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I. OVERVIEW 

1. I am a Clinical Professor Emeritus of Law and Founding Director of Child 

Advocacy Law Clinic at the University of Michigan Law School.  Plaintiffs’ counsel asked me to 

provide my independent opinions regarding the importance of legal representation for children in 

dependency proceedings, such as CHINS and TPR proceedings in Indiana.  My qualifications 

and opinions are set forth below. 

2. All of the opinions stated herein are based on my personal knowledge, 

professional judgment, experience, and analysis of the materials and information that I have 

considered in preparing this report. 

3. This report is based upon information currently available to me.  I reserve the 

right to supplement my analysis in this report to respond to any reports prepared on behalf of 

Defendants or based on further discovery and information provided in this case. 

4. I may testify at hearings or at trial in this matter if requested to do so regarding 

the matters in this report. I reserve the right to create additional summaries, demonstrations, 

charts, drawings, or tables that may be appropriate to supplement or demonstrate my opinions if I 

am asked to testify. 

5. In light of the subject matter of this case and the importance of the issues to the 

well-being of children, I am providing my services in this case at no cost to Plaintiffs. 

II. QUALIFICATIONS 

6. My qualifications for forming the opinions set forth in this expert report are 

summarized here and are presented more fully in my curriculum vitae attached as Exhibit 1. 

7. I am a graduate of Michigan State University (B.A., 1969, with high honor) and 

following graduation served for several years as a caseworker for the state of Michigan handling 

child protection and foster care cases.  During my time as a caseworker, I witnessed firsthand the 
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devastating effects that child abuse and neglect have on children, including not only the physical 

harm, but the emotional harm that comes from disruption of family relationships, disruption of 

friendships and education, and the heartbreaking erosion of trust between children and those 

entrusted to care for them.   

8. Because I was interested in helping children in a legal capacity and improving 

public policy and practice in the child welfare area, I entered the University of Michigan Law 

School in 1972 and obtained my J.D. there in 1974.  I then served as an Assistant Professor of 

Pediatrics and Human Development at Michigan State University in 1975-76, subsequently 

joining the faculty of the University of Michigan School of Law in August 1976.  As a part of the 

University of Michigan Law School faculty, I founded its Child Advocacy Law Clinic (“CALC”) 

in 1976, now the oldest such law school clinic in the United States.  In CALC, law students work 

under the supervision of myself and other experienced faculty members, to represent children, 

parents, the government agency and other parties in foster-care proceedings.  Since its founding, 

CALC has handled cases of thousands of children and families involved in the child-welfare 

system and has trained hundreds of students who now serve in leadership positions in nonprofit 

organizations, state and local government agencies, and private firms throughout the nation.  

CALC graduates often rank their involvement in the clinic as the most formative experience in 

their legal education.  In addition to directly representing families in trial court proceedings, 

students in the clinic have drafted statutes, conducted trainings, written articles, and handled 

appeals. The work of the students and faculty has led to systemic reform on both the state and 

national level and has earned the praise of judges, policy makers, and others. 

9. In 1990, I published a book, Advocating for the Child in Protection Proceedings. 

In 1995, my book formed the framework for the first national evaluation of child legal 



EXPERT REPORT OF PROF. DONALD N. DUQUETTE 
 
3 

representation in the United States, as mandated by Congress.  In 1997-98, I had the privilege of 

directing a national Expert Workgroup within the U.S. Children’s Bureau of the U.S. Department 

of Health and Human Services as part of Adoption 2002, the President’s Initiative on Adoption 

and Foster Care.  That workgroup produced Guidelines for Public Policy and State Legislation 

Governing Permanence for Children, for which I was one of two principal authors. 

10. From 2002 to 2007, collaborating with the National Association of Counsel for 

Children (NACC), I initiated and was co-director of a program funded by the U.S. Children’s 

Bureau to create and field test a national expert certification program in child welfare law.  The 

“Child Welfare Law Specialist” (CWLS) administered by the NACC is approved by the ABA 

and now available in more than 40 U.S. jurisdictions and includes over 750 lawyers.   

11. In October 2009, I served as director of a comprehensive federal study of legal 

representation of children.  We were selected by the U.S. Children’s Bureau to engage in a 

national, multi-year study as the National Quality Improvement Center on the Representation of 

Children in the Child Welfare System (QIC-ChildRep).  After a thorough survey of the state of 

legal representation of children in the U.S., including all the scholarly and public policy writings 

on the subject, the project designed a best practice model of child representation.  This QIC Best 

Practice Model was field-tested in Georgia and Washington State in the first-ever random 

assignment experimental design research of lawyers representing children in child welfare cases.  

The research demonstrated that lawyers representing children according to the QIC model were 

more effective and improved the process and outcomes for children.  The results of this seven-

year effort are reported in CHILDREN’S JUSTICE: How to Improve Legal Representation of 

Children in the Child Welfare System, Nat’l Ass’n of Counsel for Children, (ABA Publications, 

2016).  Additional information on the QIC-ChildRep is provided below.  
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12. My most recent book, Child Welfare Law and Practice: Representing Children, 

Parents, and State Agencies in Abuse, Neglect, and Dependency Proceedings, (Bradford Legal 

Publishers, 3rd ed. 2016), is a widely used reference work for those practicing American child 

welfare law.  It also defines the scope and duties of the American Bar Association-approved 

legal specialty in child welfare law (Child Welfare Law Specialist) and prepares experienced 

lawyers for a national certifying examination.  I initiated and led a National Association of 

Counsel for Children project that developed this national expert certification program in child 

welfare law. 

III. INFORMATION CONSIDERED 

13. In reaching the opinions in this report, I have considered the materials identified 

in the body of this report, and I have relied upon my professional and academic expertise in the 

field of child welfare law and practice.  I have also reviewed the Expert Report of Prof. Clark 

M. Peters. 

IV. NATIONAL QUALITY IMPROVEMENT CENTER ON THE 
REPRESENTATION OF CHILDREN IN THE CHILD WELFARE 
SYSTEM (QIC-CHILDREP) 

14. Among scholars and practitioners alike, inadequate representation of children has 

long been recognized as a chief obstacle to achieving a well-functioning child welfare system.1  

The federal government, through the U.S. Children’s Bureau, highlights the importance of the 

child’s legal advocate:     

A key component of court processes for handling child abuse and neglect cases is 
the appointment of quality legal representation.  The American legal system is 
based on the premise that parties have a due process right to be heard and that 
competing independent advocacy produces just results in each case.  Competent 

                                                 
1 See, e.g., Shirley A. Dobbin et al., Nat’l Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, Child Abuse and 
Neglect Cases: Representation as a Critical Component of Effective Practice (1998); PEW Commission on 
Children in Foster Care, Fostering the Future: Safety, Permanence and Well-Being for Children in Foster 
Care (2004). 
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representation is important for the agency and the parents in child welfare cases, 
but it is crucial for the child, as a court reviews agency decisions about the family 
and the need for removal, the suitability of the child’s temporary placement, and 
the permanency decision that will result in either reunification or adoption.  
Numerous studies and reports have pointed out the importance of competent 
representation of children so that judges can make informed decisions about their 
future.2 (Emphasis added.) 
 

