
court erroneously allowed Mr. Frentheway to testify regarding inadmissible
opinion evidence. In particular, Mr.
Frentheway testified that continued visitation with Mother constituted “abuse”
for the children. Mother alleged that Mr.
Frentheway’s use of the term “abuse”
was an expert opinion on a legal matter.
The Court also rejected this argument,
noting that although “abuse” is a legal
term defined in the Wyoming statute, it
also has a “non-technical, colloquial
meaning.” The Court concluded that
Mr. Frentheway did not use the word
“abuse” as defined under the Wyoming
statute, but “merely intended to convey
his opinion that the intermittent nature
of the visits with Mother was causing
problems for the children in adjusting
to their lives when Mother was not
around.” Lay witnesses may give opinion
evidence regarding matters that are
rationally based on their perceptions
and helpful to the trier of fact. Therefore, the Court held there was no error
in allowing Mr. Frentheway to provide
these opinions as a lay witness.
Mother also argued that Mr. Frentheway should have been prohibited
from testifying because of the “Single
Matter Doctrine.” Without citing legal
authority, Mother argued that “courts
have interpreted the so-called ‘single
Fall 2007
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matter’ doctrine to mean that guardians
ad litem have acted outside the scope of
the authority granted by their appointments in dependency and neglect cases
when they have attempted to act in cases
closely tied to the original.” The Court
disagreed and held that Mr. Frentheway
was not prohibited from testifying in this
case by any “single matter doctrine.”
The Court upheld the District Court’s
ruling allowing Mr. Frentheway to
testify and upheld the termination of
parental rights order.

Delinquency /
Waiver of Counsel
The Ohio Supreme Court Holds That A
Juvenile’s Right To Counsel In Delinquency Proceedings May Be Waived,

Subject To Certain Conditions. In re
C.S., 2007 Ohio LEXIS 2234.
The Ohio Supreme Court held that a
juvenile’s right to counsel in delinquency
proceedings may be waived, subject to
certain conditions.
In August, 2005, C.S. appeared before
the juvenile court on charges of grand
theft and violating probation, stemming
from a four day “crime spree” during
which C.S. and a friend stole two cars
and committed various other crimes
including burglary, drug and alcohol use,
and cruelty to animals. C.S. was almost
14 years old. Prior to the hearing, C.S.
and his mother received a seven-page
document entitled, “Order to Appear
and Explanation of Rights.” This document included a section informing C.S.
of his right to an attorney at all stages

of the proceedings. The document also
included a section where the parties
could waive the right to an attorney,
which was signed by C.S. and his mother.
At the hearing, the court questioned
C.S. and his mother about his rights,
the charges, and the possible consequences of adjudication. C.S. stated
that he understood, waived his right to
an attorney, and made various admissions regarding the charges. However,
C.S. also stated that he had not had
the opportunity to speak with his
mother since his arrest, and his mother
admitted she had not yet read the
police report. The court adjudicated
C.S. delinquent and committed him to
the Department of Youth Services. C.S.
appealed on several grounds. In partic-
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ular, he claimed that the trial court
violated his right to counsel.
The Ohio Supreme Court began its
analysis by providing some historical
background of the juvenile court system.
The idea that the Due Process Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment applies
to juvenile proceedings was fully established in In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1 (1967).
The Gault court also established that
a juvenile must be informed of certain
rights, including the right to an attorney,
the right to written notice of the charges,
and the right to confront and crossexamine witnesses. Because a juvenile’s
right to counsel is based on due process
(rather than the Sixth Amendment), it
is flexible. Therefore, “a court’s task is
to ascertain what process is due in a
given case, while being true to the core
concept of due process in a juvenile case
— to ensure orderliness and fairness.”
Ohio law provides that every child, “is
entitled to representation by legal
counsel at all stages of the proceedings”
and that “counsel must be provided for
a child not represented by the child’s
parent, guardian, or custodian.” C.S.
claimed that these statutory provisions
violate his right to counsel in that they
implicitly allow for a child’s parent to
substitute for an attorney in juvenile
court proceedings.
While the Court agreed that parents
cannot represent their children in delinquency matters, it disagreed that this
was the statute’s intended meaning. The
Court found that the statute allows a
juvenile to waive his rights, including
the right to counsel, if the juvenile is
advised by a parent. However, “if the
juvenile is not counseled by his parent,
guardian, or custodian and has not
consulted with an attorney, he may not
waive his right to counsel.” In addition, a judge must appoint counsel for a
juvenile if a conflict exists between the
juvenile and his parent.
The Court next considered what
constitutes a valid waiver. The Court
held that a valid waiver must be found
to be voluntary and knowing, and it
adopted a totality-of-the-circumstances
analysis. Therefore, a variety of factors
including the age, intelligence, and
education of the juvenile, the juvenile’s
background and experience generally,
and the complexity of the proceedings
must be considered. The Court also
noted that, “a key factor in the totality
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of the circumstances is the degree to
which the juvenile’s parent is capable
and willing to assist the juvenile in the
waiver analysis.” The Court further
noted that after advising the juvenile of
his rights, the judge must “be satisfied
that the admission is voluntarily made
with the understanding of the nature of
the allegations and the consequences of
the admission, and that by entering the
admission, the juvenile is waving the
rights to confront witnesses and challenge evidence, to remain silent, and
to introduce his own evidence.” For a
valid waiver, the juvenile court must
show substantial compliance with
these requirements. The Court held that
for purposes of juvenile delinquency
proceedings, “substantial compliance means that in the totality of the
circumstances, the juvenile subjectively
understood the implications of his plea.”
In this case, the Court found that the
record was unclear as to the knowingness of the waiver and the intelligent
relinquishment of rights. In particular,
the Court noted that at the time C.S.
waived his rights, (1) there were indications that additional charges would
be forthcoming; (2) C.S. was focused
on being committed to Department of
Youth Corrections so that he could be
close to his brother who was currently
in custody; and (3) despite his mother’s
presence, C.S. received no meaningful
advice regarding his decision to waive
counsel.
The Court thus vacated the Court of
Appeals judgment and remanded the
case to the juvenile court.
The NACC joined Children’s Law
Center, Inc., the ACLU, the Children’s Defense Fund, and others as
amici curiae in this case arguing
that waiver of counsel by children
should be permitted only upon strict
compliance with constitutional safeguards that ensure that waiver is
knowing, intelligent and voluntary
in accordance with due process.

