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APPENDIX A

STUDY BACKGROUND

The Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-247; P.L.
100-294) culminated a decade-long effort by child advocacy professionals to
deal on a national level with the problem of abuse and neglect of children.
The Act established a grant program for states for establishing or operating
child abuse and neglect treatment and prevention programs. To qualify for
these grants, however, states are required to have in effect child abuse and
neglect laws that meet ten requirements. Among these requirements are imple-
mentation of a system for reporting suspected abuse or neglect, investigation
of such reports by authorities and provision of protective and treatment
services to endangered children. The Act also requires that:

The State must provide that in every case involving an abused or
neglected child which results in a judicial proceeding, a guardian
ad litem should be appointed to represent the child in such pro-
ceedings (P.L. 100-297, Section 8(b)(6)).

Despite initial resistance to meeting this guardian ad litem (GAL) and
other requirements of the Act, all but four states were in compliance with
the requirements by 1978. Although the majority of states receive grants
through the Act of less than $100,000, states amended, and in some cases,
substantially revised their state qhild abuse and neglect laws to qualify for
grants (Martinez, 1982). '

During the 1977 Senate hearings on the reauthorization of P.L. 93-247,

the GAL requirement was specifically cited as one of the two requirements of

the Act that were most difficult for states to implement (Martinez, 1982).




Some states objected to the requirement due to allegedly costly ;nd time con-
suming demands it placed on the judicial system. An additional problem was
th;t the Act and subsequent federal regulations gave little or ambiguous
guidance on how the requirement shbuld be implemented. Indeed, regulations
state only that the GAL's responsibility "includes representing the rights,
incterests, welfare and well-being of the child" (45 CFR Part 1346). The
regulations also state that the GAL need not be an attorney. There remains
disagreement on both the proper role of the GAL and what constitutes effec-
tive representation.

No concrete Federal guidelines on the GAL role were issued and states
were allowed to implement the reguirement in their own fashion. Consequently
there are now a variety of GAL program models in operation, including those
using attorneys, law students, lay volunteers, legal service agencies or com-
binations of these approaches. The interpretation of the role and responsi-
bilities of the GAL also varies across states, communities, judges and even
GALs themselves. There is also little empirical knowledge on what consti-
tute: effective representation and little objective evidence on what the
duties and responsibilities of the GAL should be, how effective representa-
tion of the child can be accomplished or the professional background and
training most appropriate to the GAL role.

As a first step toward approaching some of thgse issues on a national
level, the Administration for Children, Youth and Families (ACYF), on behalf
of the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect (NCCAN) contracted with
CSR, Incorporated to conduct this study. The two major objectives of the
project were to examine GAL activities or process variables under different

program models and to assess GAL impact on furthering children’s best



interests in abuse or neglect judicial proceedings. The study of GAL pro-
cesses involved examination of different GAL models on such issues as how
the GAL role was defined, when the GAL was appointed, the responsibilities
of the GAL of each stage of the case, prerequisites for serving as GAL and
training requirements. To examine impact, the study compared different pro-
gram models on outcome measures representing the best interests of the child.
Before discussing the study in detail, we first review prior thinking on the

role and impact of the GAL.,

THE GAL ROLE AND GAL REPRESENTATION

The role of the guardian ad litem is usually defined quite broadly to
encompass both legal and nonlegal activities. Brian Fraser (1974) in an
early, influential article on the topic, described the GAL as "more than a
simple advocate for the child but rather a legal representative to protect
the child’s interests" including long range interests. Fraser (1977) further
defined the GAL as:

- an investigator whose task it is to ferret out all relevant facts;

- an advocate whose task it is to insure that all relevant facts are
before the court at all hearings;

- a counsel who is to insure that the court has before it at the dis-
positional hearing all available options; and

- a guardian in the simplest sense of the word, whose task is to insure
that the child’'s interests are fully protected.

In 1982 the American Bar Association (ABA) published the Guardian Ad

Litem Policy Conference Manual which included several papers describing the

role and responsibilities of child advocates. Contributors to the manual



described the key responsibilities of the GAL in abuse or neglect cases as
follows:
o To make an independent investigation of the relevant facts;

© To obtain access to various reports and information concerning the
child and reported abuse;

¢ - To introduce evidence and/or call witnesses; and

o To examine and cross-examine witnesses who testify.

Additional responsibilities include review and evaluation of service plans,
advocating for the provision of needed services or education, negotiation of
agreements, representation of the child at subsequent periodic review hear-
ings and protection of the child during criminal proceedings, especially if
it is felt that they could affect the child's well being (Bower, 1982;
Horowitz, 1982).

Guardians ad litem are generally active at a series of points for the
duration of an abuse or neglect case. Typically, the GAL is appointed at the
time of the first court hearing (e.g., emergency removal or shelter care
hearing). Involvement of the GAL then focuses around subse,dent court hear-
ings. Following the detention hearing, the adjudicatory hearing is conducted
to determine if the child is abused, dependent and/or neglected. Prior to
this hearing, the GAL is expected to conduct an investigation including
interviewing the child, parents, foster parents, relatives, and medical or
mental health professionals, and to review records. Tﬁe GAL may also try to
help the parties reach an agreement before the trial. The GAL may submit a
trial ﬁrief, request or oppose continuances, or attempt to have the case
dismissed at this point. At the hearing itself, the GAL may present evi-

dence, call witnesses, cross-examine witnesses and offer service plans and
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recommendations to the court. He/she may attempt to negotiate an agreement
between the parent and agency, for example, to request that the child be
returned home if the parent agrees to certain terms or treatment.

Typically, the next hearing is a dispositional hearing in which the
court orders services, agency supervision or foster care placement. To pre-
pare for these hearings, the GAL may again conduct interviews, visit the
foster home, attend multidisciplinary meetings and review records. At the
hearing, the GAL may introduce a motion requesting continuance and present
his/her recommendations to the court. 1In subsequent judicial review and dis-
positional hearings, the GAL would pertorm similar activities preliminary to

and during the hearing.

GAL Program Models

While most people recognize the need for independent representation of
children in abuse and neglect proceedings and would agree with at least some
of the role definitions and responsibilities enumerated by Fraser and the
ABA, there is disagreement on the best method for providing GAL representa-
tion. While attorneys have customarily been appointed, there have been ques-
tions raised on whether they are the most approrpiate choice for this func-
tion. Duquette and Ramsey (1986) and the ABA (1982) have noted that there
is little in the education and training of lawyers that necessarily enables
them to serve the best interests of the child properly. Many communities
have experimented with trained lay volunteers to either represent the child
or assist a lawyer with representation.

The National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect has funded demonstration

projects since 1978 to encourage exploration of alternative ways of providing




representation to abused and neglected children. In a review of 16 of these
projects, Davidson and Horowitz (1982) identified six categories of GAL pro-
gram models which are described below.

1.  Law School Clinic Medel

A law school clinic provides the GAL services using law students who

receive course credit for their work.  They are usually supervised by

an attorney/law school faculty member and may have access to a social

worker and perhaps social work interns as resources.

2. Staff Attorney Model

A GAL program is staffed by an attorney or attorneys and paralegals.
They may be assisted by administrative staff, social work students and
volunteers.

3. Paid Private Attorney Model

Private attorneys selected from a panel or court appointment list
provide the representation. They may or may not receive training and
support services are usually not available. They are paid by the courts
on an hourly basis usually with a cap on total hours.
4, Staff-Supported Private Attorney Panel Model

A GAL program provides case assignments and support services to
volunteer or paid attorneys. Social workers and volunteer paralegals
conduct investigations and follow up on cases.
5. Lay Volunteer/Paid Attorney Model

This is a program in which paid attorneys work with lay volunteers
to represent children. The volunteers conduct investigations, interview
and participate in agency meetings. Attorneys primarily participate in
in-court activities.
6. Lay Volunteer Model

Lay volunteers serve as the GALs under the supervision of a staff
attorney, panel attorneys, or the public defender. Volunteers receive
training, conduct all investigations and follow-up &nd appear in court.

While the authors found that the guardian ad litem concept is widely

accepted, there were problems with the implementation of the role. GALs were




found to be relatively inactive at the emergency removal hearing stage, gen-
erally having just been appointed. Investigatory activities were not rou-
tinely undertaken by the GALs. While¢ GALs took their roles seriously, they
generally played a minor role during adjudicatory hearings. They rarely sub-
mitted legal pleadings, called witnesses or introduced their own evidence.
While no program model appeared to be more effective than another, the "paid
private attorney" and "staff-supported private attorney" model frequently
reported more GAL activity. The existence of compensation was'noted as a
possible reason for this finding (Davidson and Horowitz, 1982).

The ALA estimates that more than 85 percent of the court jurisdications
in the nation use the Paid Private Attorney model. The most popular lay
volunteer model is the Court Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) program begun
in King County, Washington in 1977. CASA programs have become increasingly
popular in recent years. A recent survey by Miller and Wolff (1986) found
226 CASA programs in operation in 44 states utilizing over 8,000 volunteers.
They found that four types of CASA programs had evolved: (1) GAL model,
where the CASA is appointed as the GAL. More than half of CASA programs
employed this model, which corresponds to the lay volunteer model identified
by the ABA. (2) Friend of the Court model, where the CASA serves as an
impartial observer, conducts investigation and files reports to the court,
but is not a legal party to the proceedings. About one~fourth of CASA pro-
grams used this model. (3) Team model, where both a2 CASA and attorney are
appointed by the court to perform the GAL function. About 15 percent of
CASA programs used this model, which corresponds to the Lay Volunteer/Paid

Attorney model identified by the ABA. (4) Monitor model, used relatively
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infrequently, where the CASA monitors court-~ordered expectations for compli-
ance and alerts the court of failure to comply. Under this model, the CASA
is'not party to the proceedings and may not contact parents or children.

The CASA movement has attracted considerable interest and has received
support from NCCAN through the Coordinated Discretionary Grant Program. The
number 6f programs in operation has increased dramatically--over 250 per-
cent--since 1984, There is also a National CASA Association in Seattle,
Washington which promotes and assists CASA programs nationwide. As of this

writing there are about 280 CASA programs in operation.

Unresolved Issues

Several unresolved issues remain regarding the appropriate role and re-
sponsibilites of the guardian ad litem. How these issues are resolved in-
fluences the function.of the GAL and ultimately the GAL's impact on the
child. A central dilemma confronting GALs occurs with children who are capa-
ble of communicating their desires and who express wishes the GAL feels are
not in the child’'s best interests. For example, a child may ask to be re-
turned home despite evidence of maltreatment. In such situations it is un-
clear Qhether the GAL should argue for the child’s best interests or for what
the child wants.

This distinction is fundamental to the GAL role and poses a conflict to
attorney GALs who are bound by an ethical code to represent their client’s
wishes -zealously. Consequently, many attorneys, but by no means all, inter-
pret the GAL role as requiring them to advocate the wishes of their articu-
late child clients, even if the attorney feels the position is not in the

child’s best interests. In contrast, non-attorney GALs do not experience



this conflict and are more apt to see their role as advocating the child’s
best interests. However, this issue remains one of the central controversies
in defining the GAL role.

A related issue is what constitutes the child’s best interests. "Best
interests” is not an objective standard but a statement of a goal. Defining
"best interests" involves imposing values and judgements about child rearing
and development on specific family situations. There are some generally
agreed standards that may be applied to develop a determination of what is
in the child’s best interests. For example, a child should receive basic
care, food and shelter in an environment free from abuse. According to the
Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-272) the child’'s
placement with family should be preserved as much as possible and separation
should be for the shortest possible time. Regular contact with the family
should be maintained when ocut-of-home placement is required. Despite these
and other guidelines, in most cases the GAL must make his/her own judgement
on behalf of a specific child in determining the child’'s best interests.

Another area of controversy is whether the GAL must be an attorney. It
is often argued that the GAL role is best filled by an attorney since attor-
neys best understand court procedures, rules of evidence and the legal system
and how it can be used most effectively for the child's interests (Fraser,
1976). However, many others have argued that lawygrs.are insensitive to the
developmental needs of children and do not have training in child and family
problems. Teachers, social workers, human service workers, or others trained
in dealing with families may best be able to communicate with children and
resolve their problems. The recent success of the CASA movement has lent

credence to this position.




A fourth issue concerns the degree of independence the GAL needs to per-
form the job properly. 1In many states, notably California, the GAL may be
the social worker or a court probation officer. In many jurisdictions the
GAL is an officer of the court subject to the judge's discretion and control.
Many child advocates question whether the child's interests can be fully pro-
tected by a GAL who also represents the petitioning agency, is a caseworker
who must provide services to the family, or is an employee of the court
(Davidson, 1982). Some degree of autonomy for the GAL appears to be
necessary.

A final issue is the cost-effectiveness of GAL models. As with other
publicly funded social services, it is important to provide the most effec-
tive method of GAL representation to children at the lowest possible cost.

A major purpose of the present study was to provide empirical evidence to in-
form the issue of GAL effectiveness. Prior to this study, only four evalua-
tions of GAL effectiveness were conducted. These studies are reviewed in

Chapter 1, Volume IT.

STUDY PURPOSES

This review of current thinking and research on the role of the guardian
ad litem reveals some disagreement within the field on the duties and respon-
sibilities of the GAL. There is also little empirical information available
on the effectiveness of GALs in producing positive outcomes for children.
The existing studies suggest that there are problems with GAL representation
as it is currently provided, but they also suggest that under certain condi-
tions and with proper training, guardians ad litem can effectively serve the

best interests of the child. However, these studies do not tell us the GAL
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program models that are maximally effective, the key activities of GALs that

promote effective outcomes or the types of outcomes GALs can be expected to

achieve.

For example, they do not tell us the relative advantages and dis-

advantages of using attorneys and CASA volunteers as GALs in terms of train-

ing received, activities performed or outcomes that may result from these

activities. This study was a first attempt by ACYF to address some of those

important issues on a national level.

The study examined issues of GAL process -- what activities the GAL

undertook in the performance of his or her duties -- and GAL outcomes or

impact on the child. Both sets of variables were studied through a compari-

son of five GAL program models. The examination of process attempted to pro-

vide information on the unresolved issues discussed earlier: (1) whether the

GAL should argue in the child’s best interests or as the child's attorney;

(2) what constitutes an outcome in the child’s "best interests"; (3) attorney

and non-attorney GAL representatives and the responsibilities of the GAL

under both of these types of models; and (4) independence of the GAL from the

court and local child welfare agency. The specific research questions

examined in this part of the study included the following:

[+)

Q

What are the responsibilities and duties of the GAL?
What is the selection process for appointing GALs?
Who appoints and when is the GAL appointed?

Does the GAL work alone or in coordination with the child welfare
agency?

How much and when is the GAL paid?
When does the GAL role end?

How much time does the GAL spend on each phase of the case?
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¢ How active a participant is the GAL in mediation?
o Did the GAL meet with the child prior to hearings?
o How often did the child and GAL meet?

® What is the relationship between the GAL and the child and between
the GAL and other family members?

o How active is the GAL in judicial proceedings?

o Does the GAL work independently from the child welfare agency to
determine the family's needs?

© How active is the GAL in follow-up of the case?

In examining case outcomes, the study explored what constituted effec-
tive representation. The goal of this phase of the study was to link
specific GAL activities with case outcomes that were in the child's best
interests. This involved both identifying best interests outcomes and deter-
mining which activities of the GAL were likely to result in these outcomes.
We also sought to compare GAL program models to determine how the different
role requirements of each model resulted in varying GAL activities and case
cutcomes. The specific research questions for this part of the study were:

o Do GAL models produce a difference in the timing of judicial action?

o Do GAL models produce differences in out-of-home placements?

¢ Did the GAL help obtain services the family needed?
¢ Does GAL involvement produce mediated outcomes?

o What GAL activities and program models are effective in producing
outcomes in the child's best interests?

‘.

© What are the differences among models in stability of GAL
representation?

© How active are GALs at hearings and in the legal system under differ-
ent models?

o Does GAL effectiveness vary by type of case?

A-12
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Through this study, ACYF hoped to gain information on GAL best prac-
tices that relate most strongly to desired outcomes. This information could
be used to assist state and local programs to develop, evaluate and modify
existing programs. The study methodology involved selecting five GAL pro-
gram models and examining two examples of each model. Data were collected
through interviews with juvenile court judges, state attorneys, GAL program
directors, GALs, social workers, children and parents. Information was also
obtained from court records and local child welfare records. Appendix B
explains the study methodology and limitations in greater detail.

The Child's Best Interests

Before we could begin work on the study we had to confront an important
conceptual issue--the meaning of "child’s best interests." We needed to
develop more objective guidelines to define what outcomes could be character-
ized as serving the child’s best interests and also to specify the activity
the GAL should be doing that would be most likely to serve these interests.
There appeared to be little consensus in the field or in published studies
on measures to evaluate GAL effectiveness and determine whether the child's
best interests had been served. To assist us with this task, we enlisted the
assistance of child advocacy professionals who had extensive knowledge of
guardian ad litem issues. During the early weeks of the project we convened
a meeting of these professionals working in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan
area. With the assistance of the American Bar Association we identified 35
professionals including attorneys, GAL program coordinators, juvenile court
judges and representatives of child advocacy groups, 24 of whom attended the

day-long meeting.
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At the meeting, we asked each person to identify activities the GAL
should perform that which would help ensure the child's best interests were
served and to identify outcomes that would reflect the child's best inter-
ests. We asked the participants to identify processes and outcomes both for
the short-term (through the first disposition hearing) and for the long-term
(review hearings and case closing). Each participant first identified out-
comes individually and then met in small groups with other participants to
refine the list.