Children’s Bureau goes on to say that although CAPTA mandates a trained guardian ad litem for 

a child, 

 
it is clear that practice and policy in the States have not kept pace….In spite of the 
enactment of State laws mandating representation for children and dissemination 
of these national standards, funding for GALs has been inconsistent and 
inadequate, and the quality of representation of children in dependency court 
remains poor in many cases.3  

15. Legal representation of a child in dependency proceedings is a unique role in 

American jurisprudence.  The close interface between social services agencies and courts, the 

mix of fundamental constitutional rights and the extremely complex intersecting problems of 

poverty, social service delivery, and family dynamics has no parallel among American 

institutions or systems.  The Children’s Bureau charged the QIC-ChildRep with improving the 

quality and quantity of competent representation for children and youth in child welfare cases to 

help the States achieve the best safety, permanency, and well-being outcomes.   

16. Research done under the auspices of the QIC-ChildRep resulted in considerable 

data relevant to the impact of lawyers representing children in child abuse and neglect cases, 

including how they could be trained and organized.  The QIC-ChildRep ran for seven years, with 

a cost of approximately six million dollars, and had four phases: 

                                                 
2 Department of Health and Human Services, ACYF Funding Opportunity #HHS-2009-ACF-ACYF-CO-0077 4, 
National Quality Improvement Center on the Representation of Children in the Child Welfare System, 2 (April 
2009), may be found in the internet archives at http://www.acf.hhs.gov/grants/open/HHS-2009-ACF-ACYF-CO-
0077.html. 
3 Id. at 3.   
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i. We conducted a National Needs Assessment, which reviewed the state laws, 

the academic writing, the policy recommendations, and, in focus groups, the 

attitude and recommendations of judges, lawyers, CASAs, tribal courts, 

caseworkers and agency administrators among others, concerning legal 

representation of children. The Needs Assessment surprised us in that it 

discovered a substantial national consensus on the role and duties of the 

child’s attorney. 

ii. We developed a QIC Best Practice Model for Child Representation based on 

the Needs Assessment.  The QIC Model was essentially an update of the 

1996 ABA Standards for Child Representation and is consistent with the 

American Bar Association recommendations for legal representation of 

children in dependency proceedings.  As stated in the 1996 ABA Standard, 

“[a]ll children subject to court proceedings involving allegations of child 

abuse and neglect should have legal representation as long as the court’s 

jurisdiction continues.”  See American Bar Association Standards Of Practice 

For Lawyers Who Represent Children In Abuse And Neglect Cases, 

Approved by the American Bar Association House of Delegates, February 5, 

1996, available at: 

https://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/migrated/family/reports/stand

ards_abuseneglect.authcheckdam.pdf. 

iii. We field-tested the QIC Model using a random-assignment research design 

developed by researchers from Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago.  In 

Washington State and Georgia, attorneys representing children were 
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randomly assigned to either a control group or experimental group.  The 

research intervention was quite discrete: the only change to the child welfare 

system in those states was that experimental group lawyers received two-

days of training on Six Core Skills of the QIC Model and had follow-up 

quarterly meetings.  The study’s data set included 263 attorneys and 4,274 

children from 37 different judicial districts in the two states.  Data about case 

progress and outcome was obtained from the courts, the agencies, and the 

lawyers.   

iv. We then analyzed the data that we had collected and made recommendations.   

17. The data revealed that, compared to the control group, the experimental lawyers 

were more responsive to children, created more discussion and collaboration with other players 

in the system, did more problem-solving, advocated for more services, and spent more time 

influencing the case plan and developing a theory of the case.  Importantly, these different 

behaviors improved the child outcomes.  Children represented by the experimental group tended 

to exit the system quicker.  The effect of the lawyers was greatest at the beginning of a case.  

Children assigned an attorney in Washington State were 40 percent more likely to achieve 

permanency within six months compared with the control group.  The permanency rate for all 

Washington State children who were appointed counsel was 16% better than the control group.  

In Georgia, the likelihood of permanency was also greater for the group of children represented 

by the QIC-trained attorneys and the effect was greatest in the beginning of a case.  Within the 

first six months of placement, a child’s exit to permanency was 20% higher in the experimental 

group.  For all cases from entry to 3 years in care, the exit to permanency was 17% higher. 
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18. From these data we also developed a profile of lawyers representing children and 

traced lawyer activities according to the characteristics of the lawyer, the child, and the child’s 

case.  Notable findings are that, in contrast to agency annual turn-over of nearly 30%, the 

attorneys were experienced with an average of 13.5 years of practice.  Approximately 56% had 

been representing children for at least 5 years; 26% for more than 10 years. 

19. Our research provides compelling evidence that representation by an attorney is 

essential to improving outcomes for children in dependency proceedings but it also demonstrates 

the value of multidisciplinary representation of a child with a lawyer and a social worker as a 

multidisciplinary team (MDT) representing the child.  Our study provides strong empirical 

evidence that representation of children, by a lawyer and a social worker, significantly improves 

case outcomes and the experience of children facing foster care.  Children represented by the 

MDT had fewer removals after the intervention was assigned, fewer adjudications of jurisdiction, 

and fewer petitions to terminate the rights of parents.  When children were removed, they were 

more likely to be placed with relatives and less likely to be placed in stranger foster care.  

Despite the challenges of merging two different professions with quite different cultures, 

children benefitted from the collaboration.  These quite dramatic results could not have been 

achieved by non-lawyer representation alone.  The lawyers used the legal process on behalf of 

the child in a way that non-lawyers could not.  But the multidisciplinary combination was a 

potent multiplier.   

20. Based on our data and analysis, we offered policy recommendations as to 

organization and delivery of legal services for children.  See CHILDREN’S JUSTICE: How to 

Improve Legal Representation of Children in the Child Welfare System.  See also QIC-ChildRep, 

at http://www.improvechildrep.org/. 
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V. IMPORTANCE AND BENEFITS OF LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR 
CHILDREN IN DEPENDENCY PROCEEDINGS 

21. In this section, I provide my opinions on the following issues: 

a. What is the nature and scope of the rights and interests of a child that are at risk in 

dependency proceedings? 

b. Can these rights and interests be protected by means other than attorney 

representation of a child, say through their parents, the parents’ attorneys, the state 

child welfare agency and their lawyers, or CASA or other non-attorney guardian 

ad litem? 

c. Does legal representation improve the process and outcome of a case on behalf of 

a child? 

d. Are there demonstrated benefits to the state from competent legal representation 

of the child?  That is, does effective legal representation achieve the state’s 

interest in child welfare proceedings? 

22. I respond to each of these questions below.  Then, in Part VI of this report, I 

provide my opinions as to what a lawyer for the Plaintiff children could have done to benefit the 

children thus far in their proceedings, to highlight the importance of legal representation in 

improving the children’s (and their families’) journey through the child welfare system. 

A. The Nature and Scope of the Rights and Interests of a Child That Are 
at Risk in Dependency Proceedings. 

23. The rights and interests at stake for a child in child abuse and neglect cases are 

immense—truly life or death in some cases.  The decisions courts make in these proceedings 

often have serious, life-changing impacts on the child. 

24. The system both “under-intervenes” and “over-intervenes.”  That is, some 

children who need the full protection of the court do not get it and are exposed to additional 
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harm, and could even die as a result of under-intervention and failure to protect. Yet other 

children suffer from “over-intervention” when they are removed from their families 

unnecessarily and stay removed too long.  Many of these children experience multiple foster 

home placements.  This instability has profound consequences for their later development and 

life success.  Children face the risk of being permanently separated from their parents and their 

extended families when better intervention could help the child stay within the extended family, 

or even be returned to a parent.  And children also face the opposite risk—of staying in 

temporary foster care too long when prompt decision-making could lead to adoption or 

permanent guardianship years earlier. 