Other Legal News
ABA Formal Opinion 07-447
In August, 2007, the American Bar
Association (ABA) concluded that
collaborative law practice is consistent
with the Model Rules of Professional
Conduct. The ABA determined that
lawyers must advise clients of the

benefits and risks of participating in a
collaborative process, and may represent clients in the collaborative process
only after clients give their informed
consent. The rules of professional
conduct still apply to lawyers who
engage in collaborative law practice.
There are several models of collaborative practice. However, “all of them share
the same core elements that are set
out in a contract between the clients
and their lawyers (often called a “fourway” agreement).” In that agreement
all parties, “commit to negotiating a
mutually acceptable settlement without
court intervention, to engaging in open
communication and information sharing,
and to creating shared solutions that
meet the needs of both clients.” The fourway agreement also requires that if the
process fails, the lawyers will withdraw
from representing their respective clients.
The ABA concluded that collaborative
law practice includes the ethical duties
of competence, diligence, and communication, and that collaborative law
process is an acceptable limited scope
representation under Model Rule 1.2.
Model Rule 1.2 contains the dual requirements for permissible limited scope
representation. First, the limitation must
be reasonable under the circumstances.
The ABA referred to Comment 6 of Rule
1.2 and determined that collaborative
law practice could be reasonable under
circumstances where the client has
limited objectives for representation
or if specific means of representation
are excluded from the terms agreed to
by the parties. Second, a lawyer must
obtain informed consent from his or her
client for a permissible limited scope
representation. The ABA held that
lawyers must explain to clients the material risks of the collaborative process
and any reasonably available alternatives. Informed consent also requires
lawyers to explain the rules and contractual terms that govern the collaborative
process and ensure that clients understand that lawyers must withdraw from
the matter if a settlement is not reached
during the collaborative process.
The ABA also addressed the collaborative law process’s contractual obligation
to withdraw. Under Rule 1.7(a)(2), this
obligation creates a responsibility to
a third party on the part of the collaborative lawyer. The ABA held that this
responsibility to a third party does not
create a non-waivable conflict of interest
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under Rule 1.7(a)(2). A non-waivable
conflict of interest arises when there
is a significant risk that the lawyer’s
responsibility to a third party will materially limit the lawyer’s representation
of the client. The collaborative lawyer’s
agreement to withdraw does not present
a significant risk of materially limiting
the lawyer’s representation of the client
because the collaborative process is a
limited scope representation. A lawyer’s
agreement to withdraw is consistent
with the client’s limited goals for the
representation, and the client still has
alternatives such as pursuit of litigation.
Kenny A. Workload Study.
You may recall the Kenny A. case, filed
in 2002. The plaintiffs in Kenny A.
alleged violations of foster children’s
rights, including a claim that the state
had failed to provide adequate and
meaningful legal representation for
abused and neglected children in juvenile court proceedings. In 2005, the
federal court issued a summary judgment order holding that children have a
constitutional right to effective counsel
in dependency cases. In addition, the
court found that children’s lawyers were
“overwhelmed” by their caseloads and
“cannot provide effective representation to their child clients.” Kenny A. v.
Perdue et. al, 356 F.Supp.2d 1353 (N.D.
Ga. 2005).
Following the order, the parties entered
into a consent decree. One portion
of the consent decree required “a
comprehensive review of the workloads of Fulton County Child Advocate
Attorneys.” The study’s purpose was to
make recommendations regarding the
standards to be used in measuring the
workloads of children’s attorneys. The
full study, released in June 2007, along
with other related materials, is available
at: http://www.abanet.org/child/rclji/
online.html .
Bd. of Educ. of the City Sch. Dist.
of the City of NY v. Tom F.
On October 10, 2007, the United States
Supreme Court affirmed a ruling
requiring New York City schools to

reimburse an affluent businessman
for private schooling for his son, who
requires special education.
Lower courts found in favor of the father,
holding that the New York City school
district must pay for students with
learning disabilities to attend private
schools, even when the parents have
not first tried the public school system.
According to the lower court, tuition
reimbursement is available in these
situations under the Individuals With
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Under
the IDEA, every student is entitled to
a “free appropriate public education.”
Schools are required to fund private
placements if their own curriculum is
not adequate. Before the U.S. Supreme
Court, the city argued that if the school
district has an available, suitable,
special education program, parents must
enroll their children in the public school
program prior to enrolling in a private
school and seeking reimbursement.
With Justice Kennedy absent from the
decision, the remaining Court split 4-4
on the case, allowing the lower court
ruling to stand. As a result, the decision
is not binding precedent for U.S. School
Districts.