From this meeting we produced a list of 26 short-term and 24 long-term
processes and outcomes which we then sent to a second group of child advocacy
professionals. The American Bar Association identified this second group of
professionals, who worked in all regions of the country. We asked them to
select the five short-term and the five long-term processes/outcomes that
would most likely serve children’s best interests. Of the 77 individuals who
were sent the list, 36 (47 percent) responded by mail.

Exhibit A-1 shows the top five short and long-term processes and out-
comes selected by our respondents. The most important short-term outcomes/
processes for the child were that the GAL represent the child at all phases
of the case, the GAL conduct a thorough, pre-adjudicatory investigation,
there be specific orders for services and treatment as & result of the dis-
positional hearing, the GAL advocate the child’s interests before the court
and explore services and resources to keep the child at home. For long-term
outcomes respondents felt that the GAL should represent the child’s needs in
the service system and should explore alternative permanency plans when
reunification seems unlikely for children in out-of-home placement. Respon-

dents felt that the same GAL should represent the child in all phases of the
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case, that the child should be kept in out-of-home placement for as short a
time as possible and the compliance with court orders and agency requirements
should be monitored. Exhibit A-1 also shows the responsibilities of the GAL
that would lead to individual outcomes for attorney and lay volunteer GAL
models. We incorporated these outcomes and processes into our research in-
struments and used them to guide our data analysis when trying to assess GAL

impact.
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Responsibilit+les of Chllid Representatives Related to Chlid's Best Interest Qutcomes

Short-Term Outcomas

for Attorney and Voluntesr Models

Oufcomes’

Responsibl i 1+les?

Attorney Models>

Lay Volunteer Mode | s?

o] C

famlly, and abuse/neglect charges:

I. Parent(s) - both perpetrators and supportive

parent, If appllcable. Permission to speak

famlly, and abuse/neglect charges:

|. Parent{s) - both perpetrators and supportive
parent, If applicable. Permission to speak
to alleged perpetrator first sought from his/

i
|
|
| I
| i
| |
I I
{. Chlild Is represented In all phases of the | A. GAL personally appears In court at ali hearings | A. GAL personally appears In court at all hearings
case. | related to the abuse/neglect matter, Including } related to the abuse/neglect matter, including
| protective custody, adjudication and disposi- i protective custody, adjudication and disposi-
| tional hearlings, as well as any agency adminis- | tional hearings, as well as any agency adminls-
] trative reviews. | trative revlews.
| |
| B. GAL participates In all pre~trial conferences | B. GAL participates In all pre~trlal conferences
| and informal or formal negotiating sessions | and Informal or formal negotliating sessions
| between the state and alleged perpetrators. } between the state and alleged perpetrators.
| | .
| C. GAL attends, on behalf of the chiid, any court | C. GAL attends, on behalf of the chlid, any court
§ proceeding which, regardless of the court, | proceeding which, regardless of the court,
| Involves abuse/neglect Issues. [ involves abuse/neglect issues.
| |
| D GAL actively participates In all abuse/neglect | D. GAL seeks court clarification of his or her role
: related hearings: : where there Is uncertalnty.
| l. Subpoenas witnesses and documents. | E. GAL seeks ald of a lawyer to help perform appro-
| 2. Examines witnesses. | priate functlons:
| 3. Cross-examines wltnesses. |
| 4, Makes necessary motions (e.g., assessments, | l. Subpoenas witnusses and documents.
| oppose continuance 1f appropriate). | 2, Examlnes witnesses,
| 5. Maﬁes opening/closing statements. i 3. Cross~examlnes witnesses.
| 6. Takes steps to minimlize trauma to the child | 4. Makes necessary motlons (e.g., assessments,
| (e.g9., videotape testimony, testimony in | oppose contlnuance If appropriate).
| chambers). ] 5. Makes opening/closing statements.
| | 6. Takes steps to minimlze trauma to the chiid
| E. GAL soeeks court clarification of his or her role | (e.g., videotape testimony, testimony In
| where there is uncertainty. | chambers).
| i
I I
2. Complete investlgation is conducted by the | A. GAL interviews child, outside presence of per= | A. GAL Interviews chlld, outside presence of per-
GAL into the facts of the case, Including | petrator, and maintains close contact with him | petrator, and maintains close contact with him
interviews with all relevant persons. I or her. ! or her.
(pre~adjudicatory Investigation) | |
I B. 1f child Is too young to be Intervliewed, GAL { B. If chiid Is too young to be Interv!ewed, GAL
| elfclts appropriate professional help to Inter- . | el icits appropriate professional help to Inter-
| pret child's behavior/attitude, e.g., play i pret chlld's behavlor/attitude, e.g., play
| Interviews. | Interviews.
I !
= C. GAL interviews persons with knowledge of child, ! C. GAL Interviews persons with knowiedge of child,
| |
| |
| |
| |
|

to alleged perpetrator flirst sought from hls/'

her attorney.

her attorney.




Short-Term Outcomes (continued)

Outcomes

Responsibilities

Attorney Models

Lay Yolunteer Models

2. Casevorker(s).

3. Foster parent(s).

4. Professlonals wlth knowledge of child,
famliy, or case.

5. Nelghbors, relatives and others with such
knowledge.

2. Caseworker(s).

3. Foster parent(s).

4. Professionals with knowledge of child,
family, or case.

5. Nelghbors, relatives and others with such
knowledge.

evaluatlons, prepares a disposlitional pilan and

submlts It to the court. Pian Includes:

l. Speclific services to be provided

2. Specific placement If necessary

3. Source of funds or financlal responslbility
of partles, If appropriate

evaluations, prepares a dispositional plan and

submits It to the court. Plan Includes:

l. Specliflc services to be provided

2. Specific piacement If necessary

3. - Source of funds or financial responsiblilty
of parties, If approprlate

I
l
]
I ]
| i
| |
] I
| |
| |
| |
| |
I |
| |
| D. GAL revlews relevant records related to the | 0. GAL revlews relevant records related to the
= abuse/neglect charges, child and family: : abuse/neglect charges, chiild and family:
| I. OPS case record (present and previous | I. CPS case record (present and previous
{ records). | records).
| 2. Medical record. { 2. Medlcal record.
: 3. Educatlonal record. : 3. Educational record.
| E. GAL seeks court's assistance (orders, subpoenas) | E. GAL seeks assistance of lawyer $o ald In Investi-
: to ald In Investigation when met with resis+ance.= gation when met with reslistance.
: F. GAL makes approprlate site visits: ; F. GAL makes appropriate site vislts:
| 1. Home of child | I. Home of child
| 2, Foster home | 2. Foster home
: 3. Scene where alleged abuse took place ; 3. Scene where alleged abuse took place
| 6. GAL observes Interaction of child-parents/ | 6. GAL observes Interaction of child-parents/
: perpetrators. | perpetrators.
|
| H. GAL facliitates visltation of parent-child, If | H. GAL facilltates visltation of parent-chlld, If
] appropriate, when child placed out-of-home. i appropriate, when child placed out-of-home.
i |
I |
3. Speclfic orders are entered relatlve to | A. GAL requests appropriate assessments/evatuations | A. GAL requests approprlate assessments/evaluations
assessment/services/treatment for child | of child and parents. | of child and parents.
and family and the condltions to be met | |
by parents and agency. (dispositional | B. When parents are reslistant to evaluatlons, GAL | B. HWhen parents are reslstant to evaluations, GAL
hearing) } obtalns court asslstance. } obtalns court assistance.
| C. GAL makes sure Issues and questions o be | C. GAL makes sure Issues and questions to be
| addressed by evaluators are written with | addressed by evaluvators are written with
l specificlty and glven to evaluator. I speclficity and given to evaluator.
% D. GAL, based upon hils or her Investigation and the : D. GAL, based upon his or her Investigation and the
| |
i i
i |
| |
i |
! i
| |
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Short-Term Outcomes (continued)

Outcomes

Responsibitities

Attorney Models

Lay Volunteer Models

ceedings and pre~trial matters. (See generally
all responslbllities set forth under short-term
objectlve one.)

ceadings and pre-trlal matters. (See generally
all responsibilities set forth under short-term
objective one.)

T
|
|
] i
| |
] J
] I
| E. GAL participates In any case planning sesslons | E. GAL participates In any case planning sesslons
: between agency-parents. % between agency-parents.
' | F. GAL participates In deveiopmant of voluntary | F. GAL participates In development of voluntary
: agreements/stipulations. : agreements/stlpulations.
: G. GAL participates In disposition hearings (see = G. GAL participates in disposition hearings (see
1.0.]). 1.D.),
) |
1 I
4. Services and other resources avallabie to | A. GAL assures that the court specifically { A. GAL assures that the court speciflcally
keep chlid In homs are explored. | consliders and rules on- agency's "reasonable ] conslders and rules on agency's "reasonable
(pre~uisposition Investligation.) | efforts" to provent foster care. } efforts" to prevent foster care.
B. GAL Indepsndentiy pursues opticns to avoid | B. GAL independently pursues optlons to avold
| child's placement out-of-home and makes appro- | child's placement out~of-home and makes appro-
: priate recommendations to the court. : priate recommendations to the court.
I C. If out-of-home placement I|s necessary, GAL { C. It out~of-home placement Is necessary, GAL
| attempts to assure that I+ is In the least | attempts to assure that I+ Is In the least
i restrictive alternative, as close to home as ( restrictive alternative, as close to home as
| possible, and offers any necessary speclal I possible, and offers any necessary speclal
| programs, with preferences In the order that | programs, wlth preferences In the order that
{ follows: : follows:
| {. Relative or friend | i. Retlative or frlend
| 2. Foster home | 2. Foster koms
| 3. Reslidentlal/Institutionai setting | 3. Resldentlal/institutional setiing
| |
] )]
5. Chlid's Interests are advocated before the | A. Wishes of the chlild are ascertalned through | A. Wishes of the chlid are ascertalned through
court by the GAL. (adjudicatory hearing.) : Interviews. : Inferviews.
| B. If chlild's "expressed wishes® differ from what | B. |f chiid's "expressed wishes® dlffer from what
| GAL percelves to be (through investigation and | GAL percelves fo be (through Investlgation and
| evaluation) in the child's "best interests," the | evaluation) in the child's "best Interests," the
| GAL: | GAL:
| |
| I. Attempts to reconcile difference with chiid | i. Attempts to reconcile difference with child
{ through further discussions | through further dlscusslons
| 2. 1if reconciliation Is Impossible, GAL: f 2. If reconclilation Is Impossible, GAL:
I a. seeks appolntment of counsel to Inde- | a. seeks appolntment of counsel to Inde-
| pendently represent child's wishes, or | pendently represent chlld's wishes, or
| b. seeks appolntment of new GAL so that oid | b. seeoks appolntment of new GAL so that oid
: may represent chlld's wishes. : may represent chlld's’ wishes.
i C. GAL actively particlpates In atl court pro- | C. GAL actlively particlpates in all court pro-
1 |
| |
|
|
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Long-Term Outcomes

Outcomes

Responsibitities

il
Attorney Models

Lay Volunteer Madels

{. Chlid Is represented, and needs of child
are advocated for, In mental health,
educational, juvenile Jjustice and other
community systems.

GAL inltlates, and where approprlate, acts as
surrogate parent In development of Indlviduai-
Ized Educational Plan under Public Law 94-142
for children with speclal education problems.

Where child is mentally, emotlionally, or physli-
cally handlcapped, GAL assures appropriate evai-
uations and treatment are part of all disposi-
tional orders.

GAL seeks asslstance of all community agencles
to address famlly's environmental problems and
to provlide necessary services, such as housing.

When an environmental problem, such as housing,
Is not the fault of the parents, GAL sttempts to
solicit help of other agencies (See C. above)
and have abuse/neglect charges dismissed.

Where underiying cause of abuse or neglect Is
parents' Inability to cope with mental or physi-
cal handicap/disablility of child, parent recelves
appropriate services to address this probiem.

Where chlld's educational or other needs require
out-of-home placement, GAL pursues options in
accordance with chort-term objective 4.C.

Appropriate services/compensation are explored
with victim compensation boards and victim
asslistance programs.

GAL [nitlates, and where approprlate, acts as
surrogate parent In development of Indlvidual-
ized Educational Plan under Public Law 94-142
for chiidren with special education problems.

vhere child Is mentally, emotlonally, or physi-
caliy handicapped, GAL assures appropriate eval-
vations and treatment are part of all disposi-
tional orders.

GAL seeks asslistance of ali community agencies
to address famiiy's environmental problems and
to provide necessary servlces, such as housling.

When an environmental problem, such as housing,
Is not the fault of the parents, GAL attempts to
soliclt help of other agencles (See C. above)
and have abuse/neglect charges dismissed.

Where underlying cause of abuse or neglect Is
parents' Inabillty to cope with mental or physi-
cal handicap/disability of chiid, parent recelves
appropriate services to address thls probtem.

Where child's educational or other needs require
out-of-home placement, GAL pursues options in
accordance wlth short-term objective 4.C.

Appropriate services/compensation are explored
with victim compenseation boards and victim
asslstance programs.

2. If out-of-home placement beccmes long-term
and parents are not Interested In working
toward reunification, other permanency
plans are explored and an alternatlive Is
pursued actively, such as termination of
parental rights (dlsposition review

hearing).
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GAL assures review hearings are held and factors
consldered as required by Public Law 96-272.

GAL assures that court makes appropriate,
specific findings when reuniflication with
parents Is not ilkely to occur.

GAL assures that the court specifically addresses
permanent, long-term alternatives.

GAL assures that terminatlion of parental rights
actlions are timely flled or considered and par-
ticlpates In these proceedings.
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GAL assures review hearlngs are held and factors
considered as requlred by Public Law 96-272.

GAL assures that court makes appropriate,
speciflic findings when reunification with
parents Is not llkely to occur.

GAL assures that the court specifically addresses
permanent, long-term alternative.

GAL assures that termlnation of parental rights
actions are timely flled or considered and pa-—
ticlpates In these proceedings.
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Long-Term OQutcomes (continued)

Outcomes

Responsibilitles

Attorney Modeis

Lay Volunteer Models

assuro that services contemplated In court
orders, voluntary agency agreements, and case
plans are provlded.

GAL mediates minor disputes between agency and
parents over Implementatlion of court orders or
service plans.

assure that services contemplated in court
orders, voluntary agency agreem=zants, and case
plans - are provided.

GAL medlates minor disputes between agency und
parents over Implementation of court orders or
service plans.

i
|
|
i [
| |
] ]
1 {
| E. GAL, In appropriate cases, explores options of | E., GAL, In appropriate cases, explores optlons of
| independent living for older chiidren with | Independent tiving for older children with
: agency. : agency.
| F. GAL assures that court considers and formafly | F. GAL assures that court considers and formaily
| rules on whether agency used "reasonable efforts”] rules on whether agency used "reasonabie efforts"
| towards reunlfication of family. J towards reunification of family.
| !
i |
3. Chitd has the same GAL for the duration of | A. Upon accepting appointment, GAL agrees to repre~ | A. Upon accepting appolntment, GAL agrees to repre-
the case. : sent chlid through duration of case. * sent child through duration of case.
I B. Upon accepting appolntment, GAL agrees to assist | B. Upon accepting appolniment, GAL agrees to assist
i child In other related court matters, e.g., | child In other reiated court matters, e.g.,
[ criminal abuse cases. | criminal abuse cases.
| |
I C. Where GAL must leave case before conclusion, | C. Where GAL must leave case before conclusion,
| s/he makes affort o minimize disruption to } s/he makes effort to minimize dlsruptlon to
| chlld caused by new appolniment. | child caused by new appolntment.
| |
] ]
4. If placement s out-of-home, child Is |- A. GAL asslsts parents 4o malntain contact with | A. GAL assists parents to malntain contact with
returned home at the earllest appropriate : child. j chiid.
tims.
j B. GAL submlts a report and participates In all | B. GAL submits a report and participates in all
| review hearings. GAL ensuras that court Issues | review hearings. GAL ensures that court Issues
] written findings relevant to the Issue of return | uritten findings relevant to the Issue of return
! home, e.9., why chiid cannot be returned home } home, e.g., why chlld cannot be returned home
i now, future services necessary to nelp accom- | now, future services necessary to help accom-
] piish nscessary changes, endorsement of an | pllsh necessary changes, endorsement of an
| appropriate visltation plan, designation of & | appropriate visltation pian, designation of a
] proposed timetable for the chlld's return home, | proposed timstable for the child's return home,
| and a descriptlon of any changes to be made In | and a description of any changes to be made in
= chlld's current placemsnt. ; chtid's current placement.
[ C. GAL petitions court for expeditious or early | C. GAL petitlons court for expedltious or earty
| foster care review hearling where approprlate, { foster care review hearing where appropriate,
| elther to seek change In case plan or for early | elther to seek change In case plan or for early
| return home of child. i return home of child.
I I
% D. GAL works with agency, family, and chiid to = D. GAL works with agency, family, and child to
| |
] i
| |
| |
| |
I |
| J




Long~Term COutcomes (continued)

Outcomes Responsibliiities

Attorney Models Lay Volunteer Models

5. Compllance and lack of compliance with
court orders, case plans and service
agreements are documented by the GAL.
{dlspositlonal review Investigation)

A. GAL monltors court orders, case plans, voluntary

A. GAL monitors court orders, case plans, voluntary
agreements.,

agreements.,

B. GAL apprises court of any significant violation

B. GAL apprlses court of any significant violation
by any party of the above.

by any party of the above.