25. In my opinion, when the state removes a child from his or her home because of 

abuse or neglect, the state must protect not only the child’s safety, but also the child’s legal 

rights.  Those rights include the right to be represented by an attorney when the child’s 

fundamental liberty interests are at stake, as they are in dependency proceedings.  The liberty 

interests at stake in these proceedings are tied to whether the child will be placed in state custody 

through foster care and include where the child will live, with whom the child will live, and 

whether the integrity of family relationships will be maintained or dissolved.  These interests 

cannot be adequately protected without an attorney to represent the child.  Without an attorney, a 

child in a dependency proceeding risks losing his or her liberty interests, as other parties present 

evidence that sees no challenge, offer witnesses that see no cross-examination, and make 

decisions about the child’s future that are one-sided in nature, i.e., the side of the government.  

As a result, a child may languish for years in the courts and foster system, with no advocate to 

represent his or her legal rights.  Outcomes from that lack of representation are, not surprisingly, 
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poor and often tragic, with homelessness, joblessness, crime, and disconnection from society, as 

described in more detail below. 

26. The system is often clumsy and bureaucratic and it is difficult to achieve the 

nuanced and individualized response to a child’s needs.  While legal representation is needed in 

every case, a child’s specific legal needs are not predictable or consistent from child to child or 

case to case.  The advocacy must be individualized, child-centered, and legally sophisticated.  

Research summarized below indicates that legal representation of the child benefits not only the 

child, but furthers the state’s interests in these proceedings and saves considerable money for the 

state.  

B. These Rights and Interests Cannot Be Fully Protected By Means 
Other Than Attorney Representation of a Child.  

27. There is no party or person other than an attorney who can fully protect and 

promote the rights and interests of a child in dependency proceedings. 

28. Parents cannot fully protect and promote the rights and interests of a child in 

dependency proceedings.  Parents are generally expected to look after the interests of their child.  

In nearly all spheres, it is the parent who speaks for the child and looks out for the child’s best 

interests.  That is the presumption in most of American law.  Children’s legal rights are generally 

considered coincident with those of the parent.  That is, the interests of the child are generally the 

same as the interests of the parent – unless the parent is found legally unfit.  However, child 

protection proceedings are an exception.  In these proceedings, it is the fitness of the parent that 

is typically at issue.  In the face of allegations of child abuse or neglect, the parent and child 

interests are often in conflict, where the parent may desire reunification, but reunification would 

put the child back in harm’s way.  Separate interests require separate representation. 
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29. The state agency, in the case of Indiana, the Department of Child Services, 

cannot fully protect and promote the rights and interests of a child in dependency proceedings. 

The agency has to spread scarce resources over all children coming to their attention. A common 

refrain among child advocates is “I understand your agency limitations and how you can’t 

provide this service for ALL children. I am not asking you to do that; I merely want you to make 

it available for THIS child.”  The caseworkers face institutional interests that encourage quick 

decisions to either leave the child or remove the child with little time, expertise or incentive to 

consider more nuanced intervention or to explore any wishes expressed by the child.  This often 

results in multiple placements for a given child in a short timeframe, as is reflected, for example, 

in the cases of named Plaintiffs Nicole K. and Roman S.  (See ECF No. 40, First Amended 

Complaint ¶¶ 24-29.)   

30. Moreover, the caseworkers handling these cases are most often inexperienced, 

which makes even more valuable an independent child’s lawyer with expertise and experience. 

The turnover of caseworkers is chronically high with devastating effects on the agency’s ability 

to protect children and well-being.  Indiana’s annual child welfare staff turnover rate is 29%.4  

Casey Family Programs, the nation’s largest operating foundation focused on safely reducing the 

need for foster care, has this to say about staff turnover in child welfare. 

[A] well-trained, highly skilled, well-resourced and appropriately deployed 
workforce is foundational to a child welfare agency’s ability to achieve best 
outcomes for the vulnerable children, youth and families it serves….Annual 
turnover rates below 10–12 percent are considered optimal or healthy.5   

  
                                                 

4 (See Indiana Department of Child Services, Annual Staffing and Caseload Reports to the State Budget 
Committee and Legislative Council State Fiscal Year 2018 (July 2017 – June 2018, p. 5), available at: 
https://www.in.gov/dcs/files/DCS_Staffing_and_Caseload_Report_SFY2018.pdf 
 
5  See https://www.casey.org/turnover-costs-and-retention-strategies/ (citing American Public Human Services 
Association. (2010). Workforce guidance; Annie E. Casey Foundation (2015) 10 practices: A child welfare leader’s 
desk guide to building a high-performing agency) (quotation marks omitted). 
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31. In part because of the huge turnover rates, caseloads are often too high. Casey 

Family Programs articulates the serious consequences to the child and family from high 

workloads and inexperienced staff:  

High workloads can have a domino effect: staff burnout and stress lead to staff 
attrition that can result in decreased worker-family contact and failure to meet 
professional standards for investigation response and completion; case plan 
completion and updates, and service provision; as well as increased time to 
permanency, rates of maltreatment recurrence, and the number of foster care 
placements and re-entries into foster care.6 
 
32. Caseworkers are especially compromised when it comes to nuanced in-home legal 

protections that may preclude the need for removal of the child.  Safety measures other than 

removal are often better for a child, but they are complicated legally and harder for the child 

protection worker.  It is easier for the child protection investigator to remove the child and pass 

the case on to a new foster care case manager.  Individualized child advocacy by a lawyer serves 

to counter these institutional short-comings.   

33. CASA or another lay guardian ad litem (GAL) lacks the professional expertise 

to be a substitute for a lawyer for the child.  In a dependency case, there are 

competing constitutional and statutory rights at stake governed by increasingly 

complex law and procedures.  A lay person cannot effectively protect children’s 

rights in this complicated legal environment.  In most states, including Indiana, it 

is simply not the role of the CASA or GAL to protect the legal rights of the child, 

nor are they trained to do so.  Instead, if a CASA or GAL is appointed, their role 

is to represent the best interests of the child.  A non-lawyer best interest advocate 

is not the same as a legal advocate.  (See e.g., ECF No. 40, Ex. 2, American Bar 

                                                 
6 Id.  
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Association, Section of Litigation, Model Act Governing the Representation of 

Children in Abuse, Neglect, and Dependency Proceedings at p. 4 (Aug. 2011) (“A 

best interest advocate does not replace the appointment of a lawyer for the child. 

A best interest advocate serves to provide guidance to the court with respect to the 

child’s best interest and does not establish a lawyer-client relationship with the 

child.”).)  While it may be helpful to have a non-lawyer best interest advocate, 

there are serious limitations on their role.  For example, it is not the job of the best 

interest advocate to ensure the child’s views are unambiguously communicated to 

the court, to ensure that the reasons for the child’s preference are fully explained, 

or to ensure that any evidence supporting the alleged best interest is fully 

examined and tested.  Only an attorney, not a CASA or GAL, is trained and 

charged to do those things.  In fact, according to the Indiana State Office of 

GAL/CASA, “[a] GAL/CASA program has a written volunteer policies and 

procedures manual that is provided to every volunteer....The manual must 

specifically prohibit a GAL/CASA from:...providing legal advice.”  (See ECF No. 

40, Ex 2, Indiana State Office of GAL/CASA, Program Standards at ¶ 9 

(emphasis added).)  