Amicus Curiae
Update
In re Marc. A, et al., California
Court of Appeal, First District.
The NACC joined with the Northern
California Association of Counsel
for Children (NCACC) in filing an
amicus curiae brief urging the court
to conclude that children are entitled to
the same competent and zealous representation as adult clients. In addition,
children have statutory, as well as due
process, rights to competent representation in dependency proceedings, which
includes the right to an attorney to
represent the child’s position.
This case involves four children, Marc,
Lucas, Frank, and Erica. The two older
siblings, Marc and Lucas (both 17 years
old and not living at home at the time)

reported to CPS that their mother had
subjected them and their siblings to
excessive physical discipline. As a result,
Frank and Erica (ages 14 and 10 at the
time) were removed from their mother’s
home and placed in the county shelter. At
the detention hearing, the juvenile court
appointed one attorney to represent all
four children. Initially, and throughout
the proceedings, Frank and Erica denied
suffering any abuse and expressed a
desire to return home to their mother.
Erica requested new counsel due to her
concern regarding one lawyer representing all four siblings. The attorney
denied any actual conflict, and the court
denied Erica’s request. The department
recommended that all four children be
declared dependents of the court and
remain removed from the home. At the
dispositional hearing, the children’s
attorney informed the court that Erica
and Frank had consistently wanted to
return home. However, she submitted
a report and recommendation to the
contrary. The court adopted the findings
and orders proposed in the dispositional
report, and ordered that the children
remain placed outside the home.
Under California statute section 317, the
appointed attorney is expected to serve
as both the child’s lawyer, charged with
representing the child’s legal interest,
and the child’s guardian ad litem. Under
section 317, a child’s attorney should
represent the child’s best interest by
ensuring the court understands the
child’s position, providing the court
with all evidence relevant to the child’s
interest, and advocating for an outcome
that protects the child’s rights. In
contrast, when counsel refrains from
advocating (or advocates against) the
child’s position, based on counsel’s own
conclusion that such a position is not in
the child’s best interests, this violates
counsel’s ethical and statutory duty to
zealously advocate for the client.
Thank you to attorney Jan Sherwood
for drafting and fi ling the amicus
brief.

GUARDIAN CASES — NOTICE TO READERS
Decisions reported in The Guardian may not be fi nal. Case history should always be checked before relying on a case.
Cases and other material reported are intended for educational purposes and should not be considered legal advice.
Cases reported in The Guardian are identified by NACC staff and our members. We encourage all readers to submit cases.
If you are unable to obtain the full text of a case, please contact the NACC and we will be happy to furnish NACC members with a copy at no charge.
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The Child Welfare Law Specialist – Fall 2007
The Plan for National Dissemination
by Camille Ventrell – Certification Director, and Maureen Martin – Staff Attorney for Certification
Child Welfare Attorney Specialization is a program of the NACC whereby
the NACC certifies qualified attorneys as Child Welfare Law Specialists
(CWLS). Attorneys receive the CWLS credential from the NACC by
showing their proficiency in child welfare law through a comprehensive
t
Law Specia lis
Child Welfa re

child welfare law competency process. For more information, please
visit the NACC Certification Web Page at: www.naccchildlaw.org/training/
certification.html or contact NACC Certification Director, Camille Ventrell
at ventrell.camille@tchden.org, 888.828.NACC ext. 3.

In this second edition of The Child
Welfare Law Specialist, we are
pleased to present the new NACC
Certification “State Status Chart”
which can be found on the NACC
Certification Webpage: www.nacc
childlaw.org/training/certification.html .
The following is an explanation of the
information available on the State
Status Chart.
Projected Open Date — The
projected open date is the target
date for opening a state to NACC
Certification. “Open” means that the
state has accredited the NACC as
a certifying body or the NACC has
otherwise taken all steps required to
be authorized to offer certification in
the state. Additionally, “open” means
the NACC is accepting applications in
that state.
The NACC is currently open in four
states: California, Michigan, New
Mexico and Tennessee. For these
four states, the date shown on the
State Status Chart is the year NACC
opened in that state. For the states
that are not yet open, the projected
open date is shown in calendar quarters — beginning in the fourth quarter
of 2007 (2007 Q 4) and ending in the
fourth quarter of 2009 (2009 Q 4).
NACC Certification staff will focus on
a state in the calendar quarter immediately preceding the projected open
date in that state. For example, if a
state shows a target date of 2008 Q 2,
the staff will focus its efforts on this
THE GUARDIAN

state in the first quarter of 2008. The
NACC plans to bring certification to
all 50 states and Washington D.C. by
December 2009. The projected open
dates are subject to revision based
on interest and progress.
Advisory Board — An Advisory
Board is a group of individuals representing geographic diversity within a
state, and includes leaders from the
key areas of child welfare law: child’s
attorneys, respondent parent counsel,
agency attorneys, and members of
the judiciary. Additionally, an Advisory Board should include a Court
Improvement Project coordinator, a
member of the state bar association

child law section, a representative
from the Administrative Office of the
Court, as well as other “key players”
in the field of child welfare law. The
purpose of the Advisory Board is to
provide the NACC with state-specific
customs and practice, and to act as
ambassadors for Child Welfare Law
Certification with other members of
the child welfare law community.
• Status — This column provides
information regarding the status
of each state’s advisory board.
– “Formed” indicates that the
members of that state’s advisory
board have been invited and

Sample of the State Status Chart

| Projected
State
Arizona
California
Colorado
Connecticut
DC
Michigan
New Mexico
North Carolina
Tennessee

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Open Date
2008 Q 2
2005
2008 Q 3
2008 Q 1
2007 Q 4
2005
2005
2007 Q 4
2006

||
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Advisory Board
Status
Not Yet Formed
Formed
In Progress
Formed
Formed
Formed
Formed
Formed
Formed

||
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Advisory Board
Link
Nomination Form
CA Advisory Board
Nomination Form
CT Advisory Board
DC Advisory Board
MI Advisory Board
NM Advisory Board
NC Advisory Board
TN Advisory Board

||
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

||
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

||
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

# NACC
CWLS
Members # CWLS Link
46
498
234
204
42
41
63
31
39

55

10
26

CA CWLS

MI CWLS
NM CWLS

This segment of the State Status Chart captures nine states, which were
selected to illustrate the different features of the State Status Chart. The State
Status Chart online contains all 51 jurisdictions in alphabetical order. You can
find the complete State Status Chart on the NACC Certification Webpage:
www.naccchildlaw.org/training/certification.html .
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have agreed to participate on the
board.
– “In Progress” indicates that the
NACC has identified some key
players and has begun discussions with potential members of
the board.
– “Not Yet Formed” indicates
that no substantial steps have
been taken to form the advisory
board, and the NACC is accepting
nominations for members of the
state’s advisory board.
• Link – If the Advisory Board has
been formed in a state, this link
will take you to the list of Advisory
Board members for that state.