C. GAL requests and particlpates in revlew tearings
where approprlate (even If scheduled for later
date)

GAL requests and participates In revlew hearlngs
where appropriate (even If scheduled for later
date)

D. GAL takes tead In assurlng case plans/service

D. GAL takes lead In assuring case plans/service
agreements-are revised where necessary.

agreements are revised where necessary,

E. GAL malntains regular contact wlth chlid, case~
worker, parents and thelr attorneys, and major
service providers.

E. GAL maintalns reguiar contact with chlld, case-
worker, parents and thelr attorneys, and major
service providers.
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This matrix was developed for the Administratlion for Chlldren, Youth and Families, DHHS, by CSR, Incorporated as part of an evaluation of the impact of
guardlans ad litem in abuse or neglsct Judicial proceedings. The matrix shows responsibilitles of guardians under two types of program models that are
presumed TO [ead o the specifled outcome In the child's best Interest,

IThe outcomes represent positive benefits to the child that are in the child's best interest. They result from the activitles of the child's guardian

ad iitem or legal representative In abuse or neglect Judiclal proceedings. Five short term and flve long~term outcomes are ilsted. Short-term outcomes
Tefer 10 the time through the Initial dispositlional hearing. Long-term outcomes cover the foilowing perlod to case closing. The outcomes were ldentlfled
by 24 chllid advocacy professionals In the Washington, DC area and valldated through a mail survey of professionals across the country.

2The responsibliities of chlid representatives In abuse or neglect proceedings that related to each outcome are listed here. The only major difference In
responsibliities among models Is that attorneys need to sollcit soclal work assistance to help perform nonlegal responsibiiities; lay voluntesrs need to
solicit legal help for legal responsibliities.

3A++orney models provide iawyers or law students fo represent children. The major attorney models Include private attorneys that are impaneled, staff
atforneys that are palid by the court or state child welfare system, and law students who represent children as part of thelr professional tralning.

4Yolunteer models use nonprofessionals to represent chlldren. These volunteers are usualiy glven a brilef training and work wlthout monetary
compensation. Some programs also have a staff attorney that provides legal asslstance to the volunteer. The Court Appointed Speclal Advocate (CASA)
program 1s the most common of this type of model.




APPENDIX B

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

The National Guardian Ad Litem Evaluation examined five GAL program

models operating in nine cities in six states., - There were three data sources
for the study: (1) interviews with child advocacy professionals who have
contact with GALs (state attorneys, judges, GAL program coordinators);
(2) interviews with case "networks" consisting of GALs, social workers, and
children and family members who have been involved in abuse or neglect court
proceedings and have dealt with GALs; and (3) data extraction from juvenile
court and child welfare agency case records.

Separate interview questionnaires were developed for each respondent and
a case record extraction form was also devised. All research instruments
were developed after a thorough review of the literature and the study ques-
tions required by ACYF. The National Legal Resource Center for Child Advo-
cacy and Protection of the American Bar Association (ABA) provided input in
planning the questionnaires and reviewed all instruments. The development
of the GAL questionnaire was guided by the work of Professor Sarah Ramsey
(Kelley and Ramsey, 1983; Duquette and Ramsey, 1986). Professor Ramsey
served as a consultant to the project and reviewed and provided input to all
instruments. All instruments were pretested on appropriate respondents at
the Washington, D.C. Department of Human Services, the D.C. Guardian Ad Litem

Office-and D.C. Superior Court.




METHODOLOGY

The methodology of the study was a five step process involving selection
of GAL program models, selection of sites where the models were operating,
selection of professional respondents, case record sampling, and selection
of case networks. Due to the limited size of the study, selection of sites
and models was purposive, while pseudo-random procedures were used in select-
ing cases. Selection of case networks was also purposive, as factors such
as the age of the child and consent of the family had toc be considered.

Selection of Models and Sites

We asked the American Bar Association to identify the guardian ad litem
program models currently in use. They uncovered six models: (1) law school
clinics where law students serve as GALs as part of their training; (2) staff
attorneys that provide child representation; (3) private attorneys; (4) pri-
vate panel attorneys with support staff, where attorneys work with GAL of-
fices that provide services, such as social worker investigators; (5) CASA/
attorney where volunteers and attorneys work jointly on a case and (6) CASA
volunteers that work alone. These models are described in greater detail in
Appendix A.

The National CASA Association identified two additional CASA models
(described in Appendix A). However, since these models are not widely used,
we decided not to include them in the study. We a}so decided against using
the Private Panel Attorney with support staff model, as the ABA was able to
identify only three cities in the nation where it was in use. Consequently,
the five remaining models were selected for study. ABA then provided us with

the names of several programs in cities across the country where each program
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was operating. In compiling this list, we asked ABA to select programs of
comparable quality.

Site selection. We decided to select two programs for each of the five

GAL models. However, since we are limited to using nine sites by NCCAN, we
selected one site where two models were in operation and eight sites where
we examined a single GAL model. This allowed us to look at 10 GAL programs
(two per model) in nine sites. The criteria for selecting sites were as
follows:

© Geographic diversity. Programs were selected to represent each geo-

graphic region of the country. We also clustered programs to be in
close proximity to reduce the cost of the data collection.

® Previous GAL evaluation activity. New York, North Carolina and
Florida had already been the subject of GAL evaluation projects with-
in the part five years. Consequently, we decided not to select pro-
grams in these states.

o State or local administration. Some local child welfare agencies
are administered centrally by the state while others are controlled
locally by the county. We selected both types of agencies.

o Urban/rural. Diversity on degree of urbanization of the agency ser-
vice area was desirable because urban and rural communities differ
on the type of family problems and availability and delivery of
social services.

The sites selected were:

Hudson County, New Jersey Milwaukee County, Wisconsin
Hamilton County, Ohio Waukesha County, Wisconsin
Jefferson County, Kentucky Spokane Couhty, Washington
Richmond, Virginia King County, Washington.

Chesterfield County, Virginia
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Selection of Professional Respondents

The study design specified by ACYF called for interviews with juvenile
court judges and attorneys to obtain their perception on GAL representation
in their community. After sites were selected, we obtained the name of the
presiding juvenile court judge in each location and selected that person to
interview. At one site the presiding judge informed us that another juvenile
court judge was more knowledgeable of the local GAL program and at that site
we interviewed this other judge. We interviewed one judge at each site for
a total of nine judges.

The state attorney responsible for representing the state or local
agency in abuse and neglect hearings was selected at each site as our attor-
ney respondent. If there was more than one attorney at a site who filled
this role we selected the chief or supervisory attorney to interview. We
interviewed a total of nine attorneys, one per site. Finally, we interviewed
the guardian ad litem program coordinator at each site where there was a
coordinator. Many private attorney models are not formal GAL programs, as
with this type of representation judges select an attorney from the list of
available attorneys the court keeps. There is usually little or no program
administration. There were no GAL coordinators at the two panel attorney
sites we selected. Since we examined ten GAL models, a total of eight GAL

coordinators were interviewed. No respondent refused to be interviewed.

Selection of Case Records and Network Interviews

ACYF required that we examine 25 case records at each site. To study
the GAL activities and their impact on case outcomes, we needed cases that

were either closed or where the child was in a stable living arrangement and
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all significant legal activity was over. We therefore decided to select
"closed" cases for review. However, the selection procedures for the network
interviews (explained below) required that we select at least one open case.
Consequently the sampling plan called for 24 closed cases and one open case.

We asked the GAL programs to provide us with a list of their abuse and
neglect cases closed over the lact 12 months for sampling. We used a very
broad definition of closed cases to include cases that were no longer receiv-
ing services from the local child welfare agency or the GAL program, or where
all significant legal activity was over and the case was stable. Our origi-
nal plan was to select cases randomly from the GAL program’'s list. However,
it proved to be very difficult and burdensome for the program to compile such
a list. Consequently, we asked that the program provide us with a list of
25-35 recently closed cases, using our broad definition of closed. We also
asked them to provide several open cases that met the requirements for the
network interviews explained below. In families where more than one child
was involved, we selected the oldest child and did the data extraction on
the record of that child. Due to difficulties in obtaining cases and the
difficulty to the agency of compiling lists, we were not always able to con-
form fully to the sampling plan. The number and type of cases selected at
each site is shown in Exhibit 1-1, Volume II.

At the two private attorney sites there was no formal GAL program. The
list of cases for sampling at these sites were obtained from the local child
welfare agency. We asked them to include on the list only cases that had GAL
representation using the GAL program model we were examining.

Selection of network interviews. The study design required we interview

one open and one closed case network per site. A "network" consisted of the




child, parent or principal caretaker of the child, the child's GAL and
child’'s caseworker. One closed case was selected from the closed records
selected for record extraction as follows. We first identified all cases
where the child was at least 10 years old. From these cases, we eliminated
cases where it was apparent that any member of the network could not be
interviewed (e.g., parent or child was incarcerated or mentally incompetent).
We also eliminated cases that were more than two years old since the inter-
views asked detailed questions about activities during the earl? part of the
case that we felt could not be remembered by respondents over a long period
of time. From the remaining cases, we selected one randomly and asked the
child's caseworker whether he/she would consent to be interviewed and whether
he/she felt the parent and child could be interviewed. If so, we had the
caseworker contact the parent and child to obtain their consent. After the
child and parent had agreed, we contacted the GAL to get his/her consent.
If any party refused to be interviewed, or the caseworker felt it was inap-
propriate to interview the child or parent, we selected another closed case
from the eligible cases. If all eligible cases among the 24 closed cases are
depleted, we requested additional cases from the GAL program or local agency.
The criteria for selecting the open case network were: (1) an abuse or
neglect case in which a GAL was assigned; (2) child was at least 10 years
old; (3) the case had been opened at least six mon;hs; (4) the case had been
through the initial dispositional hearing; and (5) both child and parent (or
caretaker) were available to be interviewed. It proved to be very difficult
to identify case networks. Consequently, we asked‘the GAL program or local

child welfare agency for assistance in identifying appropriate cases. At
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most sites, the GAL program identified at least one case network for us using
our criteria.

Data Collection Methods

Data collectors were hired at each of the sites to conduct the network
interviews and record extractions. CSR senior staff travelled to each site
and trained the data collectors in a day long session. Senior staff remained
on site for one week to supervise data collection and to conduct the inter-
views of the judges, attorneys and GAL program directors. These interviews
lasted about one hour each and were held in the respondent’s office.

The onsite data collectors extracted information from both the social
service record kept by the local child welfare agency and the juvenile court
record. It took an average of two hours per record to complete the data
extraction form and an average of one month to extract all 25 records. A
total of 245 records were extracted, as five cases had to be excluded due to
insufficient data or unavailability of the record.

The onsite data collectors also conducted all of the network interviews.
The GAL and caseworker interviews were conducted at the GAL office and local
child welfare service agency, respectively and lasted an average of about one
hour. Respondents were encouraged to examine any notes and records about the
case to refresh their memories. They also were allowed to consult records
during the interview, although few did. No caseworker- or GAL refused to be
interviewed.

The parent and child interviews were usually conducted in the home of
the respondent and lasted an average of 45 minutes. The family’s social

worker initially contacted both parent and child to explain the purpose of




the interview and obtain consent. At the time of the interview, the inter-
viewer again reviewed the purpose of the study and questions that would be
asked during the interview, and obtained the respondent’s formal consent.
Written informed consent was required and obtained in New Jersey and Washing-
ton. The text of what interviewers told respondents prior to interviews is
on the cover page of the interview questionnaires. This text, as well as the
interview questionnaires, are available from the Federal Project Officer.

It proved to be very difficult te obtain interviews with parents and
children. Difficulties occurred when trying to select a suitable case that
met our requirements and where all parties would agree to be interviewed.

It took an average of 10 weeks per site from onset of data collection until
all interviews were completed. However, no family refused to be interviewed
after they were selected.

Additional problems in obtaining family interviews occurred in Wisconsin
where GALs are assigned only to children under age 12. After examining over
50 case records only one family could be identified where the child was old
enough to be interviewed and where all parties consented tc participate.

Thus or.ly one parent and one child were interviewed in Wisconsin. In some
cases it was not possible tc obtain interviews from both parent and child.
The total number of each type of respondent by type of case and program model

is shown in Exhibit 1-2, Chapter 1, Volume II.

Study Limitations

There are several limitations to the study design which should be con-
sidered when examining study findings. These limitations are related to the

selection methods employed for selecting sites, cases and networks. While




every attempt was made to follow scientific procedures and limit bias, some
shortcomings were inevitable due to the limited size of the study and inher-
ent problems of conducting research within large and sometimes chaotic social
service agencies and juvenile court systems.

One limit on generalizability is due to our selection of sites. We did
not make an attempt to identify all sites employing each of the GAL models
we examined. Indeed such an undertaking would involve a massive investment
of time and funds given the more than 3,000 county court jurisdictions in the
nation. Instead, we relied on a selective listing of sites employing the GAL
models we examined. This list included prominent programs known to the ABA
and all were established for several years and were of comparable quality.
While we are confident that the sites selected were representative of the
operation of each GAL model, there may be differences in the operation of the
models at different sites which we did not uncover.

A second possible problem may have resulted from our selection method
of case records. It proved not to be possible to select cases in a truly
random fashion. The GAL programs we contacted simply did not have a list of
their annual caseload readily available. Compiling of such a list would have
been overly burdensome to the programs and would have taken considerable
time, resulting in significant delay for the study. Local child welfare
agencies were also unable or unwilling to produce a full case listing. How-
ever, we believe our solution to this problem -- selecting the most recently
closed cases -- did not introduce any systematic bias into the sample selec-
tion. Neither we, the child welfare agency supervisors, or GAL program
directors could identify any plausible reason why these cases would be sig-

nificantly different than other cases the agency served. Nor is there any
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indication in the published literature that such cases would be fundamentally
different from the general caseload of the agency.

The most serious limitation of the study in regard to the quantitative
analysis results from our reliance on child welfare agency and juvenile court
records as primary data sources. Record keeping varies considerably by indi-
vidual location and key documents or information may not be recorded in some
sites. This is particularly true in regard to juvenile court records. The
court record contains court orders, evidence and other information formally
entered during hearings. The record is typically an incomplete picture of
what occurred at a hearing and is a source only of written documents. Much
of what occurs during the hearing is verbal. The GAL may have made opening
and closing statements, motions, cross-examined witnesses and made a verbal
report. None of this would be documented in a court record. The court
record also does not contain information on work the GAL performed prior to
the hearing, such as meeting with the child, investigating the case or nego-
tiating a stipulated agreement. Since much of what GALs do is done outside
the courtroom, this was an important omission. Thus, the court record is an
incomplete account of GAL activity.

This problem is compounded by differences in record keeping and respon-
sibilities of the GAL at different sites. Some courts kept more organized
detailed records and there was more information foF us to extract from them.
Others had relatively sparse records from which we could obtain few of the
key variables. This limited our ability to make comparisons among models.

There were also site differences in records due to the GAL program model
employed. CASA programs and law student clinic models often had more infor-

mation -- such as a written report filed by the GAL -- than the other models.



From these reports we could often gain insight into the activities the GAL
had performed and the GAL's recommendations for the case. At sites employing
the other GAL models where the reports were not filed with the court, we
often did not know what the GAL had reéommended during the hearing. If the
GAL made any report or recommendation to the court, it was done orally and
thus would not be recorded in the record. The lack of available information
made it impossible to compare GAL models fully or precluded the use of many
GAL process measures to assess outcomes (such as time spent on case).

To obtain a full account of GAL activity during hearings, it would have
been necessary to obtain a transcript of the court hearing and conduct an
extensive interview with the GAL. This would have increased the cost of the
study far beyond available resources. The network interviews were an attempt
to obtain some of this missing information as they included a highly detailed
GAL interview. The main shortcoming of the use of case networks was the
small number of case networks we were able to examine (one open and one
closed per site). This limited sample size and precluded the use of quan-
titative statistics to assess GAL impact, imposing on us a case study
approach. While this approach proved useful and provided us with imsight
into GAL activity under different program models, it limited the type of
comparisons that could be drawn and generalizability of findings. We could
not statistically examine the relationship of many.key process variables --
GAL time spent on case, degree of advocacy, case follow-up -- on child out-
come variables, or draw confident conclusions about their interrelationship,
due to this small sample size.

The method of selettion of case networks also limited generalizability.

The child had to be old enough to understand the interview (which we defined
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as 10 years old), both parent or caretaker and child had to be available for
interviewing, that is not incarcerated, mentally incompetent and residing in
the area, and both had to give their consent. Closed cases also had to have
been under agency supervision for not more than two years and both caseworker
and GAL had to be available as well. This greatly limited the number of
cases we could select for interviewing. In some sites it took many weeks
before a case could be identified and all parties contacted. With such
stringent requirements it was impossible to select the network randomly. 1In
some sites we had little choice but to select whatever case we could get.
Thus the selection of networks was deliberate.