34. Empirical studies have confirmed the inadequacy of relying solely on a CASA or 

GAL to protect children’s rights.  The Chapin Hall Palm Beach study, for example, demonstrated 

that children who are not represented by attorneys are routinely deprived of their rights and 

interests, even when they have an appointed GAL or CASA.  (See, e.g., ECF No. 40, Ex. 7, A. 

Zinn & J. Slowriver, Expediting Permanency: Legal Representation for Foster Children in Palm 

Beach County, Chapin Hall Center for Children, University of Chicago (2008).)  And the U.S. 
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Department of Health and Human Services has recognized that “[t]here is a growing body of 

empirical research linking early appointment of counsel (at or prior to a party’s initial appearance 

in court) and effective legal representation in child welfare proceedings to improved case 

planning, expedited permanency and cost savings to state government.”  (See U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Children’s Bureau, 

Information Memorandum: High Quality Legal Representation for All Parties in Child Welfare 

Proceedings, ACYF-CB-IM-17-02, January 17, 2017, available at: 

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/resource/im1702.)  According to HHS: 

[T]here is widespread agreement in the field that children require legal 
representation in child welfare proceedings.  This view is rooted in the reality 
that judicial proceedings are complex and that all parties, especially children, need 
an attorney to protect and advance their interests in court, provide legal counsel 
and help children understand the process and feel empowered. 
 

(Id. at 3-4 (emphasis added, note omitted).) 
 

35. In short, a CASA or GAL cannot fully protect and promote the rights and interests 

of a child in dependency proceedings.  Only an attorney can provide the legal advice, advocacy, 

and protection that a child so desperately needs in these often-complicated legal proceedings.   

C. Legal Representation Improves Both the Process and the Outcome of 
a Case on Behalf of a Child.  

36. A growing body of research continues to demonstrate that lawyer representation 

of children in child welfare cases directly benefits the child by shortening the time in temporary 

care, moving the child more quickly to permanence, and improving delivery of appropriate and 

timely services.   

37. The central goals of the American child welfare system are safety, permanency 

and well-being of the child.  One of the core principles in child welfare is to respect “a child’s 

sense of time.”  More than most legal questions, making timely decisions is critical.  One of the 



EXPERT REPORT OF PROF. DONALD N. DUQUETTE 
 

16 

worst things for a child is to have justice delayed so they spend months and years in temporary 

placements without consistent roots and relationships.  Children need permanency.  Time is of 

the essence.  Courts and parties should feel the urgency of each and every case.   

38. Good lawyers for children understand the “child’s sense of time” and the urgency 

of making good decisions in a timely manner.  Timely and efficient decisions are at the core of 

child lawyers’ advocacy for their child client and they realize the importance of “moving the 

case along.”  The urgency these cases require call for motions and early review dates and 

pressing for timely decisions about prompt delivery of services for the child and the family, 

return to home as soon as that is safe, and timely decisions about alternative permanent plans.  

Lawyers’ sophistication about moving the process along without compromising safety and the 

lawyers’ creativity in developing options for the child and family all add up to safe, timely 

movement, as compared to cases without legal representation for children.  (See, e.g., Expediting 

Permanency: Legal Representation for Foster Children in Palm Beach County.) 

39. Why emphasize shortening the temporary out of home placement of a child?  

Experience and data show that temporary foster care placement is not ideal for any child.  

Lengthy foster care experiences are associated with many poor life outcomes.  Several studies 

have revealed that despite the best efforts of the dedicated professionals working in foster care, 

foster care in the aggregate does not yield good results for children.  Dr. Joseph Doyle of MIT 

looked at 15,000 children over 10 years in Illinois coming into contact with the child welfare 

system where their cases were “marginal,” that is, cases in which social workers disagreed about 

the necessity of out-of-home placement.  (See J.J. Doyle, Child Protection and Child Outcomes: 

Measuring the Effects of Foster Care, 97(5) Am. Econ. Rev. 1583 (Dec. 2007).)  Some of these 

“gray-area” children were placed in foster care and others remained in their homes.  Doyle’s 
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analysis showed that children who remained at home with their families -- families who initially 

were suspected as being unfit to care to care for the child, fared better than those children 

removed from their parents.  The children who remained in the home the professionals 

considered “questionable,” did better than the child placed in foster care.  The children placed 

in foster care were three times more likely to be involved in the juvenile justice system.  As 

adults they were less likely to hold a job.  Girls were more likely to be pregnant.  The foster 

youth had a two to three times higher arrest, conviction and imprisonment rate.  (Id.)  Timely 

achieving permanency, and avoiding a prolonged stay foster care system, is critical for each child 

in a dependency proceeding. 

40. Additionally, children who “age out” or “emancipate” from the foster care system 

without having found permanency often do not fare well in adulthood.  A number of studies have 

found that former foster youth suffer from high rates of homelessness, poverty and incarceration. 

Researchers in Michigan found that former foster youth experience literal homelessness (living 

at least one night on the streets, in an abandoned building, in a car, or in a shelter for the 

homeless) eight times more than the general population.  (See P.J. Fowler et al., Pathways to and 

From Homelessness and Associated Psychosocial Outcomes Among Adolescents Leaving the 

Foster Care System, Am J Public Health. 2009 August; 99(8): 1453.)  The same study revealed 

that the former foster youth reported average incomes below the Poverty Income Guideline, 

compared to 30% of eighteen to twenty-four-year olds nationally.  (Id.).  Almost half of the 

surveyed foster youth received some form of public assistance since transitioning out of foster 

care and 27% of former foster youth spent time in jail since leaving foster care.  (Id.) 

41. Even though it happens in an unfortunate number of cases, the child welfare 

system is not intended to keep children for a long time or for the duration of their childhood.  A 
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central goal in child welfare is to minimize the time that a child’s safety requires temporary 

placement.  Preferably the child returns to (or stays in) a safe home with a parent or parents or 

extended family.  If a child does not return to the original family, he or she should be adopted or 

otherwise permanently placed with an alternative family.  And this passage through the child 

welfare system should be done quickly.  A quick and safe passage is a measure of success.  

Research demonstrates that lawyers representing children facilitate the court process and move 

their child client more quickly to exit.   

42. The National Quality Improvement Center for Child Representation in the Child 

Welfare System (QIC-ChildRep) referenced above is the most thorough and most ambitious 

empirical research yet on children’s lawyers.  QIC-ChildRep found important benefits to the 

child caused by well-trained lawyers handling their cases, both in terms of activities performed 

and outcomes:  

Activity differences: 

 The trained lawyers initiated more contact with the children they represented. 

 The trained lawyers increased communications with others involved in their 

cases. 

 The trained lawyers were more actively involved in conflict resolution and 

negotiation activities. 

These activities were associated with improved outcomes: 

 Children represented by QIC treatment attorneys in Washington were 40% more 

likely to experience permanency within six months of placement. 

 While not statistically significant, the exit to permanency rate for ALL 

Washington state children was 16% faster than for the control group.   
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 In Georgia, the likelihood of permanency was 17% higher.  It was 20% higher for 

the first six months of the placement period.  