Number of NACC Members —
This column represents the current
approximate number of NACC
members in each state.
Number of CWLS — This column
represents the number of Certified
Child Welfare Law Specialists in each
state.
Link to CWLS list — This link will
take to you the current list of Certified Child Welfare Law Specialists in
that state.
In addition, the State Status Chart
will provide online access to the
following general NACC Certification
documents:

• If the Advisory Board is in progress
or has not yet been formed in your
state, this link will take you to an
Advisory Board Nomination Form.
Please complete this form if you
would like to nominate an individual
for your state’s Advisory Board.

Program Summary / Request
Application — This link will
take you to the Child Welfare Law
Attorney Specialty Certification
Program Summary. The program
summary provides general information regarding the Certification
program.

• Additionally, please feel free to look
at the formed Advisory Boards to
get a better understanding of the
type of individuals likely to sit on
the states’ advisory boards.

The last page of the program
summary is the “Getting Started”
page. If the NACC is open in your
state and you would like to receive an
application for certification, complete

the “Getting Started” page and
return it via fax or mail.
NACC Standards — This link will
take you to the NACC Standards for
Child Welfare Law Attorney Specialty
Certification. The NACC Standards
are approved by the American Bar
Association and are essentially the
rules that govern the NACC Certification process.
Some states require more stringent
standards to certify attorneys in
that state. For example, in California,
the applicant must complete 45
Continuing Legal Education credits,
whereas the NACC standards require
36 hours.
Sample Application — This link
will take you to a sample NACC Certification Application. This sample
application is not intended for
submission; however it is a useful
resource for potential applicants to
better understand the application
process.
The State Status Chart will be
updated quarterly. All information
is subject to change.

NACC 31st Annual National Juvenile and Family Law Conference
Hyatt Regency Savannah on the Historic Riverfront

Savannah, Georgia • August 3-6, 2008

For Conference Information:

For Savannah Information:

www.NACCchildlaw.org
advocate@NACCchildlaw.org

www.savannahvisit.com
www.savannah.hyatt.com

Call for Abstracts

1.888.828.NACC

Deadline: February 1, 2008
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Federal Policy Update
by Miriam A. Rollin, Esq.
NACC Policy Representative, Washington, DC

Congress is working hard to move
forward a number of large bills that
could have a significant impact on
children around the country, including
court-affected children. These bills
include FY08 appropriations bills
(see below), the House-passed and
Senate-passed Head Start Reauthorization bills (see below), the
House-passed and Senate-passed
bills to reauthorize the State Children’s Health Insurance Program
(SCHIP, see below), and the House
and Senate draft bills to reauthorize
the No Child Left Behind elementary and secondary education law.

Federal Budget/
Appropriations
for FY 2008
On February 5, 2007, President Bush
submitted his proposed FY 2008
Budget to Congress. It included
another proposal for a “state option”
block grant for foster care that would
result in a foster care funding cap for
states (similar to prior years’ budget
proposals). The budget included stagnant or slightly declining funding
for most programs relevant to courtinvolved children and families, except
for a deep cut in the Social Services
Block Grant (cutting $500 million, to
take the program from $1.7 billion to
$1.2 billion). There was one modest
increase ($10 million) proposed for the
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment
Act discretionary grants funding, to
support new funding for nurse home
visitation, shown by research to be
effective at cutting child abuse and
neglect among at risk families, and
reducing later crime.
FY08 Appropriations bills for Labor/
Health and Human Services/Education were passed by the House on July
19, 2007, and by the Senate on October
23, 2007. House/Senate Conferees
approved a compromise bill on
November 1, 2007, and that compromise
THE GUARDIAN

bill was filed on November 5, 2007. It
is expected to be passed by the House
and Senate this week, and sent to the
President for his expected veto. It is
unclear at this time whether Congress
will be able to override the veto.
The compromise FY08 Appropriations bill for Labor/Health and Human
Services/Education rejects the
President’s proposed cut in SSBG,
and includes a $12 million increase
in CAPTA discretionary grants for
home visiting. For most other child
welfare programs, the bill largely keeps
FY08 funding at the FY07 levels (e.g.,
Promoting Safe and Stable Families,
Independent Living Vouchers, etc.).
Head Start and Child Care funding
get a modest increase for each (a $154
million increase for Head Start, and a
$33 million increase for Child Care),
and 21st Century Community Learning
Centers (after-school) gets a modest
$100 million increase.
Once again, this year, the Administration proposed large cuts in the area of
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention, though there was a new twist
this year: the proposed elimination of
all of the current juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention and juvenile
accountability program funding, and
replacement of those programs with a
proposed new “Child Safety and Juvenile Justice” block grant, along with a
25% cut from last year’s juvenile justice
funding levels. The House passed its
FY08 Commerce, Justice, Science
Appropriations bill on 7/26/07, and the
Senate adopted its FY08 bill on10/16/07.
Neither bill incorporated the Administration’s proposed block grant. The
Senate bill includes overall funding
that is only $6 million over FY07 levels
(redistributed amongst the programs
slightly), and the House bill includes a
funding increase of nearly $60 million
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention overall. House/Senate
Conference is expected to occur soon.