This selection process also meant that all the cases we examined were
of older children and also were not the most difficult or problematic for the
agency. Cases with severe family problems were excluded since the parent or
child typically was incapable of being interviewed due to mental illness or
developmental disabilities, the child and/or parent had moved away or their
whereabouts were unknown. Consequently, our network interviews do not tell
us about GAL activity and their impact on case outcomes when dealing with
younger children (under 10), severe family problems or families hostile to
or uncooperative with the local child welfare agency.

The shortcoming of the study outlined here do not invalidate the study.
Indeed, we uncovered many useful findings about guardians ad litem represen-
tation. Rather, this discussion of the study’s weaknesses serves as a guide
on how.to interpret findings and how far to generalize them. It also pro-
vides guidance for designing further studies of guardian ad litem activities
and their impact on furthering the best interests of abused and neglected

children.
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APPERDIX C

NETWORK INTERVIEUWS

At edch site we conducted interviews on two case networks for in depth
study. A case network consisted of the guardian ad litem, child’s case-
worker, child and a parent or principal caretaker of the child. The purpose
of the network interview was to obtain indepth information on the GAL’'s
activities from the perspective of all major participants in the case. Since
many key aspects of the GAL's work are not recorded in case records or other
sources, the only way to obtain this information was through these inter-
views. For example, only through interviews with the GAL could we determine
the time spent investigating the case, monitoring the child’s needs and
sources the GAL used to keep up-to-date on the case. Similarly, only the
child or parent could tell us the nature of interaction between the family
and GAL during the case and how thoroughly the GAL assessed the child’s
needs. Yet, this information is related to the process by which the GAL
serves the child’s best interests and thus was vital to the study. The net-
work interviews provided this information and served as the study’s third
data source.

We interviewed each member of the -work. The GAL interviews focused
on the GAL's work at each major phase or the case: investigation, adjudica-
tion, first dispositional hearing, review hearings and case monitoring. If
the GAL had not been appointed since the start of the case, we asked only
about the topics where the GAL had been involved. The caseworker, child and
parent interviews dealt with each respondent’'s coordination with the GAL at

each point of the case, the nature of their relationship with the GAL and

G-1



their perception of the GAL’s effectiveness and competence. Due to our
limited study budget, we were unable to interview more than 18 networks.
Consequently, we could not conduct quantitative statistical analyses on net-
work findings. Instead, we presented the information from the interviews
narratively as case vignettes. These vignettes provide a detailed picture
of GAL activity and assessments of this work by the parent, child and case-
worker., We first present responses for the GAL and caseworker interviews,
followed by the child and parent interviews. Each case is discussed by
model. We briefly summarize GAL activity for each model after the case des-
criptions and a summary and comparison of models based on the vignettes is

given in Chapter 3, Volume II.

PRIVATE ATTORNEY MODEL

The four attorneys interviewed were working in private practice and had
from five to 11 years experience working as child representatives. However,
abuse and neglect cases comprised only a small percentage (1 to 10 percent)
of each attorney’s caseload. Two of the attorneys had had a brief training
given by the juvenile court on the duties of child representatives and had
taken continuing education seminars in child advocacy issues on their own.
The other two attor- ad no formal training in child advocacy at all. All
but one attorney sta. -hey served as child repreFentatives because of an
interest in child welfare issues and children, but als; mentioned they served
to get clients and income, at least initially. One attorney said he served
as a GAL "as a favor to the court."” All planned to continue serving as GALs
indefinitely - "till I die" was one response. The attorneys all felt their

role was to represent the child’s best interests and did not have an
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attorney-child relationship with the child. The attorneys had minimal cleri-
cal assistance with cases.

All attorneys had been appointed as GALs at the start of the case and
had served continuously since then, a period of about 18 months for each
case. The attorneys felt they were minimally compensated monetarily for
their involvement in the case, receiving from less than $100 to less than
$3,000 for their total time on the case. All attorneys felt this amount was
inadequate, and three of them felt this could affect their willingness to
accept future cases. Two attorneys stated the lack of adequate compensation
prevented them from spending enough time on the case.

The social workers had either master's or bachelor’'s degrees in social
work and had been working in child welfare from two to 14 years. The workers
had foster care, protective services and adoption cases and had an average
caseload of 23 cases. The caseworkers agreed that the GAL provided input to
the agency on cases, although this wvaried greatly. The attorney GALs usually
agreed with the agency and there existed a cooperative relationship between
them and the agency. Two caseworkers noted that the atcorneys relied heavily
on the agency to obtain information about the case and did little of their
own investigation. They claimed the attorneys usually had to be reminded
when a hearing was coming up and urged to talk to the child. However, the
caseworkers agreed that the better, more motivated'attorneys did their own
work and were more involved in their cases.

All caseworkers agreed that the GAL's role was important and influen-
tial. They noted that the judge would often turn to the GAL when there was
disagreement on the case and gave greater weight to the GAL's opinion, as the

GAL was usually seen as a neutral party. Two of the caseworkers commented




that attorney GAL representation could be improved by allowing only attorneys
with a real interest in child advocacy serve and by improving monetary com-
pensation for attorneys.

Synopses of Cases and GAL Activity

Case #1. The child was a 17 year old white male with a learning dis-
ability. The child had severe behavioral problems and conflicts with his
parents. He was placed in a residential treatment facility with a goal of
reunification with his parents. The parents had voluntarily asked for this
placement since they could not afford or obtain the appropriate services for
him in the school system., The attorney GAL spent two hours investigating the
case by reading the agency, police and court reports and discussing the care
with the parents, child, caseworker and agency attorney. The attorney did
not visit the parent’s home, request evaluation or visit the child's place-
ment facility.

All parties, including the child, agreed that the child should be placed
where he was, and that the case goal and services were appropriate. A writ-
ten agreement was prepared which was accepted by the cburt at the adjudica-
tory/dispositional hearing, which proceeded routinely. The child was not
present at the hearing and did not appear to be adversely affected by the
legal proceedings, according to the attorney. The attcrney spent about three
hours preparing for the hearing and felt he had plgyed an important role at
the hearing in obtaining services for the child and approving the child’s
., cement. He was able to do this "by not disagreeing with the agency’s

recommendations. Had I not agreed, the court might well not have made its

decision.”



The child had two subsequent review hearings at which the GAL repre-
sented him. Prior to these hearings the attorney spoke with the caseworker
agout the case but did not talk to the child or consult any other sources
about the case. The attorney spent a total of 45 minutes preparing for the
most recent review hearing and went along with the agency recommendation to
maintain placement and case plan.

Other than the review hearings, the attorney spent no time on the case
following the initial dispositional hearing. He had had no contact with the
child since shortly before this hearing and had not monitored the case. He
stated he relied on the agency to contact him when he was needed and gave his
card to the child's parents and asked that they see that the child gets in
touch with him if needed. The attorney stated he did not have enough time
to follow up cases on his own.

The child’'s caseworker had been on the case for about one year, but had
not been involved in the case until after the initial dispositional hearing.
She did not know the GAL attorney's name and had only one contact with him -
shortly before the most recent review hearing. She stated the GAL had not
been involved in the case, had had no contact with the child and played no
role in obtaining services, placement or visitation requirements. While she
stated that the attorney was competent and had been helpful at the review
hearing, she also felt he was unprepared and did not add anything to the
case. However, the caseworker claimed that the GAL's presence at the review
hearing had helped the child "because he was there. If he were not there

the judge would have ordered a continuance, so his presence is essential.”
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The child was interviewed at the residential treatment facility where
he was placed. He expressed being scared and worried about the court pro-
ceedings and having to speak at court. He stated he had felt apprehensive
about talking to the judge, which he did in chambers at the dispositional
hearing. The child had a poor memory of his guardian ad litem and could not
identify him by name. However, he did confirm that he had met with the GAL
the first time at the courthouse, shortly before the start of the adjudica-
tory/dispositional hearing.

The child stated the GAL had put him more at ease about the hearing
after he spoke with him and that "he knows how I felt...He helped a lot."

The child also confirmed that he had no further contact with the attorney,

but stated he was having some problems at his current placement with which

the attorney might be helpful. However, the problems then expressed by the
child were more appropriate for the social worker.

The child’s mother was interviewed at her place of employment. She
verified having met the child's GAL only once "in the hall outside the court-
room." She stated she understood what the GAL’s role was supposed to beAbut
expressed anger that the GAL had not met or talked with the child since the
dispositional hearing. She felt it was not possible for the GAL to do an
effective job without talking to the child or his parents and did not feel
the GAL had been helpful to her child, .

The mother stated the GAL had been totally uninvolved with the case, had
not discussed placement or services with her, and that he "totally goes along
with what social services says." The GAL had just rubber-stamped what the
agency wanted. She felt the GAL was indifferent about her and was upset that

he had left his card with her son and told the son to call him if he needed



anything. She stated the GAL "would be last person [my son] would call. [My
son] met him twice and wouldn't know him... [the GAL should] at least contact
my child prior to going to court to find out if there is a problem." The
mother expressed a great deal of general frustration in deaiing with the
social service system. ‘

Case #2. A three year old male child was placed in foster care due to
neglect - the mother had left the child at her sister's home for a week and
not returned. The goal of the case was reunification, once the parents
improved their parenting skills and housing situation. The attorney GAL
conducted a 13 hour investigation of the case during which he examined
agency, court and police reports, medical records, and spoke with the par-
ents, agency caseworker, police, relatives, foster parents and parents’
attorney. He also had visited the parents' home and requested evaluation of
the parents.

Initially, the parents strongly disagreed with the agency intervention,
although the GAL agreed closely with the agency on the services and interven-
tion required. These differences were resolved through a pretrial conference
with the parents, their attorney and the agency social worker. The GAL
stated he spent 1.5 hours working on the negotiated agreement and an addi-
tional hour preparing for the adjudicatory/dispositional hearing. This hear-
ing was routine, as the stipulated agreement had a}ready been negotiated.

It was presented at the hearing and approved. The chiid was not present at
the hearing due to his age.

The GAL claimed he served an important role at the hearing and had an

impact on the adjudication, services, placement and visitation. The GAL
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stated his effectiveness was due to his convincing the parents they were
wrong and to accept the agency intervention during the pretrial negotiations.

About six months after the child was placed in foster care, the child’'s
parents disappeared and could not be located. The GAL then petitioned the
court to make the foster parents the child’s legal guardians, with the even-
tual‘goal of TPR and adoption. The GAL was very involved in setting up and
preparing for this hearing. He met with the foster parents, caseworker,
child’s relatives, the parents' attorney, and state attorney and worked with
them to develop a permanent plan for the child. The court accepted the plan
at the guardianship hearing. The GAL spent about three hours preparing for
this hearing.

Due to child’'s age, the GAL could not talk to the child about the case
but did follow the case through contact with the caseworker and foster par-
ents. After the guardianship hearing the GAL considered his involvement in
the case to be over and has not had further contact with any party since that
time. However, the case is still active and an annual review was scheduled
for May, 1988.

The child's caseworker had been involved with the case since it began.
She knew who the GAL was and had had numerous contacts with him by telephone
prior to the adjudicatory hearing. She had also met with the GAL at court
prior to the hearing. She agreed that the GAL had worked with her to negoti-
ate an agreement betwezn the agency and parents and stated that the GAL had
agreed-with the agency's recommendations.

The caseworker stated the GAL had been involved in the case after the
first dispositional hearing. The GAL had attended an administrative review

of the case at the agency and had been a strong advocate for the child to



have the case plan requirements enforced. The GAL had also been active prior
to the guardianship hearing. She characterized her relationship with the GAL
as very cooperative and stated he had been very helpful at both hearings and
investigating the case. She felt the GAL had been very well prepared, very
competent and had contributed significantly to the child’'s well being.

Due to the child's age, the child could not be interviewed for the
study. The parents had disappeared and could not be located.

Case #3. The case involved a 12 year old male child who w;s abandoned
by his mother and placed in foster care with an initial goal of reun%fication
with his adoptive father. The father did not want the child and the goal was
subsequently changed to placement with the child's maternal grandmother. The
GAL spent two hours investigating the case through a review of the case
record and by talking to the parents, child, caseworker, relatives and the
agency attorney. However the GAL did not visit the father or grandmother’s
home or foster home.

The GAL agreed with the agency's recommendations and the child also
expressed a wish to live with his grandmother. No written agreement was
developed, but the agency presented the joint position to the court at the
adjudicatory/dispositional hearing and the court approved it. The GAL stated
he spent an hour preparing for this hearing.

The child was present at the hearing and was jmildly upset” at the pro-
ceedings according to the GAL, although the GAL took no special action to
recduce trauma at the hearing. The GAL felt he was not an important part of
the proceedings but only a monitor. He claimed to have no influence on

obtaining any services or placement for the child, but that the agency had

made all the decisions.



The case had several review hearings and prior to them the GAL had con-
tacted the caseworker and state attorney to learn the status of the case.
-For the most recent review, the GAL spent about 30 minutes in preparation for
it. The GAL had concurred with the agency recommendations at the review
hearing and did not make any additional ones.

The GAL met the child for the first time just prior to the adjudicatory
hearing but has not had any additional contact with him. The GAL's involve-
ment in the case outside of the courtroom had been minimal, although he noted
having discussed the case with the child’'s caseworker and parent’'s attorney.
He stated that "when I run into [the child’s caseworker] I ask her how the
child is doing."™ The GAL further stated he has not had a very active role
in this case.

The child's caseworker had been involved with the case since about one
month after it had been started. She knew the child's GAL and met with him
for the first time just prior to the dispositional hearing. She stated the
GAL had been in agreement with the agency on the case plan. She has kept in
contact with the GAL throughout the case, telephoning him shortly before
hearings to keep him up to date. She noted the GAL has gone along with the
agency position at all review hearings except in one instance.  Early in the
case the child’s mother had reappeared and wanted to regain custody of the
child. The agency was opposed to this and wanted the child to remain with
his grandmother. The GAL sided with the mother, and the court agreed with
him but did place certain requiements on the mother before she could regain
custody. The mother subsequently did not meet these conditions.

The workef stated she had some contact with the GAL on matters unrelated

to the court hearings. She discussed placement and case strategy with him.
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She felt their relationship had been very cooperative, that the GAL had been
competent and well prepared and had been helpful in investigating the case,
at'the dispositional hearing and resolving the case. The worker was general-
ly more positive about the GAL's contribution to the case than the GAL him-
self had been.

We attempted to interview the child about his contact with the GAL.
However when asked, the child could not remember who his GAL was or ever hav-
ing meeting him. The child was prompted by his mother and the interviewer
about the GAL but the child still could not remember him. The child appar-
ently only had contact with the GAL in court on hearing dates and this was
not sufficient for the child to remember him.

The child's mother and grandmother were interviewed in the grandmother’'s
home. Neither woman knew the GAL's name or how to reach him and they claimed
to have seen him only at hearings. The mother said her only other contact
with him had been by telephone around the time of the dispositional hearing.
Neither respondent knew exactly what the GAL's role was in the case.

The mother stated she felt she or her child had not been helped by the
GAL since he had not contacted either of them nor asked for their input. She
complained that the GAL just agreed with the social service agency. Stated
the grandmother: "Welfare has got him in their hip pocket." Both women were
very bitter about their experiences with foster care and upset that the GAL
had not talked to them. They felt he had been "aloof and uncaring." The
mother expressed this about how she had been treated by the agency and GAL:
"They saw this as a cut-and-dried case and their minds were made up when they
got [to court] without consulting us first. You feel like your opinion

counts for nothing.”
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Case #4. This case was highly atypical of most foster care and protec-
tive services cases in that it received a lot of publicity, had political
overtones and involved a contested jury trial. The child was a 13 year old
hispanic male who was physically abused by his father. The boy was placed
out of home briefly but then returned home after the father left the home and
was ordered not to return. The child and his mother then received in-home
services.

Since the parents decided to contest the alleged abuse with a jury
trial, the GAL conducted an extensive pretrial investigation lasting almost
100 hours, according to the GAL. He consulted all police reports, agency and
court records, school and medical records, and spoke with all major parties
and visited the parents’' home, foster home and attended agency meetings on
the case. Prior to the trial, the agency and GAL disagreed on minor points
which were eventually resolved. However, the parents disagreed strongly with
the agency and attempts were made through meetings and pretrial conferences
to negotiate an agreement with the parents. It proved impossible to reach
agreement on all points, although the GAL stated he spent 50 hours in negoti-
ations and another 25 hours preparing for the hearing.

The GAL stated the child initially disagreed with him and wanted to stay
at home with both parents. However, the GAL felt this was not in the child’s
best interests. The child also was upset, accordipg to the GAL, about the
possibility of testifying, which the GAL felt may be necessary, as the par-
ents were denying abuse. The GAL stated he tried to address the child’'s con-
cern and spoke with him about it, but did not feel he was succesful in calm-
ing the child. Prior to the hearing, the GAL showed the child the courtroom

and explained what was going to happen. The child attended the hearing but




did not have to testify. It became apparent that the child was extremely
upset during the proceedings and the GAL asked that the child leave the
courtroom at that point.