43. Other research also demonstrates that legal representation of the child moves a 

case along quicker and allows the child to exit temporary care faster.  For example, Palm Beach 

County FL, Legal Aid created a Foster Children’s Project (FCP) in which trained and dedicated 

lawyers represented children in child welfare cases.  An evaluation of the project found the FCP 

had a positive impact on achieving permanency for the child.  (See Expediting Permanency: 

Legal Representation for Foster Children in Palm Beach County.)  Specifically, the study found:  

 Children represented by FCP had a significantly higher rate of exit to permanency 

than children not served by FCP.  In the main, this difference appears to be a 

function of much higher rates of adoption and long-term custody among FCP 

children.  

 The higher rates of adoption and long-term custody experienced by FCP children 

were not offset by significantly lower rates of reunification.  

 Taking into consideration the estimated costs of substitute care, ongoing adoption 

subsidies, and FCP representation, the net cost of FCP associated with each 

additional day of permanency was estimated to be as low as $32. (Id.) 

44. In sum, attorney representation of children in dependency proceedings directly 

benefits the child by shortening the time in temporary care, moving the child more quickly to 

permanence, and improving delivery of appropriate and timely services. 

D. Competent Legal Representation of the Child Benefits the State.  

45. Research supports the conclusion that improved representation of children 

improves not only the children’s experience with the legal process, but also the ability of the 
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child welfare system to deliver desirable outcomes for each child.  For instance, lawyers 

practicing according to the QIC Best Practice model resulted in more carefully calibrated 

interventions into the family and more efficient handling of cases thus saving the government 

money enough to justify enhancing legal representation.  (See CHILDREN'S JUSTICE: How to 

Improve Legal Representation of Children in the Child Welfare System.) 

46. The indirect economic benefits of reducing a child’s separation from a parent or 

speeding an adoption or permanent guardianship seem apparent, but are difficult to measure 

precisely.  The Doyle study cited above paints a sad picture of the consequences of long foster 

care stays for children.  The negative experiences associated with long foster placements, such as 

homelessness, teen pregnancy, poor educational achievement, involvement in the criminal justice 

system, and mental illness, impose substantial but hard to quantify costs on society.  Good 

advocacy for a child would certainly reduce those costs.  

47. Other, more direct costs of foster care can be more accurately quantified.  When a 

lawyer’s advocacy reduces a child’s stay in foster care, the state saves considerable expense 

directly related to keeping a child in care.  (This outcome at the same time benefits the child.)  

Maintaining a child in foster care is expensive.  A combination of state, county, and federal 

resources are used to fund: (1) monthly foster care maintenance payments; (2) Medicaid costs; 

(3) social worker and service provider salaries; and (4) administrative costs associated with 

foster care placement, including determining a child's eligibility for federal support of the 

placement. In addition, there are hard costs associated with the court process and legal 

procedures that must be followed when a child is placed and maintained in foster care—judge, 

clerk, and attorney compensation and funding to maintain the physical courtroom, for example.  

Effective child representation programs will and shorten the length of time that children spend in 
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foster care, as explained above.  Shortening the time it takes children to achieve permanency will 

substantially reduce these hard costs.  (See, e.g., E.Thornton & B. Gwin, High Quality Legal 

Representation for Parents in Child Welfare Cases, 46 Fam. Law Q. 1 (Spring 2012).) 

48. I have performed a basic return on investment (ROI) analysis of the benefits of 

legal representation in Indiana versus its costs, and the ROI reveals that the state would have 

substantial financial savings if attorneys were appointed to each child in dependency 

proceedings.  A refined analysis of foster care costs is hard to summarize because some children 

stay in care substantially longer than others and foster parents are paid at quite different rates 

depending on the age and needs of the child.  But the ROI presented here does not depend on 

such subtlety.  Even a gross overview of public expenditure demonstrates that shortening time in 

care (never sacrificing safety) saves the government significant funds.     

49. Here are the approximate numbers:  Indiana spent $505,443,084 combined state 

and federal funds on out of home placement in 2016.7  Assuming there are approximately 20,419 

children in foster care8, the state spent $24,754 per child per year, or $2,063 per child per month.  

(Those numbers are comparable to national average foster care payment per child per month of 

$2,148 not counting court-related costs.9)  Using the national average length of stay in foster 

                                                 
7 See https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/All-
StatesSFY2016_ChildTrends_December2018.pdf. 

8 See https://fosteringsuccessfoundation.org/resources/foster-care-
statistics/?gclid=EAIaIQobChMI0NOikpTv5AIVS73ACh262gysEAAYAiAAEgIjBfD_BwE. 
This number is the sum of two mutually exclusive groups of children: the children who are already in care on the 
first day of the fiscal year (as of October 1) and the children who entered foster care during the year. An individual 
child is counted only once for each year. 
 
9 According to Zill, Better Prospects, Lower Cost: The Case for Increasing Foster Care Adoption, May 1, 2011, the 
average administrative cost per child served per year was $6,675. The total of maintenance costs and administrative 
costs per child per year was $25,782 ($19,107 plus $6,675). Average monthly cost = $2,148. See 
https://www.adoptioncouncil.org/publications/2011/05/adoption-advocate-no-35. 
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care, which is 21 months,10 the average cost to Indiana for a child entering foster care is at least 

$43,323 per child.  Note that this estimate is a minimum.  It does not include court costs such as 

judge, lawyer, and staff time.  The estimate also does not include substantial indirect costs such 

as special education, mental health, and institutional costs, and juvenile delinquency.  Gelles and 

Perlman estimated the annual cost per abused and neglected child in America at $63,871 when 

direct costs such as foster care, legal representation, and indirect costs like special education, 

mental health and physical health care services, and juvenile delinquency are combined.  (See R. 

Gelles & S. Perlman, Estimated Annual Cost of Child Abuse and Neglect. Chicago IL: Prevent 

Child Abuse America (2012), available at: 

http://www.preventchildabuse.org/images/research/pcaa_cost_report_2012_gelles_perlman.pdf.) 

In any event, it cannot be disputed that placing and keeping children in foster care costs the 

government a lot of money.   

50. In my calculations, I assume an attorney with an average caseload of 60 children.  

And I have assumed that this attorney, consistent with the QIC findings cited above, reduces the 

average length of time in foster care by 16% or 3.36 months.  Using the numbers above, each 

attorney would save the State of Indiana approximately $6,931 per child, which is $2,063/month 

x 3.36 months.  Multiplied by 60 children that means the state saves approximately $415,900 due 

to the work of one child’s attorney.  The attorney more than covers the attorney’s salary by 

reducing foster care costs.  Thus, and perhaps counterintuitively, providing counsel for children 

in CHINS and TPR proceedings in Indiana would likely result in a significant net monetary 

savings for the state.   

                                                 
10 Data for the average length of stay in foster care in Indiana were not available but it is reasonable to assume they 
are close to the national average.  The national median length of stay for children exiting foster care in 2011 was 
21.1 months, according to U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The AFCARS Report: Preliminary FY 
2011 estimates as of July 2012 (19), available at: http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/cb/afcarsreport19.pdf.  
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51. The data above show that effective representation for children shortens the time in 

foster care.  Since foster care and the attendant government costs in social services, 

administration, and court costs are so high, even a modest reduction of time in care results in 

substantial government savings.  The ROI in legal representation for children would likely more 

than pay for itself.  If a child’s attorney makes even a tiny difference in expeditious improvement 

or in moving just a few kids from group homes to more personal placements, the financial 

benefit to the state is substantial.  Data and experience show that the difference attributed to good 

child legal representation will not be tiny, but substantial.  Further, under recent federal policy 

changes, the state can claim federal dollars for up to 50% of the cost of counsel for the child, 

even further increasing the net monetary savings.  (See Administration for Children & Families, 

U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services, Child Welfare Policy Manual, § 8.1B #30, available at: 

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cwpm/public_html/programs/cb/laws_policies/laws/cwpm/policy_dsp.j

sp?citID=36.) 