Since these appropriations bills had
not yet been enacted by the beginning
of FY08 on October 1, 2007, Congress
passed and the President signed a
Continuing Resolution, to keep the
federal government operating at FY07
levels until November 16, 2007.

State Child Health
Insurance Program
Reauthorization
Legislation
Legislation to reauthorize, expand and
improve the State Child Health Insurance Program (to cover children from
families who cannot afford health
insurance coverage on their own,
but whose incomes are just over the
Medicaid eligibility limit) passed the
House on 8/1/07 and passed the Senate
on 8/2/07. A compromise (that was very
similar to the bi-partisan Senate bill),
which included $35 billion in additional
funding over the next five years for
SCHIP (paid for by a tobacco tax), was
passed by the House on 9/25/07 and by
the Senate on 9/27/07, but vetoed by
the President. A House attempt to override the veto on 10/18/07 fell 13 votes
short of the 2/3 vote required. Further
negotiations are ongoing, to make
modifications to the legislation that will
garner the additional House support
needed for veto override.

Head Start
Reauthorization
On June 19, 2007, the Senate passed S.
556, the “Head Start for School Readiness Act”, a bill to reauthorize the Head
Start early education program for
disadvantaged kids. The House passed
their Head Start reauthorization bill
— H.R. 1429 — by a vote of 365-48 on
May 2nd. The House- and Senate-passed
legislation includes a variety of program
improvements, including some language
to improve Head Start access for foster
children. Thankfully, the bill does not
include state block grants with inadeFall 2007
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quate quality standards, which had been
in a previous House-passed bill (that
bill never got enacted). No schedule has
been set for House/Senate conference
— to address the modest differences
between the House- and Senate-passed
Head Start reauthorization bills.

Offender Reentry
Legislation
On March 28, 2007, the House Judiciary
Committee marked up the bi-partisan
Second Chance Act of 2007, H.R.
1593. S. 1060, the bi-partisan Senate
version of the Second Chance Act of
2007, was approved by the Senate Judiciary Committee on 8/2/07. The bill is
expected to be considered on the floor

of the Senate and the House of Representatives in the near future.

Gangs Legislation
On 6/14/07, the Senate Judiciary
Committee approved Senators Feinstein and Hatch’s S. 456, the latest
version of their “gangs bill”. This
bill includes mandatory minimums
and other enhanced penalties, and
increased federalization of gang crime,
although the bill now also includes
some prevention resources, and no
longer has the previously-included
section providing for expanded
prosecution of juveniles as adults in
federal court. S. 456 passed on the
Senate floor by unanimous consent

on 9/21/07. Companion legislation in
the House, H.R. 3547, was introduced
on 9/17/07 by Rep. Schiff et al. On
10/16/07, the Chairman of the House
Judiciary Chairman, Rep. Bobby Scott,
introduced the Youth PROMISE Act,
H.R. 3846. The bill would support a
variety of proven-effective prevention
and intervention approaches to reduce
youth involvement in gangs and violent
crime. No House Judiciary Committee
markup of the Schiff or Scott bill is
scheduled at this time.

Indian Child Protection
and Tribal Foster Care
On 1/25/07, S. 398, a bill to amend the
Indian Child Protection and Family

2008 Outstanding Legal Advocacy Award
NOMINATION APPLICATION
PURPOSE: The NACC is looking for people who have tipped the
scales in favor of children. Many children cannot rise above their
circumstances without the help of real-life heroes. Our nation’s
courts, clinics, schools, homes, law enforcement agencies and social
service organizations are filled with people who have made a difference. The NACC created the Outstanding Legal Advocacy Award
to honor excellence in the field of children’s law, advocacy, and protection. The NACC presents its Outstanding Legal Advocacy Award
annually to individuals and organizations making significant contributions to the well being of children through legal representation
and other advocacy efforts. Nominees’ accomplishments may include
work in child welfare, juvenile justice, private custody and adoption
and policy advocacy. All child advocates are eligible.

NOMINEE:

The Nomination Letter should highlight:
• The nominee’s activities on behalf of children that have
significantly promoted the protection and welfare of children.
• The history of the nominee’s involvement in
child advocacy work.
• The nominee’s affiliation with children and
youth service organizations.
• Any other relevant personal background information.

NUMBER OF YEARS INVOLVED IN CHILD ADVOCACY ________________________________________________

Nominations Must Include:
• The nomination letter
• A completed application form
• Nominee’s Curriculum Vitae / Resume
• A list of nominee’s affiliations with other children and
youth service organizations
Nominations May Also Include:
• Supporting materials such as: Letters of Support,
Photographs, Newspaper clippings, narratives, or
other items describing the candidate’s efforts.
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NAME _______________________________________________________________________________________________

DEGREE _____________________________________________________________________________________________

TITLE / POSITION ___________________________________________________________________________________

FIRM / ORGANIZATION ______________________________________________________________________________

ADDRESS ___________________________________________________________________________________________

CITY / STATE / ZIP ___________________________________________________________________________________

PHONE _____________________________________________________ FAX __________________________________

E-MAIL ______________________________________________________________________________________________

NOMINATOR:
NAME _______________________________________________________________________________________________

TITLE / POSITION ___________________________________________________________________________________

FIRM / ORGANIZATION ______________________________________________________________________________

ADDRESS ___________________________________________________________________________________________

CITY / STATE / ZIP ___________________________________________________________________________________

PHONE _____________________________________________________ FAX __________________________________

E-MAIL ______________________________________________________________________________________________

Nominations Must Be Received By June 1st, 2008.
Send Nominations to: Awards Committee
National Association of Counsel for Children
1825 Marion Street, Suite 242, Denver, Colorado 80218
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNSEL FOR CHILDREN

Violence Prevention Act, was introduced. Among other things, this
legislation requires that reports on
tribal-related child abuse allegations
include information on any federal,
state or tribal final conviction, and that
these reports be transmitted to and
kept by the FBI. The full Senate passed
this bill on May 25, 2007. No House
action has occurred yet.
Further, on August 2, 2007, Sen. Baucus
introduced S. 1956, the Tribal Foster
Care and Adoption Access Act of 2007,
a bill to amend Soc. Sec. Act Title IV-E
(relating to foster care and adoption
assistance) to enable tribes to receive
IV-E payments. There has been no
action on this legislation, yet.