During the hearing, the GAL was very active, made opening and closing
statements, called eight witnesses, including an expért witness and intro-
duced evidence and a case plan. The court ruled in favor of the GAL/agency.
The GAL felt he had been extremely important to the resolution of the case.
He stated he had been effective in keeping a dialogue open between the par-
ents and agency, had assisted in the ongoing treatment of the child and been
able to calm down the parties.

There had been one court review of the case following the dispositional
hearing. The GAL had been very involved in this hearing as well, spending
about 10 hours preparing for it by talking with the parents, child, family
relatives, the caseworker, parents’ attorney and service provider. He had
also visited the parents’ home and requested evaluation of the mother and
child.

The parents once again disagreed with what the agency wanted, while the
GAL disagreed with the agency only on visitation. The agency wanted to allow
only supervised visits with the father, while the GAL felt supervision was
unnecessary. The court ruled in favor of the GAL's position.

The GAL monitored the case between hearings by periodically talking to
the child, parents, caseworker and service providers. He met the child for
the first time before the adjudicatory hearing and has contacted him many
times since then. The GAL described his relationship with the child as posi-
tive, but noted there was some initial difficulty developing a rapport with

him, as the child was young and introverted. The child at one time contacted
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the GAL on his own to inquire about visitation with his father. The child
also complained to the GAL about wanting to be able to play soccer, which
required paying a small fee. The parents would not pay the fee, but the GAL
negotiated with them to have them pay it so the child could play. The child
had also been involved in criminal legal proceedings; the GAL had represented
him in this case as well.

The GAL noted that the case continued to be difficult outside the court-
room. The parents were continually violating court orders and he and the
agency disagreed on what to do about this. This case was finally closed by
the court without prejudice after seven months.

The caseworker had been involved in this case from the start, was well
acquainted with the GAL and met with him early in the case before the first
pretrial negotiations. The caseworker said they had many meetings and con-
versations before pretrial conferences and the jury trial. - She stated the
GAL and her were in general agreement, except for visitation by the father,
and both worked together to negotiate a settlement and get the parents to
agree.

The caseworker stated the GAL remained actively involved in the case for
its duration and had telephone contact with the caseworker. The caseworker
was highly positive about the GAL’s work. She rated him highly competent and
prepared and felt he made a significant contzibutipn to the child’s best
interests. She described her relationship with the GAL as very cooperative
and thought he was very helpful at all phases of the case. She stated the
GAL "did [the job] better than anyone else could have. He's a strong indi-

vidual and knows his law extremely well."
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Both the GAL and caseworker felt we should not interview the child, as
they felt he had been traumatized by the proceedings. Nor did they feel we
should interview the parents, who had been very volatile and contentious
throughout the case. |

Discussion of Private Attorney Cases

The four cases were diverse and exemplified great variation in GAL
activity. Case #3, and especially Case #1, present GALs who were minimally
involved in the case, and who had never really communicated with their child
clients. In contrast, the last case portrays a highly motivated, active and
effective GAL. With the exception of this unusual case, some generalities
may be made about the GAL activity. The GALs seemed involved in the case
through the first dispositional hearing. However, they made few, if any,
recommendations of their own and went along with the social service agency
on all major issues. They also made little investigation of the case on
their own, relying on the agency to provide them with information.

After the dispositional hearing they had little further involvement in
the case and played a passive role. They relied on either the casgworker or
child to contact them if needed and did not actively seek information about
the child. They al;o had little overall communication with their child
clients, meeting them for the first time prior to the adjudicatory hearing
outside of the courtroom and not having any furtheF communication with them,

The GALs in Cases #2 and #4 were noticeably more active and involved in
their cases. Indeed, the GAL in Case #4 appeared to do an outstanding job
and he apparently greatly helped the child under very difficult circum-
stances. It should be noted that these two cases were from the same site.

In contrast to attorneys at the second site, from which Cases #1 and #3 were
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drawvn, these attorneys received considerably better monetary ccmpensation and
a- short training (about one hour) on serving as a GAL. The attorneys at the
second site had no training and worked virtually pro bono. Thus, it is prob-
ably not coincidental that the attorneys at this second site were consider-
ably less involved in their cases.

The twc parents interviewed expressed considerable frustration and
resentment toward the social service system. They were both upset that the
GAL had not consulted them or met with their children. Neither child had
very good recollections about their GALs and what their function was; indeed
onie child did not know who the GAL was, even after prompting by his mother
and the interviewer. However, there is no doubt the child in the fourth

case had developed a positive and beneficial relationship with his GAL.

STAFF ATTORNEY MODEL

Four cases were selected for interviews at the Staff Attorney sites.
Unfortunately, we interviewed only two of the GALs as the other two GALs were
unavailable. Therefore we must infer GAL activity and involvement from the
caseworker, child and parent interviews for these two cases.

The two staff attorneys had three to four years experience in child
abuse an. neglect cases and worked full time on such cases. They had little
formal training in child advocacy but had taken seyeral seminars on their
own. They both defined their roles as to represent the child's best inter-
ests, which was required by law in their states. Both stated they served as
child representatives because they had a general interest in the area and one

attorney also stated he wanted to help children and make an impact on their
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lives. One attorney said he wanted to continue serving as a GAL indefi-
nitely, while the second attorney said he would like to continue "at least
twg more years." Both attorneys were provided clerical help and had case-
workers who assisted them in case investigation and follow-up. The attorneys
had both been assigned as GALs very early in their cases.

The four caseworkers interviewed had master’s or bachelor's degrees in
social work and had from two to ten years of experience working in child wel-
fare services. They had foster care and protective service caseloads, aver-
aging 16 cases for three caseworkers and 42 cases for the other worker.

The workers stated the GALs provide input into cases but that they
usually agreed with the agency. The caseworkers described the GAL-agency
relationship as cooperative and they felt the GALs played an important role
by having an objective role and keeping the legal aspects of the case clear.

The workers generally agreed that more contact was needed between the
agency and the GALs. They also felt the GALs were sometimes not sufficiently
informed about the case and the GAL did not have sufficient contact with the
child. One worker felt there needed to be more of a team approach between
the GAL program and agency and more communication between them. In one case-
worker's experience, the GALs had been uninvolved in cases and just went
along with the agency in court.

Synopses of Cases and GAL Activity

Case #1. This case involved a 17 year old black male who was placed in
foster care due to neglect by his mother and lack of adequate housing. The
case goal was reunification with the mother. The attorney had served as GAL

since the case began. She spent about 8 hours on the initial investigation
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of the case, reading the agency and court records. The GAL also visited the
mother, and talked with the caseworker, child and siblings.

The agency and GAL agreed on how the case should be resolved and the GAL
met with the caseworker and‘state attorney to develop a negotiated agreement
with the mother. Agreements were arranged for both the adjudicatory and dis-
positional hearings. The only area of disagreement was on the placement of
the child and his siblings. The child wanted all siblings and himself to be
placed together; the agency wanted a different placement for one of the chil-
dren. The GAL advocated the child’'s wishes to the court at the dispositional
hearing and the court agreed, placing all the children in the same foster
hcme. The children were not present at the hearing. The GAL felt she had
been important to the outcome of the hearing and that she had been able to
keep the children through her advocacy. She also felt she had been effective
in having needed services ordered for the children and mother.

There were three court reviews of the case and the GAL was involved with
each. To keep up on the case, the GAL spoke with the child, mother and case-
worker by telephone shortly before each hearing. There was only one area of
disagreement among all parties. At the first review hearing, the agency
wanted to allow the child to return home but the other siblings to continue
to be placed out-of-home. The GAL, child and mother wanted all children to
be returned home. The court agreed with the GAL and family, and all were
reunited.

The GAL monitored the case between hearings by weekly contact with the
child either by herself or the GAL staff social worker. The GAL also spoke
periodically with the mother and social worker. The child also contacted the

GAL on his own three times to talk about problems he was having and things
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he needed. The GAL felt she had a very good relationship with the child and
believed her involvement with the case had been effective and beneficial for
the child, as she had fought and won to keep the children together in the
same placements.

The caseworker's account of the case differed in that she claimed the
GAL did not speak with her prior to the hearing and that no negotiated .
settlement was reached. However the caseworker agreed with the GAL's account
of all other aspects of the case. She felt the GAL kept up-to-date on the
case, adequately represented the child's best interests, visited the family
home, made a good assessment of the family, had frequent contact with the
child and the agency and listened to the agency’s viewpoint. She felt the
GAL was very competent, well prepared and contributed significantly to serv-
ing the child’'s best interests. She felt the child and GAL had developed a
positive and harmonious relationship during the course of the case.

The child was interviewed at home with his mother. He stated he met the
GAL once prior to the dispositional hearing and regularly thereafter. He
confirmed that he had a good relationship with the GAL and that she had
helped him "a lot." He stated the GAL had always asked him and his brothers
and sisters what they wanted and had helped them stay together. He also
claimed the GAL had helped him get a babysitter back that he liked and that
he had consulted the GAL on how to get a job. The,child felt the GAL always
listened to him and "when we talk to her she has us tell her what we need,
like if we said we needed a new couch, she'd help us get one or the money for

one." He said the GAL was "always available" whenever he needed to speak to

her and that she was "easy to talk to."

5
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The mother also had a very positive assessment of the GAL. She met
together with the GAL and the children shortly before the dispositional hear-
ing and several times during the case. The mother stated "[GAL] is tha best.
She does her job--she helped us out real good. You never find lawyers like
that. She fought to get the kids back." The mother further stated that the
GAL had really made a difference in keeping the family togather, had really
listened to her and the children and had fought hard to help the family. The
mother concluded: "She helped me out a lot. Whoever got her [next] got a
great lawyer."

Case #§2. This neglect case involved a nine year old black male who had
been living with his mother, who had a history of alcohol and drug abuse.

The child was placed in foster care with a goal of reunification. The GAL
had been involved in the case from the start and had investigated the case
through a review of court, agency, police and medical records. He also spoke
with the foster parents, caseworker and child’s grandmother. The GAL pro-
gram’s social worker spoke with the child prior to the adjudicatory hearing,
but the GAL himself did not talk to the child until the day of the adjudi-
catory hearing.

The GAL and agency agreed on the case, but the mother disagreed
strongly, feeling the child should not be placed. A negotiated agreement
was worked out, however, following a one hour, pre;rial meeting between the
GAL, caseworker, state attorney, mother’s attorney and the GAL's social
worker.

At the hearing, which the child did not attend, the court accepted the
agreement, which included all of the GAL’s major recommendations. The GAL

felt he had an important role in the hearing and had an impact on placement,
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visitation and services for the mother. The GAL had asked for drug testing
of the mother before the child could be allowed home, which the court
approved.

There had been four court reviews of the case, and the GAL had been
involved with them all. He visited the foster home and also spoke with the
caseworker, state attorney and mother’s attorney, and spent about three hours
preparing for the hearing. The GAL disagreed with the agency's plans for the
case on visitation and some of the conditions of return at the most recent
hearing. The court accepted the GAL's recommendation over the agency on
these matters.

The GAL himself did not monitor the case between hearings, but this was
done by the GAL program's social worker. Consequently the GAL had no rela-
tionship or further contact with the child. He had discussed the case with
the caseworker at one time recently, however. The GAL felt he had been an
effective advocate for the child by expediting court action and ensuring the
child’'s best interests were taken into account.

The caseworker we interviewed had not been assigned to the case until
after the first dispositional hearing. She knew the GAL by name, and said
he had been involved with the case. However, she said she had no contact
with the GAL other than for hearings and had spoken only with the GAL social
worker. The caseworker stated the GAL's recommendgtions usually agreed with
hers and she felt their relationship had been very cooperative. She also
confirmed that the court’s requirement for regular visitation between mother
and child had been ordered on recommendation of the GAL. The caseworker
rated the GAL as very competent and well prepared and thought he had contrib-

uted significantly to furthering the child's best interests.
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The child had been placed with his grandmother and was interviewed at
her home. The child knew who the GAL was by name and said he met the GAL
before the initial dispositional hearing. However, he had no further memory
of the GAL, as apparently he did not see him again. The child claimed the
GAL was easy to talk to, had helped him "a little" and was a good listener.
He also claimed the GAL had helped him "get some toys one time."

The grandmother stated the child had not been directly contacted by
either the GAL or GAL's social worker, due to his young age. She knew the
GAL by name and had met him at court prior to the adjudicatory and disposi-
tional hearing, but had no further contact with him. However, she stated
their contact had been positive and cooperative, and credited the GAL with
helping get the child removed from the mother’s home. The grandmother felt
this was a positive step for the child as her daughter, the child's mother,
had not provided a good enviromment. She stated the GAL had discussed the
need for foster care placement for the child and had also helped arrange to
have the chilu placed with her, after a previous foster home had not been
satisfactory. However, she also felt the child’s mother would soon be able
to take the child back, but believed the GAL and agency would disagree and
would keep the child with her.

Case #3. This 10 year old black girl was placed in foster care due to
neglect and lack of adequate housing. The case goal was reunification of the
child with her mother. We were unable to interview the GAL about this casc
but obtained information about his involvement from the child’s caseworker.
The GAL was appointed to the case at the emergency removal hearing and met
the caseworker for the first time at that hearing. A negotiated agreement

was not reached prior to the hearing, although the GAL concurred with the
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agency's recommendations for the case. The child was not present at the
hearing, and to the caseworker's knowledge, the GAL and child had never met.

There has been one review hearing for the case and the GAL contacted the
caseworker shortly before the hearing. The GAL and caseworker agreed on the
case plan and there were no disagreements among the agency, parent or case-
worker on the major issues. The caseworker felt the GAL had been helpful
during the hearing and rated him very competent and well prepared. She
stated the GAL had helped to set visiting requirements for the case. The
caseworker had no further contact with the GAL since the review hearing.

We attempted to interview the parent and child about their contact with
the GAL. However, the mother did not recall ever seeing or speaking to the
GAL (although according to the caseworker she had met him at court) and
claimed not to know who he was. The child stated she had never met or seen
the GAL and did not know who he was. Consequently, we could obtain no addi-
tional information about this case.

Case #4. This case involved a 12 year old hispanic male who was physi-
cally abused by his mother. The child was placed in foster care with a goal
of reunification.  He was returned home after 15 months.

The GAL was appointed to the case at the adjudicatory hearing, but as we
were unable to interview him, the caseworker supplied information about GAL
involvement. The caseworker did not meet or talk to the GAL prior to the
dispositional hearing, the first hearing in which he was involved. At the
hearing, the GAL agreed with the agency’s recommendations. The child did
not attend the hearing and to the caseworker's knowledge, the GAL had never

met with the child.
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There were two review hearings for the case and the GAL contacted the
caseworker prior to both. The GAL agreed with the worker's recommendation
for the case, which the court accepted. The caseworker rated the GAL as
"somewhat" competent and prepared at the hearings and felt he was helpful in
serving the child’s interests at the hearing and "getting the case out of
court." However, the worker did not specify how the GAL accomplished this.
According to the caseworker,_the GAL had no contact with the child prior to
or at the review hearings. The caseworker had no contact with.the GAL other
than to prepare for hearings.

The mother, who was interviewed at the social service agency, could not
name the GAL, but recalled meeting him for the first time at court prior to
the dispositional hearing. The mother felt the GAL was not helpful since he
"did not know my family" and he had never spoken to her or her children prior
to the dispositional hearing. The mother stated the GAL wanted her child to
go to foster care, something she did not feel was necessary.

The mother felt indifferent toward the GAL, apparently not completely
understanding how his job differec¢ from the caseworker’s. When asked how she
felt about having the GAL represent her son she "didn't care. 1 knew he
wouldn’t help us.” However, she stated that her relationship with the GAL
was cooperative and the GAL did help the case move along in court, although
she stated he did so because "he just wanted the case to end.”

The child stated he had never met or spoke to the GAL and did not recall
ever seeing him. This was apparently true since the child had never gone to

court and the GAL had never attempted to contact the child.



Discussion of Staff Attorney Cases

We had complete information on only two staff attorney cases, but along
wigh the limited information from the other two cases, some generalities
emerged for this model. The staff attorneys appeared to approach their job
professionally and were particularly active in the case in the early phases.
In both of the cases where we have complete information, the GALs conducted
their own investigations and met with the child's parents and the child. The
GAL usually agreed with the child welfare agency on the major issues, but on
the one issue where there was d: greement with one case, the court adopted
the GAL's viewpoint.

In three of the four cases, the GAL did little or no monitoring of the
case and had little or no contact with the child. The GAL's social worker
for the program sometimes contacted the child for the GAL, but this apparent-
ly did not always occur. Consequently, the child had little or no opportun-
ity to express his or her viewpoint directly to the GAL. The staff attorney
GALs also did not normally contact the child’s parents.

In sum, the GALs appeared to do an excellent job on the legal aspects
of the case, but did little or nothing on the social work side. The GAL
staff social worker did not adequately fill this role, at least on the cases
we examined. This was evident from the lack of contact and understanding of
the GAL role on behalf of the parents. The one expeption to these generali-
zations is case #1, where the GAL apparently was highly effective and well
regarded by the caseworker, child and parents. This GAL remained very

involved in all phases of this case.

C-25

G A



LAW STUDENT MODEL

The two law student programs we examined were small, with total case-
loads of 16 and 40 abuse and neglect cases per year. The law students typi-
cally served on cases for one year or less and then often left the area to
begin their law practice. Consequently, it was difficult to obtain cases
for interviews and we were able to find only two cases where students, case-
workers and parents were available.