52. Indiana has a poor record when it comes to the number of children entering care 

and the length of stay once there.  Given the extraordinary costs of foster care compared with the 

relatively modest cost of counsel for the child, it is the absence of counsel for a child that adds a 

substantial public cost—not the expense of providing counsel.  Hence, Indiana would not be 

increasing public expenses to provide counsel for children.  Rather, the public expenses are 

substantially and needlessly increased because Indiana chooses to deny counsel for children.  I 

understand that Plaintiffs in this case are alleging the deprivation of counsel violates their due 

process.  I agree with that legal conclusion.  And it is my further opinion that it is a rare due 

process element that costs the state more to DENY additional civil rights protection than to 

provide it.  Yet that is precisely the case here.  
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53. The ROI analysis is dramatic, but what is even more important is the fact that 

attorneys could also save the lives of children by assuring proper investigation and effective 

protection plans on those cases petitioned to the court.  Indiana experienced 77 child abuse and 

neglect deaths in 2016, one of the highest rates in the nation.11  

54. Lawyers for children will have their eye on permanency, a major goal of any 

competent attorney for children in dependency proceedings.  But permanency is trumped only by 

child safety.  Because attorneys for children help minimize inappropriate placements and 

safeguard against uninformed, unilateral case decisions, it is my opinion that appointment of 

attorneys to represent children in Indiana’s CHINS and TPR proceedings will undoubtedly help 

to prevent child deaths—another important interest of the state. 

55. Thus, research and experience both support the conclusion that mandatory 

representation of children in CHINS and TPR proceedings in Indiana will confer numerous 

benefits on the state. 

VI. ATTORNEY REPRESENTATION WOULD HAVE BENEFITED THE 
NAMED PLAINTIFFS 

56. In my opinion, based on my review of the First Amended Complaint, the named 

Plaintiffs would have benefited from attorney representation in their cases.  In this section, I 

provide my opinions on what a lawyer for each child could have actually done and why it is that 

these lawyer efforts can significantly improve the child’s (and family’s) journey through the 

child welfare system.  Data from my research, as described above, show that the process and the 

outcomes improve for a child when they are represented by a lawyer who practices according to 

                                                 
11 Indiana Department of Child Services, 2016 Annual Report of Child Abuse & Neglect Fatality Report, For State 
Fiscal Year (SFY) 2016 at https://www.in.gov/dcs/files/2016_Fatality_Report.pdf; National comparison at U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Children’s Bureau, Child 
Maltreatment 2017, Table 4.1, page 61, available at: https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/resource/child-maltreatment-2017. 
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the prevailing national standards.  Below are some examples of steps that a lawyer for the named 

Plaintiffs could have taken.   

57. The siblings, Nicole K. and Roman S., both entered Indiana foster care as infants.  

They both suffered a heartbreaking 20 placements before Linda R. took them into her licensed 

foster home.  Both children exhibit serious developmental delay and behavioral problems—

almost certainly a consequence of their early unstable home life. 

58. An attorney for these two infants, practicing according to the generally accepted 

national standards for representing children, would have ameliorated their sad journey in various 

ways.  The attorney would have been appointed for the very first hearing.  His or her primary 

focus would be first to protect the child and second to disrupt the child’s current living situation 

as little as possible, consistent with safety and stability.   

59. The lawyer would be expected to participate fully in all placement decisions.  The 

lawyer is expected to “assure that all placement decisions are made with care and deliberation; 

[and] when placement is necessary, help identify placement alternatives.”  (QIC I(3)(d).)  Thus, 

the lawyer would be sure the agency explored all possible kinship placements or had a plan to do 

so in the immediate future.  The lawyer would inquire as to the foster homes and whether the 

foster homes are ready for a longer-term commitment to the child.  When a child has special 

needs or special challenges, as is likely if multiple placements are experienced, the lawyer would 

engage with the agency to assure that the foster parents are competent for the task and fully 

understand the challenges they might face.  Unless the parents’ past behavior was truly 

deplorable, it would be too early to consider pre-adoption placement.  But the lawyer’s goal is 

ONE placement that would last for the months necessary to resolve these legal issues.  Safety 

and stability are major goals for the child’s lawyer.  Each placement is a precious, delicate step. 
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60. If the agency responses to the child’s lawyer are problematic or not satisfying, the 

lawyer would inform the court and perhaps persuade the court to issue orders to achieve a stable 

(temporary for the litigation) placement.  The lawyer could ask the court for an adjournment or 

an earlier than usual hearing to get the matter on a firmer footing.  The goal is to have one 

placement until return to parent or parents or permanent placement with someone other than the 

parents is possible. 

61. Hopefully this attention to placement stability results in one placement.  But even 

if there is some slippage, this careful decision-making and careful attention will prevent children 

from being subject to the horrors of multiple placements—including the 20 placements as 

experienced by these children. 

62. In most cases, the parent respondents are assessed and a case plan is developed to 

help them overcome the situation that caused their children to be placed in care.  The best 

approach is for the child’s attorney to adopt a problem-solving, non-adversarial approach 

whenever possible.  Lawyers for the child participate in this assessment and ask basic questions 

such as “what’s really going on here?” and “what is the underlying problem here?”  As in other 

areas of the law, the lawyer would fully participate in fashioning the remedy.  Far too often, the 

agency does not assess the family properly and does not identify the best services for addressing 

the situation.  The assessment and case plan should not be left to the agency alone.  At this stage, 

the child’s lawyer may end up as an ally of the parents.  Both parents and the child benefit from a 

proper assessment and timely implemented rehabilitative services.  At this stage, the child’s 

fundamental interest in maintaining connection with parents and family requires this careful 

attention to the state intervention.  In many cases, a properly implemented assessment and case 
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plan results in the parents being able to resume proper care within a reasonable time and thus 

avoid lengthy or numerous foster placements. 

63. In Nicole and Roman’s case, the fact that Roman was born in circumstances 

requiring immediate placement indicates that perhaps rehabilitation of the parents would not 

have been successful.  Once the child’s lawyer makes the personal determination that 

rehabilitation is not likely to be successful and that the legal grounds for an alternative 

permanent plan exist, another very important role for the child’s attorney is triggered.  The child 

needs permanence and the lawyer will aggressively pursue that.  The child needs stability and 

alternative permanent family if the birth parents fail.  Termination of parental rights may be in 

order.  Perhaps permanent guardianship would work in the right circumstance.  Extended family 

should be fully pursued and the agency cannot always be relied upon to press the cases in this 

fashion.  The court process in TPR is complicated and careful—as it should be given the 

important rights at stake.  The child’s attorney can facilitate TPR by collaborating with the 

agency or the agency attorney.  The child’s attorney, with “child’s sense of time” firmly in mind, 

can advocate for timely action on the petition.  All this focus on timely decisions is in the 

interests of the child.  But it also saves the state money, as explained above.    

64. Abigail, Lily and Rachel are fortunate that they have been in one placement for so 

long and realized an important goal of child welfare – one placement for the duration of the legal 

process.  But a lawyer could have helped them too.  First, the lawyer would have investigated the 

physical abuse and neglect and pressed for more aggressive action from the beginning.  There 

could be a more aggressive search for family placements besides the mother and father.  The 

lawyer could help in analyzing the out-of-state grandmother’s interest in caring for the girls.  