Safe Babies Act
On March 15, 2007, the Senate Judiciary Committee marked up S. 627,
the Safe Babies Act. The bill would
amend the federal Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act to create
a National Court Teams Resource
Center and to assist local court teams
to more effectively address the needs
of maltreated infants and toddlers. No
Senate floor action has occurred, yet.
H.R. 1082, the House version, was introduced 2/15/07, but no action on the bill
has been scheduled.

Public Service Student
Loan Forgiveness
New provisions for public service
student loan forgiveness were enacted

on 9/27/07 as part of P.L. 110-84, the
College Cost Reduction and Access
Act. Under Title IV of that Act, a person
employed in public safety, law enforcement, public health, public education
(including early childhood education), social work in a public child or
family service agency, public interest
law services (including prosecution
or public defense or legal advocacy in
low-income communities at a nonprofit
organization), or public child care
may be eligible for forgiveness of
any remaining interest and principle
payments owed after 120 monthly
payments made while so employed with
regard to federal student loans, such
as a Federal Direct Stafford Loan, a
Federal Direct PLUS Loan, a Federal
Direct Unsubsidized Stafford Loan,
or a Federal Direct Consolidation Loan.

Other Relevant Bills
Introduced, But No
Further Action Yet
• On 1/24/07, H.R. 687 (Rep. Ramstad)
and S. 382 (Sen. Collins) were
introduced as the Keeping Families
Together Act - legislation to provide
modest funding to support efforts
to end the practice of parents giving
legal custody of their seriously
emotionally disturbed children to
state agencies (child welfare or
juvenile justice), for the purposes of
obtaining mental health services for
those children. No further action has
been scheduled.

• On 2/16/07, Sen. Clinton and Sen.
Snowe introduced the Kinship Caregiver Support Act (S. 661), which
provides funding for kinship navigator programs, provides a IV-E
support option for kinship care, and
provides notice to relatives of children entering foster care. No Finance
Committee action has yet been scheduled. On 5/7/07, Rep. Danny Davis
introduced H.R. 2188, the House
version of the legislation, but no
further action has occurred.
• On 2/16/07, Sen. Bond and Sen.
Clinton introduced S. 667, the Education Begins at Home Act, which
would authorize $500 million in new
federal funding for early childhood
home visiting (some models of such
parent coaching have demonstrated
significant impact on the prevention
of child abuse and neglect, and later
delinquency). The House Education
Reform Subcommittee held an excellent hearing on this legislation in
the last Congress (on 9/27/06). On
5/16/07, Rep. Danny Davis and Rep.
Todd Platts introduced the House
version of the legislation, H.R. 2343.
No action on this legislation has yet
been scheduled in this Congress.
For further information on any
federal legislation (including
copies of bills, copies of committee
reports, fl oor votes, etc.), visit
Thomas.loc.gov .

Children’s Law News
News
NACC Call for Abstracts. The NACC
is soliciting abstracts for presentations
at its 31st National Juvenile and Family
Law Conference, August 3–6, 2008 in
Savannah, Georgia. For more information visit: www.naccchildlaw.org/
training/conference.html . Submissions
must be received by February 1, 2008.
THE GUARDIAN

NACC 2008 Outstanding Legal
Advocacy Award. Nominations for
the 2008 Outstanding Legal Advocacy
Award are now being accepted. The
award is given annually to individuals
and organizations making significant
contributions to the well-being of children through legal representation and
other advocacy efforts. Send nomination letter and supporting documen-

tation to NACC Awards, 1825 Marion
Street, Suite 242, Denver, CO 80218.
Contact the NACC for more information. The deadline is June 1, 2008.
NACC 2008 Law Student Essay
Competition. The NACC is accepting
essays for the 2008 Law Student Essay
Competition. The winning essay will
be published in the 2008 Children’s Law
Fall 2007
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Manual, and the winner will be given
$1,000, a one-year NACC membership,
and a scholarship to the 2008 conference in Savannah, GA. Essays will be
evaluated on the importance of the
topic to advancing the legal interests
of children, persuasiveness, and
quality of research and writing. Essays
should be submitted electronically
to: advocate@NACCchildlaw.org by
June 1, 2008.
NACC Child Welfare Law Attorney
Certification is now open in 4
States: California, Michigan, New
Mexico, and Tennessee. For more
information on applying in one of
these states or the development of the
program in other states, contact the
NACC or visit: www.naccchildlaw.org/
training/certifi cation.html .
Join the NACC Children’s Law
Listserv Information Exchange.
All NACC members are encouraged
to become part of the NACC Listserv
which provides a question, answer and
discussion format for a variety of children’s law issues. To join, simply send
an e-mail to advocate@NACCchildlaw.
org and say “Please add me to the
NACC Listserv.”