The two law students were currently enrolled in the program and were
completing their final year of law school. The students were supervised by.
an attorney who was the instructor of the course. They both believed their
role involved advocating for the child’s best interests and did not think an
attorney-client relationship was appropriate with the child. The students
served as GALs because they had an interest in children and wanted courtroom
experience. Both students planned to continue serving as GALs after they
began their law practices.

The two caseworkers interviewed had five and 18 years experience in
providing child welfare services and had caseloads of 21 and 26 foster care
cases. They both had bachelor's degrees but not in social work. The case-
workers stated the law students were very well prepared for their cases and
that they worked independently from the agency. The caseworkers agreed that
the students did not have much contact with them during the case. They also
felt that the GAL role was not that important to the case, as they believed
the GALs usually just went along with the agency’s recommendations and were
not very knowledgeable of the social service system.

The caseworkers were divided on the input provided by the student GAL.

One worker said the students provided input to the caseworker frequently and
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that they usually agreed with the agency. The other worker claimed that the
students rarely or never provided input and was just as likely to agree .with
the agency as disagree. Both caseworkers compared the students favorably to
attorney GALs with whom they normally worked.

Synopses of Cases and GAL Activity

Case #1. This case involved a 16 year old white girl who had conflicts
with her mother and had run away. She was placed in foster care initially
and then put in an independent living arrangement with a goal of emancipation
on her twenty-first birthday.

The law student became involved in the case at the most recent periodic
court review. She investigated the case through review of the case file and
discussion with the child, caseworker and agency superviscr. She also
visited the child's foster home, prepared a written report and spent a total
of about 10 hours preparing the case. The court accepted the agreement at
the hearing, at which the child testified. The student GAL reported the
child was not at all upset about testifying or attending the hearing.

The student GAL felt she had been an important participant at the hear-
ing and had helped the child get assistance from the state for her college
education. The student and child were in agreement on the case, but there
was disagreement with the caseworker on one important point. The agency had
planned to terminate custody of the child on her eighteenth birthday. How-
ever, the GAL recommended the child stay in care untii her twenty-first
birthday so her college expenses could be paid. Through negotiation, the GAL
convinced the agency to accept this plan and negotiated agreement was devel-
oped prior to the hearing. This would not have occurred without her inter-

vention, according to the student GAL.
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After the review hearing, the student stayed in contact with the child
to monitor her progress. She had spoken to the child twice over the last
four months and had also talked to the caseworker. The child had also con-
tacted the student GAL frequently during this time to ask about her case,
services, placement and private matters, according to the student. The stu.
dent GAL further stated that she had developed an excellent relationship with
the child that the GAL felt would continue until the child was emancipated
from state care.

The child's caseworker knew the law student GAL by name, had spoken with
her prior to the hearing by telephone and met her at court shortly before the
hearing. The worker confirmed that the student had advocated for keeping the
child in care so that she could attend college and that the agency had initi-
ally not considered this. The GAL convinced the caseworker to go along with
this recommendation prior to the hearing.

The caseworker agreed that the law student had remained involved with
the case after the hearing. She had contacted her twice to ask about the
child's school arrangements and the stipend the child was supposed to re-
ceive. The worker felt the GAL had been helpful throughout her involvement,
ensuring the child got the services she needed and had helped her obtain a
better living arrangement. The caseworker stated the child "had become frus-
trated with working two jobs and [the GAL] encouraged her to go back to
school and get a better job. It’s a relief for [the child] and enables her
to achieve her goals. Also she is now entitled to a stipend for housing,
education and transportation, plus she qualifies for Medicaid." The case-
worker felt this would not have occurred were it not for the student’'s inter-

vention. The caseworker rated the student very well prepared, very competent
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and felt she had contributed significantly to promoting the child's best
interests.

The child, interviewed at her residence, was also highly positive in her
assessment of the GAL’s woix. Sheée met the GAL for the first time about one
month prior to the hearing and spoke with her frequently thereafter. She
st=ted the GAL had helped her "a lot" in getting what she needed and about
her situation in general: "{the GAL]) made me feel comfortable. She basic-
ally let me know what my options were, what I could accomplish;«to go for it
and not be discouraged." The child specifically mentioned that the GAL had
helped her testify in court and present what she wanted to the judge. "She
explained to me the whole process piece-by-piece and what her purpose was.
She explained to me how to talk to the judge, what I could ask for, what I
could get and not get and what foster care could do for me. She told me my
goals were good ones and to go for it."

The child stated that initially she had wanted to get out of foster care
when she turned 18 because she didn't want to depend on foster care to help
her. However, the GAL helped convince her that continued foster care could
help her attain her goals through the services it nffered. She felt that
this had a very positive effect on her situation.

The child stated she still calls the student GAL frequently and that the
GAL is available to help her whenever she needs it. The child felt she had
an excellent relationship with the GAL and that "she was just a friendly per-
son. She made me feel like I was a friend ... Even now I can call her and
tell her what I'm doing... When I [have a careerl and make a lot of money,
someday I want her to be my lawyer."

The child’s mother had left the area and we could not interview her.
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Case #2. This child is a black male who was 13 years old at the time
he entered substitute care. The child came from an unstable background:-and
entered foster care due to truancy, running away and inability of his mother
to control him. The law student GAL was assigned to the case shortly before
the second court review of the case, when the child was residing in a group
home and had been in substitute care for over two years.

The student spent about five hours investigating the case by consulting
the case file and talking to the child, caseworker, child’s counselor and the
mother. The student also visited the child's foster home and the mother's
home. The child was unhappy at his foster care placement and wanted to be
placed in a foster home or returned home. Both the agency and GAL felt he
could not return home and should stay at the group home, as he had been tru-
ant and delinquent at previous foster homes. The student explained to the
child that it was best for him to stay where he was and the child reluctantly
agreed. A general agreement was reached among the parties, although it was
not written.

The child had to testify at the hearing, and the GAL felt the child was
upset about this. The GAL talked with him about testifying and explained
courtroom procedures to him before the hearing. However, the GAL felt the
child did not fully understand what would happen. The court accepted the
agency and GAL's recommendations at the hearing, a}though the child did
express being unhappy where he was.

The GAL felt she had been a very important participant at ﬁhe hearing
and that she helped in setting the child’s placement, services and visitation
requirements. She felt the judge listened to what she sa;d and her agreement

with the agency case plan was influential in court decisions. The GAL had
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no further contact with the child following the hearing.. She stated the case
had been a routine hearing and that the only realistic option for the child
ag this time was his current placement. The case was not due for another
hearing for one year and the student anticipated she would not be in the area
to continue working on the case.

The caseworker had worked with the child for two years. She could not
recall the student GAL by name but remembered working with her when prompted.
She stated she met her in court just before the hearing but had spoken to her
twice by telephone before the hearing. The caseworker and GAL were in agree-
ment on the case and did not change or add to the agency case plan.

At the hearing the child testified and the caseworker felt the GAL had
helped make this difficult task easier for the child by showing an interest
in the child and listening to him. The caseworker confirmed that the student
had been uninvolved in the case since the review hearing and she had had no
further contact with her. She rated the student very well prepared and com-
petent, but felt she did not really add anything to the case and the student
could do nothing else but go along with the agency plan.

The child’s mother was interviewed in her home. She knew the student
GAL by name and remembered having talked to her by telephone prior to the
hearing. The mother had a positive impression of the GAL and said their
relationship was "cooperative and pleasant." She ;greed with the GAL on the
child’s placement and also that the family continue to receive counseling.
The mother felt the student GAL "was well informed about [my child]. She had
read up on him before her call. We talked about 30 minutes... She asked me
about [the child's] problems in foster care...She asked what was best in my

opinion...She told me what to expect from court."
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The mother stated she felt the student had helped her child by helping
to convince him that his current group home placement was in his best inter-
ests. The mother had no further contact with the GAL after the hearing. The
child could not be interviewed for the case as his placement was distant from
the study site.

Discussion of Law Student Cases

The law student cases were routine foster care review cases, but the law
students approached them enthusiastically. They conducted thorough investi-
gations prior to the hearing and spoke with the child several times before
the hearing. Case #1 presents a most impressive picture of the student’s
effectiveness. On the surface this case appeared quite ordinary--an emanci-
pation following the child’s eighteenth birth. However the student GAL felt
that the child would be better off remaining in the system for three addi-
tional years by making the system work for her. The child was able to take
advantage of services offered to her to go to college--a benefit neither the
caseworker nor “he child had considered. The child appears to have benefit-
ted a great deal by staying under state supervision which almost surely would
not have occurred without the GAL's intervention. This student GAL also
developed a close relationship with her child client that apparently is val-
ued by the child and helpful to her.

The second case, while less dramatic in its outcome, is also interesting
due to the child-GAL disagreement on placement. The child wanted another
placement, while the GAL, agency and his mother felt his current placement
was in his best interests. The GAL's agreement with the agency’s position
may have been an important consideration in the court's decision to keep the

child where he was. We should note that if the child and GAL had an
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attorney-client relationship, as is the case in some jurisdictions, the GAL
may have argued the child’s position and the outcome may have been different.

The student GAL in this second case was much less involved than the GAL
in Case #1. Although she conducted a thorough investigation, spoke with the
child, mother and caseworker and was prepared for the hearing, she had no
further involvement with the case. BShe considered her job over after the
hearing. The child was also placed a great distance from the law school and
was also younger than the girl in the first case, which may have also inhib-
ited further contact.

The law students appeared to be very diligent and conscientious, partic-
ularly early in the case. There are several likely reasons for this. They
voluntarily took the clinic course that enabled them to serve as GALs. This
reflects an interest in the area and motivation to do well in it. The stu-
dents were to receive a grade and were closely supervised by their instruc-
tor.  They also were concurrently receiving instruction in the topic area.
Finally, they had a small caseload, giving them time to spend on the case.
Thus there was considerable personal and structural motivation for them to
do well.

CASA/ATTORNEY MODEL

For the four CASA/Attorney cases, we interviewed only the CASA volunteer
GAL and not the attorney. In two cases, the CASAs.had been involved in the
case since it began, while in the other cases they were appointed at a sub-
sequent review hearing. 1In all of these cases, the CASA was to perform the
social work aspects of the case and the attorney was in charge of all legal

matters, including representation at hearings.
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The four CASA volunteers were from diverse backgrounds. Two worked for
}ocal schools, one as a guidance counselor and the other as a special educa-
tion teacher aide, another CASA was a personnel consultant for a mental
health agency and the fourth CASA worked as a secretary. They had served as
CASAs from one year to four years and did so to help children, to improve
children’s lives and because they had an interest in child welfare issues.
Three intended to continue serving as a CASA indefinitely; the fourth CASA
was unsure how long she would perform this work. Each CASA had the training
course offered by their program and all felt their role was to advocate for
the child's best interests. Beside the attorney assistance, the CASAs had
clerical help from the CASA program to perform their work.

The caseworkers were well experienced in child welfare services with
four to eleven years experience among them and two had graduate degrees in
social work. Their caseloads ranged from 21 to 25 foster care and protective
service cases. The caseworkers varied in their assessment of input CASAs
provided to them on cases. At one site, caseworkers said the CASA’'s fre-
quently provided input and that their recommendations agreed with the agency.
At the second site, the workers felt CASAs rarely provided input and some-
times disagreed with the agency.

Three of the caseworkers believed the CASAs played an important role in
the case by devoting time to investigate the case ﬁhdroughly, by providing
the court with a good source of information and by being a nonthreatening
advocate for the child. They also characterized their relationship with
CASAs as cooperative and said they tried to work together and coordinate
activities. The dissenting caseworker felt the CASAs did not play an impor-

tant role or add anything to the case and that the CASAs had very little
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contact with her. Three caseworkers specifically mentioned that the CASAs
needed more training on family dynamics, protective services and the roles
and responsibilities of social workers and CASAs.

Synopses of Cases and GAL Activity

Case #1. This case involved a 12 year old black male who was placed in
foster care due to neglect and unwillingness of his mother to care for him.
The CASA was assigned to he case after it had been under agency supervision
for almost two years. She spent over two hours investigating the case
through review of the case record, talking with the child, caseworker, foster
parents and child’s counselor and through a visit to the foster home. The
CASA and agency agreed that the child should remain in foster care and the
child also did not want to return home. A written agreement was not devel-
oped. The first hearing was routine and the court accepted the recommenda-
tions offered by the agency and CASA.

The CASA was also involved in a recent court review of this case which
was also routine. The CASA contacted the child, foster parents, caseworker
and child’'s counselor to prepare for the hearing and there were no disagree-
ments among parties. The court accepted the agency's recommendation of con-
tinued foster care.

The CASA stated she monitors the case periodically through contact with
the foster parents, caseworker and the child’s schpol and through review of
agency and service records. She reported that she has not been able to
develop a constructive relationship with the child. The boy does not trust
her and she has difficulty talking to him as he is "not very verbal," accord-
ing to the CASA. For this reason she has not been able to help him much and

has not been able to be very active in the case.
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The caseworker knew the CASA volunteer by name and agreed with the
CASA's assessment with the case as being routine. She stated the CASA had
remained involved in the case between hearings and had not disagreed with the
agency on any issue. She rated the CASA as very well prepared and very com-
petent in her role but stated the case was so uneventful that the CASA really
had nothing to add to the case and had not been an important participant.

She noted that the CASA and she had a cooperative relationship, however, and
had worked together well.

Neither the mother or child was iaterviewed in this case. The mother
could not be located at the time we were conducting interviews. The agency
did not want us to contact the child to be interviewed.

Case #2. This nine year old white girl was removed from the home of her
aunt and uncle due to neglect and lack of adequate housing. The child was
placed in foster care with a goal of reunification with her mother and
returned home after seven months. The family was still under agency supervi-
sion at the time of the study, receiving afteércare services. The CASA volun-
teer was appointed when the child was taken into protective custody and had
served continuously since then.

The CASA conducted an extensive, 20 hour investigation of the case,
examining court and agency records and talking to the caseworker, foster par-
ents, child, teachers, relatives, siblings and seryicg providers. The child
did not want foster care placement but the CASA felt this was necessary. The
CASA and agency both agreed on recommendations for the case and the attorney
GAL negotiated a written agreement among the parties.

At the dispositional hearing, the CASA and agency presented their posi-

tion and the CASA also told the court the child's wishes. The court adopted
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the agency and CASA recommendations and the CASA reported that the child, who
attended the hearing, was upset by the outcome. The CASA felt she had been
ag important participant in the hearing and had helped get services for the
family and set visitation requirements,

The CASA was also involved with each of the child’s court reviews. She
prepared for these hearings by talking to the child, caseworker, famiiy and
service providers. She also visited the foster home and mother’s home,
attended an agency review of the case and attended a foster care review board
hearing. There were no disagreements among the CASA, child or agency prior
to the review hearings and the child was returned home following the third
and most recent hearing.

The CASA remained involved in the case between hearings, monitoring the
child's progress by talking to her as well as to the caseworker, foster par-
ents, her aunt, and service providers. The CASA reported spending a great
deal of time monitoring the case and reported visiting the child frequently.
She claimed the child and she had a good relationship and she had helped the
child obtain bocks for school and clothing. The CASA also contacted the par-
ents to check on the child’s progress in school and her overall situation,
The CASA felt she had made an impact on the case by helping to reunify the
family more quickly and by helping the child's school progress. She felt her
contact had changed the child for the better. .

The caseworker knew the CASA volunteer by name anﬁ reported talking to
her prior to the dispositional hearing. She also met with the CASA and fami-
ly together prior to the hearing to discuss the case. The caseworkef stated

the CASA agreed with her on the case and a written agreement was developed.
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The caseworker also confirmed that the CASA had talked with her prior to the
review hearings and that there had been no disagreements between them.

The caseworker stated the CASA had closely monitored the case between
hearings and had contacted her frequently to discuss all aspects of the case.
The worker was also aware of biweekly contact between the child and CASA and
believed that the CASA had helped the child overcome problems she had had.
The CASA had been helpful to the child through her home visits and support
of the child’s mother. The caseworker also believed the CASA had been help-
ful to the agency by providing input on her observation of family interaction
and needs of the family at agency review meetings.

The caseworker rated the CASA competent and well prepared and felt their
relationship was cooperative and had improved over time. She thought the
CASA had contributed to serving the child’s best interests and had been most
helpful at review hearings, monitoring the case, getting the child's view-
point considered and maintaining a good relationship with the child.

The child was interviewed in her home and stated she had been afraid of
going to court and to foster care. She had to testify in court at the dis-
positional hearing and had been very upset by this. However, she stated that
the CASA volunteer had talked to her before going to court and had helped her
"a lot" and made her less concerned.

The child stated she felt the CASA was always’available to help her and
that she visited her once every two weeks. She found the CASA easy to talk
to and felt that the CASA always listened to her. The child also stated the
CASA had helped her get some clothes and helﬁed her join the girl scouts.

She thought the CASA had helped her overall by making her less scared and

talking to her about her placements and her school: "I told her I was scared
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and worried where I would live... She told me not to be scared [she listens
to me and] always answers me... She is nice."

The mother was interviewed in her home and also knew the CASA by name.
She met the CASA for the first time in court prior to the dispositional hear-
ing. She was very complementary toward the CASA's work and felt her daughter
had been helped a great deal by the CASA. The child "looks at [CASA] as a
friend. She is someone [my daughter] can rely on," according to the mother,
who also felt the CASA had helped her "by talking to me... She did every-
thing right."