Sometimes funding is important when families are low-income.  Case managers sometimes do 
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not fully understand what the options might be.  Counseling the grandmother, providing all the 

facts, and helping her think through these options is important.  The agency should do this; the 

child’s attorney can be sure it is done, or contact the grandmother on their own.  Once the parents 

disappeared, the child’s lawyer could support TPR and encourage the agency to search for 

adoptive placements on a timely basis.  Each placement should be considered and, contrary to 

what the case manager said, Abigail would get a say in her placement if she had a lawyer.  The 

lawyer would give voice to the children’s fundamental liberty interests, harness the facts and law 

to further the children’s goals, especially of the older child.  The children’s lawyer would help 

hold the agency accountable for proper vetting of the adoption candidates. 

65. Had a lawyer been appointed for Anna, Brian, Amelia, Alexa and Zachary in 

2016, the lawyer would have interviewed those children capable of language, (all but Zachary), 

observed them, and developed a relationship.  The lawyer would then have a conduit of 

information from the children about how they were living and what their concerns were.  The 

lawyer would have addressed these issues much earlier.  They first would have engaged with the 

agency and if not satisfied bring the matter to the court.  This early attention and check on the 

agency would possibly have spared Brian, Anna and others some of the beatings.   

66. A foundation for TPR could also have been laid earlier.  As to the forced visits, if 

indeed the children did not want those visits to occur or wanted to change the circumstances and 

conditions of the visits, the lawyer could have first engaged with the agency and then, if not 

satisfied, motion up a hearing and have the court review the negative consequences the visits had 

on the children.  The visits could have been altered or stopped, depending on the court’s 

assessment.  The children at the least would have had a say.   
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  Manistique, Michigan 
 
Married:   June 17, 1967, to Kathy Jo Duquette 
  One child, Gail, born 1976 
 
Address: Child Advocacy Law Clinic  505 E. Huron Street, #603 
  University of Michigan  Ann Arbor, MI 48109 
    Law School    734-663-2867 
  Ann Arbor, MI 48109-1215 
  734-763-5000;   FAX: 734-647-4042 
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CURRENT POSITION 
 
 Clinical Professor Emeritus of Law, University of Michigan Law School 
 Founding Director Emeritus, Child Advocacy Law Clinic 
  
 
EDUCATION 
 

The University of Michigan Law School, Juris Doctor conferred on December 20, 1974. 
 

Michigan State University, B.A., June, 1969, with high honors and as a member of the 
Honors College.  Major:  Social Science with concentration in sociology, psychology 
and social work 

 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
 

Clinical Professor of Law; Director, Child Advocacy Law Clinic, University of Michigan 
Law School; 1976 - 2016. 

    
The Child Advocacy Law Clinic is a specialty clinical law program at the University of 

Michigan Law School in which fourteen to twenty law students per semester handle 
actual cases of alleged child abuse or neglect or termination of parental rights cases 
under law faculty supervision.  Student attorneys appear in three distinct legal roles in 
separate Michigan counties -- for the state child protective services, for the child, and 
for the parent.  Teaching and case consultation is provided by psychological faculty as 
well as law faculty.  As founder and first director of the clinic, duties include 
organization and administration of the clinic; teaching companion simulations and 
seminars in trial advocacy, negotiation, interviewing, and child abuse and neglect law 
and policy; and supervising student attorneys in preparation and trial of actual cases. 

 
Director, National Quality Improvement Center for Child Representation in Child 

Welfare Cases, a five-year, $6 million project funded by the U.S. Children’s Bureau of 
U.S. HHS.  The Child Representation QIC will assess the state of child representation 
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in the nation, frame promising models of child representation, implement research and 
demonstration projects, and gather empirical data on what child representation actually 
benefits children in child welfare cases. 2009 – 2016.  

  
Faculty Liaison, Bergstrom Summer Fellowship in Child Welfare Law, since 1994 - 

2014.  Responsible for recruitment, selection, placement, allocation of summer 
stipends, and training of summer fellows. Each summer 30 2d and 3rd year law 
students from around the nation are selected for their interest in careers in children’s 
law, given three days of specialty training at the Michigan Law School in late May and 
placed in excellent law offices around the country for the summer. 

 
Directed the first Legislation Clinic at UM Law School, 2013-14. 
 
Directed the first Mediation Clinic at UM Law School Winter 2004. 
 
Co-director, National Association of Counsel for Children Certification of Child Welfare 

Lawyers as Specialists, 2002 to 2007. 
 
National Association of Counsel for Children, Board member 1999 – 2007. 
 
Legal Consultant, U.S. Children’s Bureau, 1997-98.  Drafter of Guidelines for State 

Legislation Governing Permanence for Children, based on recommendations of an 
Expert Work Group convened by the Bureau. 

 
Project Director, Michigan Child Welfare Law Program, funded by the W.K. Kellogg 

Foundation, 1994 to 1998.  A $1.5 million program to enhance the quality and 
availability of child centered legal services in eleven sites throughout America 
participating in the Kellogg Families for Kids Initiative.  The Michigan Program has 
six components:  1) Summer Child Law Fellowships for law students, 2) Development 
of specialty Child Welfare Law Offices, 3) Encouraging Law School Teaching and 
Scholarship in Child Welfare including creation of Child Advocacy Law Clinics,  
4) Advanced Kellogg Fellowships in Child Welfare Law and Policy for experienced 
judges, lawyers and law professors, 5) Direct legal reform assistance in the Kellogg 
sites, and 6) Michigan Child Welfare Resource Center to provide training and 
technical assistance to Michigan judges and lawyers and to disseminate the Resource 
Center model to other states. 

 
Management Team, W.K. Kellogg Foundation Families for Kids Initiative; a team of 

consultants and Foundation staff guiding the $42 million FFK Initiative, 1994 -1998. 
 
Advisory Board and Consultant, Michigan Court Improvement Program:  State Court 

Assessment and Implementation of Reforms Related to Foster Care and Adoption, 
1996 - 2014. 
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Governor's Task Force on Children's Justice, appointed by the Governor in January 1992 
and each year thereafter.  Task Force is to review Michigan's handling of child victims 
and witnesses in the court system and recommend reform. 1992 - 2012. 

 
Advisory Board, Dave Thomas Center for Adoption Law, Capital University Law School, 

Columbus, OH; 1997 - 2002 
 
Board of Visitors, University of Arizona College of Law, Tucson, Arizona, 1995 - 2000. 
 
Co-chair, State Bar of Michigan, Children's Task Force, Top priority of Bar Association 

president is to address needs of children in the legal system over a two year period, 
1993 - 1995. 

 
Member, Michigan's Child Mortality Review Panel, a 12 member panel jointly appointed 

by directors of Michigan Department of Social Services and Department of Public 
Health, 1990 - 1992.  

 
Project Director, Interdisciplinary Training Program on Child Abuse and Neglect 

(Interdisciplinary Fellowship).   A joint federally funded program with Schools of 
Social Work and Education and the Departments of Psychology, Pediatrics and 
Psychiatry, 1986 - 1992. 

 
National Advisory Board for CSR, Inc. doing a national evaluation of representation of 

children in protection cases as required by the U.S. Congress, 1989 - 1994. 
 
Drafter, Uniform Children's Code, for a Children's Commission of representatives of the 

seven Native American tribes of Michigan then federally recognized, 1990. 
 