Conferences & Training
December 12–14, 2007
Beyond the Bench XVIII, Judicial
Council of California, Center for Children, Families, and the Courts, San
Diego, CA.
February 25–27, 2008
Children 2008, CWLA National
Conference, Washington, D.C. For more
information visit: www.clwa.org .
May 19–23, 2008
NACC 13th Annual Rocky Mountain
Child Advocacy Training Institute, Louisville, CO. A hands-on trial
skills training course for lawyers who
represent the interests of children.
Presented in conjunction with NITA
and the Rocky Mountain Children’s
Law Center. Brochures will be mailed
to all NACC members in early 2008.
For more information, please visit
www.naccchildlaw.org/training/
RMCATI.html .

August 3–6, 2008
NACC 31st National Juvenile and
Family Law Conference, Savannah,
GA. For more information, contact the
NACC or visit: www.NACCchildlaw.
org/training/conference.html .
Conference Brochures will be
available in Spring, 2008.

Publications
Leslie Starr Heimov, Amanda
George Donnelly & Marvin Ventrell,
The Rise of the Organizational
Practice of Child Welfare Law:
The Child Welfare Law Office,
78 U. Colo. L. Rev. 1097 (2007).

of hard copies are available for $20 each
by contacting the NACC. The searchable electronic version is available at
no charge at: www.naccchildlaw.org/
about/nclop.html .
Child Welfare Law and Practice:
Representing Children, Parents,
and State Agencies in Abuse,
Neglect and Dependency Cases
(The Red Book). Please see the
ad in this issue or contact Bradford
Publishing at 800-446-2831; www.
bradfordpublishing.com . NACC
members receive a 20% discount.

Jobs

Goodman, Gail B., Arrested
Development: An Alternative to
Juveniles Serving Life Without
Parole in Colorado, 78 U. Colo. L.
Rev. 1059 (2007).
Family Law: Balancing Interests
and Pursuing Priorities (Lynn
D. Wardle & Camille S. Williams eds.,
2007).
Achieving Quality Legal Representation for Children, Families,
and the State, the 2007 edition of the
NACC Children’s Law Manual Series is
now available for purchase. Copies may
be ordered from the NACC by calling
toll free 1-888-828-NACC, using the
Publications Order Form in this issue,
or online at www.naccchildlaw.org/
training/manuals.html .
NACC Child Welfare Law Office
Guidebook: Best Practice Guidelines for Organizational Legal
Representation of Children in Abuse,
Neglect, and Dependency Cases
(The Blue Book). Created as part of
the NACC Children’s Law Office Project
(CLOP), the Blue Book is a collection of
33 best practice guidelines intended to
move child welfare law offices toward
model practice. It is organized by three
areas of operation: administration,
development, and program. Within
these categories are guidelines and
commentary developed by the CLOP
staff and advisory board to promote
best practices in the delivery of legal
services to children. Limited numbers

Staff Attorney, ABA Center on
Children & the Law, Washington,
D.C. The American Bar Association is
seeking a Staff Attorney for its Center
on Children and the Law. This position
provides substantive child welfare legal
work for the Improving Representation for Parents in the Child Welfare
System Project at the ABA Center on
Children and the Law. Job responsibilities include providing training
and technical assistance (TTA) for
parents’ attorneys, parent attorney law
offices, courts and others to improve
the quality of representation parents
receive; planning a national conference
for parents’ attorneys; transitioning the
project to a stand alone organization;
and coordinating efforts with members
of the National Steering Committee.
Applicant must have: J.D. and at least
eight to ten years of legal experience
as an attorney in child welfare law,
experience representing parents in
the child welfare system, excellent
writing skills, and expertise in public
speaking and training. For more information and to apply directly online,
please visit: www.abanet.org/hr (find
C1155); or send cover letter, resume to
abajobsdc@abanet.org (include position C1155 in subject line); or mail to
American Bar Association, HR-C1155,
740 15th St. NW, Washington, DC 20005;
or fax to (202) 662-1998.

Please send children’s law news and advocacy job openings to: The Guardian, 1825 Marion Street, Suite 242, Denver, CO 80218
Fax: 303-864-5351 • E-mail: advocate@NACCchildlaw.org
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Thank You
The National Association of Counsel for Children thanks the following donors and members for their generosity.
$
Anonymous

Anschutz Foundation
Candace Barr

5,000 +

Megan Louise Furth Fund

Donna Wickham Furth
Lea for Justice Fund

Lexis Nexis

Northern California
Association of Counsel for
Children
Henry J. Plum
Janet Sherwood, CWLS
Theresa Spahn

John Stuemky
University of Oklahoma
Section of General and
Emergency Pediatrics
and EMS

Alan Mishael
Dawn Marie Rubio

Sampson Family Foundation
Shannan Wilber
Christopher Wu

1,000 – $ 4,999

$
James L. Brand
Child Abuse & Neglect The
International Journal
John Ciccolella
Colorado Bar Association
Juvenile Law Section

Donald Duquette
Robert C. Fellmeth
Charles Gill
Gerard Glynn
Katherine Holliday
David Katner

Kempe Children’s Center
Kempe Children’s Foundation
H.D. Kirkpatrick
Kathleen McCaffrey
B.J. Morgan

$
William Brooks
Amy Laura Cahn
Richard FitzGerald

Charles Gill
Michelle Hannigan

250 – $ 999

The Harris Law Firm, P.C.
Leslie Heimov, CWLS
Harold LaFlamme

Lifetime Members
Candace Barr

Donald Bross

Donna Wickham Furth

Gerard Glynn

Janet Sherwood, CWLS

Henry Plum
Douglas Robison
Jennifer Rodriguez
Norton Roitman
Gary Seiser, CWLS
Robert Shepherd, Jr.
Theresa Spahn
Tamara Steckler