The mother believed the CASA had helped her children be returﬁed from
foster care sooner by monitoring family progress closely and recommending to
the court that the child be returned. She alsc claimed the CASA "encouraged
me to fight to get my girls back home and keep them home and encouraged me
to better myself."” The mother felt she had a good, very cooperative rela-
tionship with the CASA: "She is a good friend and like a mother figure.

When I need advice she is like a friend. When I need to know something she
is like a mother." S5he concluded by saying that when her case closes she
wished the CASA would "be allowed to come back and visit and help my family."

Case #3, This case concerned an infant white male who was physically
abused and placed in a foster home. The case goal was reunification with
parents and the child was sent home once and returped.to fuster care before
being reunified once again with his parents at the age of two years. The
CASA was appointed to the case when the case began and served the duration
of the case. The CASA spent about 30 hours investigating the case by refer-

ring to court, agency and medical records and through discussions with the
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parents, relatives, caseworker and service providers. The CASA also observed
interaction between the parents and child.

The CASA and caseworker agreed on the placement and services for the
family and the parents also agreed, although a written settlement was not
developed. The court accepted the recommendations at the dispositiomnal hear-
ing and the CASA felt she played an important role in the outcome. Her writ-
ten report clearly outlined a plan of foster care, visitation and family ser-
vices that the CASA felt was influential with the judge.

The GAL’s influence was clearer at the second court review of the case.
After visiting the child's foster home and speaking with the child’'s parents
and relatives, the CASA recommended the child be returned home. The case-
worker disagreed and wanted the child to remain in foster care. The CASA
prepared an extensive written report on her views, which apparently was per-
suasive, as the court returned the child home. There were two other court
reviews of the case in which the CASA was involved, but there was no dis-
agreement between the CASA and caseworker.

The CASA remained involved in the case between hearings through contact
with the caseworker, service providers and visits with the mother. Through
these visits, the CASA reported identifying additional service needs of the
family which she then had implemented after contacting the caseworker about
them. The CASA felt she had been very important apd influential to the case
outcome. She believed that without her advocacy, the child would have
remained in foster care with eventual termination of parental rights and
adoption. However, the family was now back together again due to her

efforts, she claimed.
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The caseworker knew the CASA by name and gave a similar account of the
case. The CASA and the caseworker had initially agreed to remove the child
from the home, although the parents were opposed to this. He also verified
that the CASA and he disagreed on return of the child home at a subsequent
court review hearing.

The caseworker stated the CASA had remained involved in the case, had
contacted him often and they discussed services, placement and strategy. The
caseworker also knew the CASA made regular visits to the parents. The case-
worker credited the child’s return home to the CASA and alsc stated the CASA
had been influential in obtaining counseling and homemaker services for the
family.

Despite their disagreements, the caseworker characterized his relation-
ship with the CASA as "very cooperative." - He rated the CASA helpful in moni-
toring and investigating the case and at review hearings. He also rated her
as very competent and well prepared and felt she had contributed to serving
the child’'s best interests by "pushing for services"” and for what she
believed was best for the family.

We could not interview this child due to his age. We wanted to inter-
view the parents, however, the agency was uncooperative in helping us arrange
the interview. After several weeks of trying we ceased our efforts.

Case #4. This case, involving a now 17 year old white male, had been
active for over four years. The child had been left alone at home by his
parents, and he walked to an emergency shelter where he was taken into cus-
tody. He had been living in foster or group homes since that time. The CASA

was appointed to the case after two years at the fifth review hearing.
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The CASA spent several weeks investigating the case through a review of
all written records and discussing the case with the caseworker, parents,
siblings and service providers. The CASA also met and spcke extensively with
the child. She visited the foster home, parents’ home and attended agency
and foster care reviews of the case. The agency, CASA and child agreed on
the recommendations for the case which were continued foster care with a goal
of reunification. The court agreed with this position.

The CASA was involved in three additional court reviews of the case.
Prior to each review she contacted the parents, child, caseworkers, the
child’'s siblings and service providers and wrote a report to the court. All
reviews were routine except the most recent review. At that time the agency
wanted to change the case goal to long-term foster care, as the parents were
not progressing. The child also did not want to return home and wanted to
stay at his foster home. The CASA agreed that this was in the child’s best
interests and the court concurred at the hearing.

The CASA remained very involved in the case between hearings, making
frequent contact with the child. She rated their relationship as highly
positive: "I have been a good friend to him," she stated. The child also
regularly contacted the CASA for things he needed and "just to talk." The
CASA stated she helped the child obtain clothing and school supplies and
helped him with transportation problems and educational needs. She also
said she helped his "learning life skills of ordinary living." The CASA
also regularly contacted the caseworker and foster parents to monitor the
child’s needs and progress. She stated she planned to remain involved "as a
friend" to the child even after the case closes. The CASA felt she had

helped the child secure a good living arrangement.
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The caseworker knew the CASA by name and provided a similar account of
the case. He had been involved in the case for only the past year, but had
w;rked with the CASA at the most recent hearing. The CASA contacted him and
the child prior to the hearing and they agreed that the child should remain
in substitute care and not be returned home. The child had to testify at
this hearing and the caseworker felt the CASA had helped make testifying
easier for the child by "spending time with him, explaining the process and
what was going on."

The caseworker stated the CASA had remained very involved in the case,
contacting him weekly. ' He characterized their relationship as cooperative
and felt the CASA had been helpful in all phases of the case. The CASA had
also attended internal agency reviews and foster care board meetings of the
case. The caseworker was also aware that the CASA had contacted the child
regularly and had been very helpful to the child "by being involved and talk-
ing about the situation."” The CASA had aléo helped the child obtain counsel-
ing and financial assistance. The caseworker rated the CASA very competent
and very well prepared and believed she had contributed to serving the
child’s best interests.

The child was interviewed in his foster home and knew the CASA by name.
He stated they had frequent contact and that she had helped him a lot: "She
helped me to realize what I was going through was not my fault and that I
shouldn’t be angry with the social worker...[she told me] not to let myself
be in a fantasy world of going back with mom." The child also felt the CASA
helped him to deal with testifying at court, which he did at the most recent
hearing. "She helped me see the judge as a person--not someone on a big

bench," he stated.
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The child contacted the CASA on his own frequently and believed they had
a good relationship. He felt the CASA was always available to him and that
she listened to him and what he needed. He concluded "If [CASA] is ever
called on another case I would recommend her. She is a very effective CASA
worker."

The mother was interviewed in her home and knew who the CASA was,
although not her name. She stated the CASA and her children met in the
mother’s hoie2 to discuss the case before each review hearing agd had regular
contact throughout the case. The mother had ambivalent feelings about the
CASA, however. She expressed some positive feelings toward her, stating she
had helped her child. She also felt she and the CASA had a generally cooper-
ative relationship.

The mother and CASA had a major disagreement, however, as the mother had
wanted the child to return home and the CASA had advocated permanent substi-
tute care. "She went beyond her job and did things beyond what she was sup-
posed to do... She wanted to move the case in the wrong way--[she wanted]
the children to stay in foster care instead of returning them home" she com-
plained. The mother did not agree with what had happened but concluded "I
don't like [the CASA] personally but I feel she did a good job. She did what
she was supposed to do."

Discussion of CASA/Attorney Cases

The four cases demonstrate considerable involvement by the CASAs. They
spent a great deal of time investigating the case and remained involved in
the case at all phases and between court hearings. The CASAs also were will-
ing to disagree with the agency and recommend services and placements inde-

pendently. The CASAs showed a willingness to fight for what they believed
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the child needed and were effective in achieving their goals. This is evi-

dent in Case #3 where the CASA advocated a return of the child home cver the
agency's objections. The court ruled in favor of the CASA and also ordered

services for the child on recommendation from the CASA. These services went
beyond those specified by the agency.

With the exception of Case #1, the CASAs developed & personal relation-
ship with their child clients. They contacted the child regularly and kept
up to date through periodic contact with parents, foster parents and case-

_ workers. The CASAs appeared to get very close to the child and developed
almost a parental role or a friendship with the child. The children and
parents had very positive feelings about the CASAs and felt they had been
helped by then. Even the mother in Case #4, where the CASA advocated per-
manent removal of the children against the mother's wishes, expressed a posi-
tive attitude about the CASA's work. The CASAs evidently saw their role as
more than being an advocate for the child but extending to social and per-
sonal areas.

UNASSISTED CASA MODEL

Two CASAs under this model were appointed when the case first began.

In the other two cases, the child had no guardian ad litem for a long period
of time until the CASA had been appointed. Unlike CASAs in the preceding
model these CASAs were responsible for all aspects of ‘the case, including
legal issues. However, the CASAs had staff attorneys who could assist. them
with legal issues and who would represent them in court on cases that were
legally difficult. They also had clerical help.

The four CASAs were all well experienced in their roles, having done

CASA work for from four to five years. They came from diverse backgrounds
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as one CASA directed a statewide support group for parents, another was a
secretary, a third owned her own business and the fourth was not employed but
had done volunteer work in child advocacy for 15 years. The CASAs had all
been trained by their program and one also had a college degree in sociology.
They all believed the CASAs role was to make an independent assessment of the
case and argue for the child’s best interests. The CASAs volunteered for
their jobs due to an interest in child welfare, to help children and to help
make a positive change. They all planned to serve indefinitely as CASAs and
appeared to take pleasure in this work.

The caseworkers were experienced in providing child welfare services,
having done so for from four to 11 years. They had high caseloads, averaging
about 34 foster care and protective services cases each at the time of the
interview. They all had bachelor’s degrees and one worker also had done some
graduate work.

The caseworkers agreed that the CASAs usually provided input to the
agency on cases and that the CASA’s recommendations for the case usually
agreed with their own. There was also agreement that the CASAs played an
important role in the case. The caseworker believed the CASAs were helpful
because they provided additional input on the case that was useful in devel-
oping the family service plan. They "gave support and endorsement of the
service plan" in court, "can present an independen; voice to the court...that
may balance the views of other parties" and "help keep caseworkers on
track...[and] will react if plans are not being implemented." The case-
workers characterized their relationship with the CASAs as either cooperative

or independent.
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Synopses of Cases and GAL Activity

Case #1. This multi-problem, complex case involved an Asian girl who
was 15 when brought into foster care. She remained in care until her
eighteenth birthday, three months prior to our interviews. The girl had
been sexually and physically abused and had also been abusing drugs. She
was placed into a drug treatment facility after a short stay in emergency
foster care.

The CASA was appointed to the case at the adjudication hearing. She
conducted a detailed investigation of the case by reviewing agency, court,
medical and school records and talking to the child, caseworker and parents.
The CASA also visited the child’'s foster home, attended agency meetings about
the case and prepared a written report for the court.

The CASA and agency agreed that the child should remain in foster care
and a service plan was developed. The parents initially were opposed to fos-
ter care placement, but after negotiation with the caseworker and CASA, they
agreed and a written agreement was developed. The child was opposed to fos-
ter care and wanted to get her own apartment. However, the CASA felt this
was not possible and argued for foster care at the hearing.

The court accepted the agency and CASA recommendations at the disposi-
tional hearing. The child was present at the hearing and became extremely
upset. The CASA took her out of the courtroom and stayed with her until the
hearing ended. The CASA felt she had a very importang influence on the out-
come of the hearing, specifically on placement and services for the child.
"I helped [the child] to see that she needed to be in a supervised setting
as opposed to on her own...[I also] insisted that [her] medical needs be

addressed and agreed to transport her for these services," the CASA stated.
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The CASA also represented the child at the five court reviews of this
case. Prior to each review the CASA prepared by consulting the caseworker,
child, family and service providers. The reviews were routine and there was
only one disagreement. At one hearing the child again wanted to live on her
own and the CASA and agency did not feel this was appropriate. The CASA
recommended continued foster care placement, which the court accepted.

The CASA remained involved with the case between hearings, contacting
the child at least once a month. The CASA also had monthly contact with the
caseworker, foster parents and service providers. The CASA reported that
changes in placement and services were often needed during the case, which
she had implemented after contacting the caseworker. For example, the CASA
believed the child’s services were not being delivered in a timely manner
and she had to push to see they were implemented.

The CASA reported that she initially had difficulty developing a rapport
with the child but over time they developed a very positive relationship.
The child contacted her weekly and the CASA assisted her with a number of
matters--clothing, parenting, education and school, among other things. The
child had a baby of her own and the CASA assisted her in obtaining visiting
rights and with problems she had with the baby. The child was also involved
with a2 criminal matter and had been involved in prostitution. The CASA
assisted her in dealing with these difficulties. '

The CASA repcrted that she had disagreements with the agency on several
issues, including placement and how to deal with the child’'s prostitution.
The caseworkers for the child were frequently changing, which the CASA found
to be a problem. The CASA believed she had been an important figure in the

case. "Her case was very complex due to involvement with many agencies and
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I was the person who coordinated the involvement of all parties," she stated.
The case is now closed, but the CASA reported she still sees the child
periodically.

The caseworker we interviewed was assigned to the case about a year
after it began and had worked with the CASA on four review hearings. He knew
the CASA by name and reported the CASA kept in regular contact with him
throughout the case. Prior to hearings, the CASA spoke with him several
times about placement and services for the child and there were no major dis-
agreements between them.

The caseworker confirmed that the CASA had been very involved in the
case hetween hearings. He stated he had frequent contact with the CASA and
that she kept in regular contact with the child. He was also aware that the
child contacted the CASA on her own. The caseworker also staed the CASA
attended internal agency reviews of the case at which she provided her per-
spective and concerns about the child.

The caseworker rated the CASA very well prepared and competent in her
role. He felt she had been helpful in investigating the case, at review
hearings, getting the child's viewpoint, considered and bringing the case to
a close. However, the caseworker also had some negative comments about the
CASA's work, He felt the child could be manipulative and was good at getting
people to "rescue" her when she was in trouble. Tpe caseworker felt'the CASA
was too personally involved in the case and the child was taking advantage
of this. He stated the CASA "would rescue the child a great deal, in contra-
diction to the service plan requiring [the child] to handle situations on her
own. This was counterproductive to [the child’s] growing up." The case-

worker was also unhappy that the CASA performed many activities for the child
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without informing him. While the caseworker felt the CASA contributed to
serving the child’s best interests he also believed the CASA "could have been
less of a friend to [the child] and more of a professional. Her role was not
clearly defined and this tended to cloud the issues."”

While the child and her grandparents, with whom she was living, agreed
to be interviewed, the agency did not wish us to interview the child. Conse-
quently, we interviewed only the grandmother, who stated she had only been
involved with the CASA since the child began to live with her about a year
ago. The grandmother knew the CASA by name and stated she had met her and
spoken to her several times.

The grandmother had a very positive opinion about the CASA, who she felt
had helped the child a2 great deal and had provided considerable support to
the child through phone calls and visits. The CASA helped the child get
things she needed such as clothing and a driver’s license. The CASA also
helped by ensuring hearings were scheduled and held on time, according to the
grandmother.

The grandmother admitted to "feeling affection for [the CASA]. I think
she has done a fabulous job in her role." She stated they had a very cooper-
ative relationship and that the CASA had provided them with moral support.
She concluded by saying "I feel any child would benefit from having [a
CASA)." .

Case #2. The second case also involved a multiple problem family. The
child, a black girl who was eight years old when the case began, was placed
out-of-home due to neglect, physical abuse and drug and alcohol abuse by her
parents. The child was in substitute care for four years before being

reunited with her mother several months before our interviews. The CASA was
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assigned to the case prior to the adjudicatory hearing and had served as GAL
for the duration of the case. She devoted a full working week to investigat-
ing the case through a review of agency records and conversation with the

caseworker, parents, child, siblings, foster parents and attorneys. She also
visited the foster home, parents’ home and observed child-parent interaction.

The CASA worked at developing a negotiated agreement of the case for
both the adjudication and dispositional hearing. The child’s father refused
to agree. A written agreement was eventually developed with the mother and
agency that specified a substitute care placement and appropriate family ser-
vices. The court accepted the treatment plan at the dispositional hearing
and the CASA believed she was extremely important to this outcome. She
believed her advocacy for services, alcohol treatment and goal of reunifica-
tion for the family was very influential in having these plans adopted.

There were seven court reviews of this case held over four years. To
prepare for the hearings the CASA had extensive conversations with the case-
worker, child, parents, attorneys and service providers. The CASA also
visited the parents’ home and child’'s foster home, requested evaluations of
the family prior to hearings and prepared a written report to the court. The
hearings were routine and there were no major disagreements with the agency.
The child frequently stated she wanted to return home, but the CASA and
agency continued to recommend foster care. At the'last court review, how-
ever, all parties agreed the family should be reunited and the court agreed.

The CASA remained extensively involved in the case between hearings.

She kept in regular contact with the child, parents, foster parents and case-

worker to monitor the case, although the child did not contact her on her

C-51

5



own. The CASA reported that she initially had difficulty developing a rela-
tionship with the child, as the child was untrusting and scared in the early
phases of the case. Now, however, they had a very positive and harmonious
relationship, according to the CASA. Even though the case is now closed, the
CASA continues to see the family and she stated "this family will always be
on the periphery of my life."

The CASA also reported having a great deal of contact with the child's
mother. The mother had not been receiving treatment for alcoholism and had
made little progress. The CASA threatened that termination of parental
rights would occur if she did not resolve her drinking problem. It was soon
after this threat that the mother improved and the child was returned. In
addition, the child's father died while the child was in foster care and the
CASA reporting helping the family deal with his death.

The CASA felt she had been very influential to the case outcome. She
believed the child would have remained in foster care indefinitely or termi-
nation of parental rights would have resulted were it not for her work. She
stated she "was the only continuity in the case because the case had had
three caseworkers. I pushed for reunification because I saw bonding...and
[(a need) for intensive alcohol treatment. I provided more specific care on
the case.”

The caseworker was not involved in the early phases of the case but had
been involved in it for over three years. She reported that the CASA kept
in regular contact with her about the case and that they talked extensively
prior to each of the review hearings. The worker stated that she and the

CASA had no serious disagreements about the case prior to any hearing.
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The CASA was actively involved in the case between hearings and had
extensive contact with the caseworker. They discussed services, visitation
and the lack of progress of the mother. The caseworker was also aware of
extensive child-CASA contact. The caseworker noted that the CASA had been
involved with internal agency reviews of the case, had provided current
information on the family'’s participation in services and made recommenda-
tions for the case.

The caseworker believed she had a very good, cooperative relationship
with the CASA. She believed the CASA had been very helpful at all phases of
the case and had been important in ensuring the family was receiving counsel-
ing and the mother was attending an alcohol treatment program. The CASA had
also had a role in setting visitation rights.

The caseworker believed the CASA had been very well prepared and very
competent in the case. She believed the CASA had contributed significantly
to serving the child’s best interests and had helped expedite a permanent
case plan for the child. The caseworker thought the CASA had helped the
child by "providing [a] consistent long-term supportive relationship with a
health adult who cares about her. [The CASA] has been available and accessi-
ble and has encouraged {the child]."”

The child was interviewed at her home and remembered the CASA by name.
She stated they met four times before the disposit}onal hearing and the CABA
explained the court process to her and possible outcomes. The child stated
the CASA had talked to her often after that but that she never contacted the
CASA on her own. She felt the CASA was available to her when she needed her

and that the CASA had helped her "a little” in dealing with court.
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The mother was interviewed at her home and also knew the CASA by name.
She recalled meeting the CASA for the first time at her home and several days
before the dispositional hearing. She felt the CASA had been very helpful
to her children. She specifically mentioned that her children went through
counseling because of the CASA and the children were now better off as a
result.

The mother stated she initially did not trust the CASA, but that they
had developed a very good relationship, which she characterized as very coop-
erative. The CASA had talked with her frequently about getting help for her
alcohol problem and about her children. She felt the CASA was always encour-
aging and helped her overcome her problems. She further stated that the CASA
helped her visit her children more often near the end of the case when she
was improving. The mother expressed a very positive opinion about the CASA
and noted that she "has proven herself. She is... on my side. She was very
helpful and supportive. She has gotten beds for my boys...[CASA] is a super
good person [who] really cares about me and the children.”

Case #3. This case had been active over four years at the time of the
study. It involved a now 17 year old white male who had been placed into
foster care due to delinquent behavior and persistent conflicts with his par-
ents. The CASA’'s involvement in the case began about two years after the
child was first placed. Prior to that time the ch}ld did not have a GAL.

To investigate the case, the CASA reviewed court and agency records and spoke
with the caseworker, parents and the parents’ attorney. The CASA had tried
to contact the child as part of the investigation but had been unable to

reach him.
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The CASA was involved with six review hearings of the case. She was not
always able to reach the child prior to the hearings since he was sometimes
ig detention or placed out of the area. However, the parents, caseworker and
agency agreed on the plan for placement and services for the child which the
court approved at each hearing. The child, however, was'Ppposed to his
placements which were sometimes out of the area or in locked facilities.
However, the CASA did not agree with the child's placement wishes.

The CASA has remained actively involved in the case between hearings and
to the present time. She kept in frequent contact with the parents, case-
worker and child, whenever the child was available. She also reviews rele-
vant agency, court and service provider records. The CASA reported that the
child has not been placed in an appropriate facility but that the agency has
had difficulty locating one. She stated she keeps the child's caseworkers
aware of this need.

The CASA stated she had developed & positive relationship with the child
and has helped him obtain clothing and other things he has needed. She also
stated she keeps in frequent contact with the parents to keep up-to-date on
how visits have gone and the child’s behavior. The CASA also reported being
involved in the criminal proceedings against the child and spoke on the
child’s behalf at his sentencing.

The CASA felt she has helped the child by proyiding continuity and sta-
bility in the case. The child has had frequent changes in caseworker, attor-
neys and probation officers, but the CASA has been the only constant person
throughout the system. The CASA also felt the case might have been dropped

by the agency if it were not for her participation.
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The current caseworker had been involved for only six months at the time
of the interview. He knew the CASA by name and noted they had regular con-
tact about the case. He remarked that there was currently little activity
on the case, as the child was to be released on his eighteenth birthday
(about four months away). The caseworker stated he and the CASA were in gen-
eral agreement on the case and that there were few, if any, alternatives to
the child’s situation. The child has had frequent problems with destructive
behavior and stealing.

The caseworker stated that the CASA had been involved with internal
agency reviews of the case and had recommended a rural family setting for
placement. However this had not been possible. The caseworker rated the
CASA well prepared and competent and felt she had been helpful investigating
and monitoring the case and at review hearings. He further stated the CASA
was aware of the child’s needs and the agency's resources and that she had
been "cooperative and in agreement" with the agency. However, he felt the
CASA's involvement did not add anything to the case due to its intransigent
nature.

The child was interviewed at a YMCA shelter where he was currently
placed. He knew the CASA by name and had seen her regularly over the past
three years. The child felt the CASA had helped him a lot by "look[ing]
into a lot of placement possibilities. But no onelhas ever known when I'd
be going home." The CASA has also discussed school and getting him drug and
alcohol treatment.

The child also felt the CASA had helped him when he had to testify in
court. "She told me what the judge was expecting and told me how to talk to

the judge," he stated. The child felt it was easy to talk to the CASA and
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thaﬁ she was available to him most of the time when he needed her. He
believed she was trying to help him "because everything I request, she checks
up on it." He reported that the CASA called him "from time-to-time. She’s
doing all she can. If there was more she could do I’'m sure she would."®

The mother was interviewed in her home and knew the CASA by name. She
was very positive in her assessment of the CASA.  She stated that initially
she did not trust the CASA or understand the CASA’s relationship with the
agency. However she and the CASA currently enjoyed a very good, cooperative
relationship and the mother feels the CASA has helped her child a great deal
because she "look([s] out for his interests as opposed ‘to his needs.”

The mother also stated that the CASA had been very supportive of her and
her husband. The CASA has backed their wishes in court and been very helpful
to them. She stated the CASA was a goocd listener and was interested in what
happened to the child. "She keeps us updated and sends information to us
that she thinks would interest us." The mother noted however, that not much
was happening on the case and "hearings come up every six months and there
is nothing for [the CASA] to do."

Case #4. This was a case of neglect of a white girl whose mother also
had a history of mental illness. The child was eight years old when she was
first placed in foster care and had been in the same foster home for five
years before permanent guardianship was awarded to.the foster parents shortly
before the study. The current CASA was assigned to th; case after the second
court review hearing, a year after the case had begun. The first CASA had
withdrawn from the case.

The CASA investigated the case through a review of court, school and

agency records and also talked to the child, parents, relatives, foster
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parents, child's caseworker, and the prior CASA. She also visited the fos-
ter home, parents’' home, observed parent-child interaction, and spent a
total of 20 hours on the investigation.

The CASA represented the child at nine court reviews. She prepared for
these reviews by talking to the child, parents, relatives, siblings, the
caseworker, service providers and school personnel. She also visited the
child's foster home and parents’ home. There was general agreement between
the CASA and agency on the case plan except for one hearing. The agency
wanted the child returned home and the CASA thought continued foster care was
necessary. A staffing meeting was held prior to this hearing between the
CASA and caseworker to resolve this difference. The CASA stated "The agency
was not strong in knowing the facts and evaluating them. They responded to
pressure from [the parents’] attorney. They were more fearful of having a
weak case," She convinced the caseworker to accept her recommendation, which
were accepted by the court.

The CASA stated that when she first took the case, she felt the child
should be returned home. However, the child was opposed to this and after
learning more about the family, she agreed that continued foster care would
be necessary until the parents’ situation improved. The mother was not fol-
lowing through with services and also wanted to leave the area.

The CASA remained extensively involved in the‘case between hearings.

She kept in regular contact with the parents, child, caseworker and foster
parents and periodically reviewed all records of the case. She also attended
internal agency reviews of the case to provide input. The CASA stated the
mother has remained uncooperative about attending counseling and she does not

maintain consistent contact with the children or a stable household. The
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CASA stated she is constantly trying to get the mother to improve her situa-
tion and receive services.

The CASA felt she had a very positive relationship with the child and
spoke with her once a week. She reported that the child has contacted her
several times to talk to her about her mother and problems the child was
having. The CASA also stated she helped the child receive counseling and
arranged for transportation to the therapist for her through the caseworker.

The CASA believed she had been very influential throughout the case.

She had pushed for services for the child and insisted the mother follow
through on required services. She also believed she had prevented the mother
from obtaining custody of the child. "I did more investigation than the
agency had the time or inclination for," she stated, and consequently found
that the mother’'s living situation had not improved.

The caseworker had been assigned to the case for about three years and
had not been involved in the early phases of the case. He knew the CASA by
name and gave a similar account of the CASA's involvement. He confirmed that
the CASA had been in contact with him regularly and conferred with him on the
case plan prior to review hearings. He also noted the CASA had been involved
in internal agency reviews and that she had been influential in helping set
visitation requirements between mother and child.

The caseworker described his relationship with the CASA as very coopera-
tive and he also believed the child and CASA enjoyed a very positive rela-
tionship. He felt the CASA had been very helpful to the child through her
support and frequent visits. He also rated the CASA very well prepared and

very competent and believed she had been helpful at all hearings, monitoring
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the case and getting the child's viewpoint considered. The CASA had contrib-
uted significantly to serving the child’s best interest in two ways, accord-
ing to the caseworker. She had advocated against reunification when she dis-
covered it wouldn't work and she had helped the child with visitation prob-
lems. The caseworker verified that the CASA had been the main force against
reunification and had convinced him that the family environment had not
improved.

The child was interviewed in her foster home shortly before her four-
teenth birthday. She knew the CASA by name and stated she spoke with her
several times before each hearing. She felt the CASA helped her a lot to
deal with court by "com[ing] over and say[ing] what might happen and what did
happen. She would call after the hearing and review it with me." The child
felt the CASA was easy to talk to and listened to what she wanted. "I had
trust and faith in [CASA). We both had trust and faith in each other," she
stated and expressed the feeling that the CASA was always available to her
when she needed her. The CASA kept the child informed sbout the case and
contacted her regularly.

The child’s foster mother, who now had legal guardianship of the child,
was interviewed in her home. She knew the CASA by name and stated they met
for the first time at her home when the CASA was first assigned to the case.
The foster mother expressed very favorable opinions about the CASA’'s work.
She believed the CASA had helped the child a great deal by fighting for a
permanent living arrangement. The CASA "fought for our guardianship. The
kids need to belong somewhere...the mother was incapable of being a parent,”

according to the foster mother.
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The foster mother felt her relationship with the CASA was very coopera-
tive and positive. The CASA listened to the foster parents and "kept the
kids and us emotionally together." 'The foster mother alsc believed the out-
come of the case had been expedited by the CASA's advocacy.

Discussion of CASA Cases

As with the CASAs in the previous model, the volunteers under this model
became very involved with their cases. They spent a great deal of time on
them and maintained considerable contact with the families. The CASA devel-
oped very close, personal relationships with their child clients. These
relationships were so close that in Case #1, the caseworker felt the CASA had
become too involved and lost objectivity. However, there is no doubt that
the children were very happy with the relationship that developed and they
felt the CASAs had cared for them and tried to help them.  The CASA assisted
the children in other personal areas of their lives and with other legal
difficulties they had.

These cases also demonstrate how influential a GAL can be in the pro-
ceedings. The CASA was able to exert a dramatic influence on the case out-
come. This was evident in each of the four cases. In Case #1, the CASA
fought for a number of services and specific placement for the child; in Case
#2 the CASA worked to have the family reunified and helped prevent termina-
tion of parental rights. Case #3 may have been dropped by the agency had the
CASA not pushed to keep it open and improve the child's placement; and in
Case #4, the CASA convinced the agency to establish legal guardianship by the
foster parents to keep he child out of an adverse living arrangement with her
parents. Whether the CASA disagreed with the child as in Case #2, or the

agency as in Case {4, the CASA's perspective eventually prevailed.
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The picture that emerges from these cases is of CASAs who are highly
motivated and involved. They spend a great deal of time on the cases, and
make their own independent assessment of the case. They are willing to fight
for the outcomes they believe are best and are highly influential and persua-

sive in achieving these outcomes.
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Exhibit D-1

GAL Models and Measures
of Out-of-Home Placement

GAL Model
Private Staff Law casa/ CASA
Attorney Attorney Student Attorney No Attorney Total

Mean Time Out- 14.2 19.3 15.4 1.6 17.9 17.8
of-Home (Months) (N=11) (N=11) (N=6) (N=17) (N=27) (N=72)

Mean Number of Out- 4,5% 2. 3%%% 3. 1%* 3.7%% 5.8% 3.8
of-Home Placements (N=48) (N=65) (N=27) (N=46) (N=44) (N=230)

Mean Time per Out-of- 7.6 8.7 10.7 6.1 7.1 7.9
Home Placement {(N=41) (N=61) {N=24) (N=43) (N=44) (N=213)
(Months)

Percentage of Out-of- 14.8 19.3 14.7 13.7 15.9 16.1
Home Placements (N=48) (N=65) (N=27) (N=46) (N=44) (N=230)
with Relatives

Percentage of Out-of- 43.9 42.0 62.3 56.8 59.1 51.2
Home Placements (N=29) (N=48) (N=15) (N=43} (N=30) (N=165)

with Siblings

Note: Significant differences were found only for mean number of out-of-home
placements, F(4,225) = 8.9, p = .001. Means with a different number of
asterisks differ by p < .05 by Student-Newman-Keuls test. For example,
CASA-No Attorney and Private Attorney models do not differ significantly
from each other, but differ significantly from all other models.
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Type of Changes

Add Requirement or
Service (N=131)

Drop Requirement or
Service (N=66)

Change Placement
(N=104)

Change Case Goal
(N=22)

Change Visitation
Conditions (N=63)

Exhibit D-2

Type of Changes Made in Case Plans
o

by GAL Model
GAL Model
Private Staff Law CASA/ CASA

Attorney Attorney Student Attorney No Attorney Total
(N=48) (N=70) (N=27) (N=49) (N=48) (N=242)

20.6 32.1 3.8 13.7 29.8 33.9

4.6 22.7 10.6 6.1 56.1 17.1

21.9 31.7 3.8 15.4 21.2 26.9

31.8 9.1 36.4 4.5 18.2 5.7

19.1 27.0 7.9 14.3 31.7 16.3
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Exhibit D-3

Court Ordered Changes in Case Plan
by GAL Model

GAL Model
Private Staff Law CASA/ CASA
Attorney Attorney Student Attorney No Attorney Total
Mean Number of 3.5% 3.5% 2.,2% 3.3% 5.2%% 3.8
Changes Ordered (N=36) (N=56) (N=17) (N=27) (N=456) (N=182)
Mean Number of 2.6 2.9 1.6 2.6 3.5% 2.8
Hearings Where (N=36) (N=56) (N=17) (N=27) (N=46) (N=182)
Changes Were Ordered
Mean Changes Ordered 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.3
per Hearing (N=36) (N=56) (N=17) (N=27) (N=46) (N=182)

Note: Means with a different number of asterisks differ by p < .05 by Student-
Newman-Keuls test. Only the CASA-No Attorney model differs significantly
from the other models on mean number of changes ordered.

t Differs from law student model by p < .05 by Student-Newman-Keuls test.
Other models are not statistically different from each other on this measure.



Exhibit D-4
Percent of Case Goal Changes by GAL Models
Model

Private Staff Law CASA/ CASA
Attorney Attorney Student Attorney No Attorney Total

Measure 1

Maintained Initial% 62.8 80.8 36.8 75.0 66.7 68.5
Goal of Reunification

Changed from Initial 37.2 19.2 63.2 25.0 33.3 31.5
Goal of Reunification
to Any Other Goal

N of Cases 43 52 19 44 42 200
Measure 2
Changed to 0 13.3 0 16.7 0 8.3
Reunification From

Other Initial Goal

Maintained Other 100 86.7 100 83.3 100 91.7
Initial Goal

N of Cases 6 15 6 6 3 36
Measure 3
Changed to Goal of 37.5 20.0 41.7 54.6 42.9 39.7

Adoption from Initial
Goal of Reunification

Changed to Other Goal 62.5 80.0 58.3 45.4 57.1 60.3
from Initial Goal of
Reunificaton
N of Cases 16 10 12 J J1 14 63

*¥Proportions significantly different at p & .01 by chi-square,
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