John Stuemky
Arthur Webster
Shannan Wilber
Christopher Wu

Patron Members
Linda Campbell
John Ciccolella
Susan Dillard
Donald Duquette
Robert Fellmeth
Richard FitzGerald
Damon Gannett
Leslie Heimov, CWLS

Katherine Holliday
John Jerabek
Douglas Johnson
Karen Jones-Mason
David Katner
H.D. Kirkpatrick
Anita Lacy
Kathleen McCaffrey

Philip (Jay) McCarthy, Jr.
Alan Mishael
Douglas Monaghan
Cindy Morris
Wayne Morrow, CWLS
John Myers
Jane Okrasinski
Hansa Patel

Sustaining Members
Robert Ackley
Ross Beckley
Sheila Brogna, CWLS
Martin Brown
Cecilia Buck-Taylor
Alice Bussiere
Erlinda Castro
L. Michael Clark

Suzanne Conger
Howard Davidson
Leonard Edwards
Neal Eisenbraun
Kathryn Fehrman
William Furtick
Edward Goldson
Julia Hagan

Tisha Harman
Joan Hollinger
Lisa Kirsch Satawa
Richard Krugman
Gerry La Londe-Berg
Anita Levin
Randall Lococo
James Louis

Polly McIntyre
Michael Nash
Susan O’Brien
Dianne Peterson
Sherrill Rosen
Mary Roth
Katherine Santelli
Mary Ann Shaening

Caren Shapiro
Leslie Shear
Suzanne Stephan
Sonia Wagner
Yvette Weinstein

Supporting Members
Patricia Anderson
Christine Bailey
Sloan Baker
Elisa Barnes
Diane Belinkie
Billie Bell
Sarah Bennett
Patricia Black
Patricia Block
Bradley Bristow
Catherine Brooks
Julia Ann Brungess
Theresa Buchanan
Angela Burton
Michael Bury
Laura Cohen
Timothy Conlon
Sarah Corbally
Richard Cozzola
Edith Croxen
Paul DeQuattro, CWLS
Sharon Dornfeld
Ana Espana
David Estep
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Martin Feinman
Mark Fiddler
Judy Flynn-O’Brien
Vikki Ford
Lori Fulton
Fritzie Galliani
Michelle Gantt
William Garrett
Charles Gill
Christine Gille
Genie Gillespie
Sherry Goodwin
Lindsey Grady
Kathi Grasso
Albert Grudzinskas, Jr.
Ann Haralambie
Celia Harned
Rich Harris
Georgia & Walt Imhoff
Thom Janidlo
Christopher Jeffers
Allen Johncox
Paula Kaldis
Jeffrey Kauffman

William Keene
Darren Kessler
Celeste Kling
Lenore Knudtson
Renee Kreisa
Michael Lajoie
Cora Lancelle
Richard Landis
Lisa Landsman
Lee Lawless
Joy Lazo
Alan Lerner
David Littman
Jack Love
Tom Lynaugh
Kathleen Mallinger
James Marsh
Maxine Matta
Susan McConnell
Jay McEwen
Ronald McMullen
Ann Meinster
Octavia Melendez
Thalia Meltz

Thomas Miller
Claire Mootz
Michael Morey
Mark Murray
Catherine O’Leary
James Ottesen
Jacqueline Parker
William Patton
Amanda Pearson
Erik Pitchal
Nancy Qualls
Karen Reid
Louis Reidenberg
Shannon Richards
Kathy Richards
Robin Robb
Gary Robbins
Cordelia Robinson-Rosenberg
Lisa Romo
Scott Rose
Anne Schneiders
Tamatha Schreinert
Margaret Semple
Robert Sewell

Shari Shink
Sara Silverman
Robert Smith
Gloria Smith
Neal Snyder
Michael Somma, Jr.
Larry Spalding
Cynthia Spencer
Stephanie St. John
Jomo Stewart
Janet Story
Lon Taubman
Sharon Taylor-Smith
Justin Teitle
Evelyn Tombers
Kathryn Untiedt
Sarah Vesecky
Gretchen Viney
Kelly Waterfall
John Watson
Deanna Weiss
Janet Wiig
Robert Wiley
Nancy Wong
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NACC – Membership Application
I wish to become a member.
INDIVIDUAL MEMBERSHIPS:
■ Student $45
■ Regular $90
■ Supporting $125*
■ Sustaining $150*
■ Patron $250*
■ Lifetime $2500*

NAME _______________________________________________________________________________________________

FIRM OR AGENCY ___________________________________________________________________________________

ADDRESS ___________________________________________________________________________________________

CITY / STATE / ZIP ___________________________________________________________________________________

*Includes special thank you listing in The Guardian.

■ I would like $10 of my membership dues
to support my local NACC affiliate.

PHONE _____________________________________________________ FAX __________________________________

E-MAIL ______________________________________________________________________________________________

GROUP MEMBERSHIPS:
Group memberships are available at a significant discount.
Please contact the NACC for more information.
■ Please send information on establishing an affiliate.

Make Check Payable to: NACC

OCCUPATION _______________________________________________________________________________________

ETHNICITY (OPT.) ___________________________________________________________________________________

■

Enclosed is my check in the amount of $

National Association
of Counsel for Children
1825 Marion Street, Suite 242
Denver, CO 80218

■

Please charge my

Telephone:

Office: 303-864-5320 • Fax: 303-864-5351

NAME ON CARD (PLEASE PRINT) ____________________________________________________________________

Federal Tax ID#:

84-0743810

Mail to:

All but $90 of your membership fee is tax-deductible.

Join Online at: www.NACCchildlaw.org

■

___________________

■

CARD NUMBER _____________________________________________________________________________________

SIGNATURE _____________________________________________________ EXP. DATE _______________________
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