Co-director, Interdisciplinary Project on Child Abuse and Neglect, a training, service, and 

research project including schools of Law, Medicine and Social Work, 1979 - 1989. 
 
Elected Member, Washtenaw County Board of Commissioners, 1981 - 1988. 
 
Member, Michigan Supreme Court Probate Task Force, supervised by Chief Justice 

Dorothy Comstock Riley, which addressed proper role of Probate Courts in delivering 
juvenile services and proposed a scheme for involving juvenile services in Michigan, 
1986 - 1987.  

 
Board Member, Children's Trust Fund for the Prevention of Child Abuse, appointed by 

the Governor, 1983 - 1985. 
 
Member, Permanency Planning Committee, appointed by Chief Justice Mary Coleman of 

Michigan Supreme Court to identify barriers to permanent placements for foster 
children and to recommend reform; 1982 - 1985. 

 
Project Director, Multidisciplinary Team Training Project, a project supported by the 

State of Michigan, providing training to multidisciplinary teams in many Michigan 
counties plus training over 1800 social workers in interdisciplinary aspects of 
managing child abuse and neglect cases; 1979 - 1981. 
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Assistant Professor, Department of Human Development and Pediatrics, College of 
Human Medicine, Michigan State University, January, 1975 - September, 1976.  

 
Protective Services and Foster Care Caseworker for Michigan Department of Social 

Services (Muskegon County), 1969 - 1972. 
 
 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
 
 Admitted to the State Bar of Michigan, April 1975. 
 Member, State Bar of Michigan – Children’s Law Section  
 Member, State Bar of Michigan - Family Law Section. 
 Charter Member, American Professional Society on the Abuse of Children. 
 Editorial Board, Child Abuse and Neglect, International Journal, 1985 - 1990. 
 Editorial Board, Community Alternatives: International Journal of Family Care, 1991-95 
 Board of Directors, Michigan Chapter, National Committee for Prevention of Child 

Abuse; 1979 - 1981. 
 Board of Directors, National Association of Counsel for Children; 1979 – 1984; 1999- 

2007. 
 
AWARDS 

 
Lifetime Achievement Award, National Association of Counsel for Children – 2017 
 
2012 Ernie Moore Justice for Children Award “for unselfish rendering of outstanding and 
unique service to and on behalf of children and families in Michigan”.  Governor’s Task 
Force on Child Abuse and Neglect. 
 
1998 Adoption Activist Award, the North American Council on Adoptable Children, for 
advocating for children with special needs. 
 
Gerald R. Hicks Child Welfare Leadership Award, Michigan Federation of Private Child 
and Family Agencies, May 21, 1998 
 
"Outstanding Legal Advocacy Award" by National Association of Counsel for Children, 
1996. 
 
"Citizen of the Year," named by Huron Valley Chapter, National Association of Social 
Workers, March 1985. 
 
1985 "Research in Advocacy" award, National Association of Court Appointed Special 
Advocates, for Guardian ad Litem Study, May, 1985. 
 
Listed, Marquis, Who's Who in the World 
 
Listed, Marquis, Who's Who 
 
Listed, Marquis, Who's Who in American Law 

 
 
COURSES TAUGHT 
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Family Law, University of Michigan Law School; Winter 2016 & 2017. 
 
Legislation Clinic, University of Michigan Law School, Fall 2013 & Winter 2014 
 
Children and the Law, University of Michigan Law School, Fall 2012 
Child Advocacy Law Clinic, University of Michigan Law School, fieldwork and 
classroom, since Fall 1976. 
 
Mediation Clinic, University of Michigan Law School, fieldwork and classroom, Winter 
2004 
 
Children in the Legal System, University of Michigan Law School, Fall 2003 
 
Child Protection and Foster Care Legal Training, development and implementation of a 
three-day course for social workers in Michigan, offered several times per year from 1977 
to 1999. 

 
Interdisciplinary Fellowship Graduate Seminar on Child Abuse and Neglect, 1986 - 1992. 
 

 Child Abuse and Neglect Seminar, University of Michigan Law School, co-taught with 
  Professor David Chambers each Fall 1979 - 1989. 

 
 Legal Aspects of Child Welfare, (SW 533) University of Michigan School of Social 

Work,  Fall 1986. 
 

Medicine and the Law, College of Human Medicine, Michigan State University, 1975-76 
 
Family Law, College of Human Ecology, Michigan State University, 1975-76 

 
SELECTED TALKS AND PAPERS PRESENTED 

 
“In Child Advocacy, Both Good Laws and Clinical Skills are Essential:  A Review of the 
Six Core Skills” NACC-Loyola Child Law Symposium, Loyola Chicago Law School, 
November 9, 2018 
 
CIP Talks: “How Judges and Attorneys Help Strengthen Families”, Nat’l Center for State 
Courts, Williamsburg, VA; February 29, 2018 
 
“Representing Children”; Rutgers Law School, December 1, 2017 
 
“QIC Best Practice Model of Child Representation”, Maine Court Improvement Project 
Spring Conference, May 1 & 2, 2017 
 
"Legal Representation of Children in the USA: Report on an Evidence-based Best 
Practice Model,” Children and the Law Conference, University of Tel Aviv Law School, 
Tel Aviv, Israel, September 2016.  
 
"Representation of Children in the Child Welfare System," the 20th National Conference 
on Child Abuse and Neglect, Washington, D.C., September 2016. 
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 "Children's Justice: How to Improve Legal Representation of Children in the Child 
Welfare System—Final Report of the QIC-ChildRep," opening plenary at the National  
Association of Counsel for Children Annual Conference, Philadelphia, August 2016. 
 
“Lawyers Can Help; Lawyers are Important; Plenary at Raise Your Bar Conference, 
Emory University, Atlanta, GA February 26, 2015. 
 
“How Good Lawyering Improves Outcomes for Children and Parents in Child Welfare 
Cases” Oklahoma Children’s Court Summit, October 7, 2015. 
 
“Toward a Non-Adversarial Collaborative Attorney Culture in Child Welfare 
Proceedings” National Association of Counsel for Children Annual Conference, Denver 
CO; August 18, 2014. 
 
Update on the National Quality Improvement Center on Child Representation in the Child 
Welfare System, Annual Conference of the National Association of Counsel for Children 
in Chicago, August 17, 2012. 
 
"Protecting our Children/Protecting Our Liberty: What We Can Learn From the Texas 
FLDS Children, Mike's Hard Lemonade case, and others" ABA National Conference on 
Children and the Law, May 14-16, 2009. 
 
“Using the Law to Reform the Child Welfare System”  Michigan School of Social Work 
Collaboratory regarding the Settlement Agreement of the Class Action Lawsuit filed by 
Children's Rights against Michigan Department of Human Services, February 2, 2009 
 
"Protecting Children and Protecting Liberty: Improving Decision-Making in Removing 
Children in Child Protective Services Cases." 17th National Conference on Child Abuse 
and Neglect, Atlanta, GA, April 2, 2009. 
 
“Baby Brains, Children’s Rights, Parents Rights:  How Does All This Get Balanced in the 
Child Welfare System?” Court Improvement Project Meeting, Washington, DC October 
14, 2008 
 
“Removal Standards in Child Protection Cases”  Georgia Supreme Court Committee on 
Justice for Children, Atlanta, GA, September 8, 2008. 
 
“Protecting Our Children – And Our Liberty: Striking the Balance in Child Protection 
Removals”,  ABA Teleconference, July 9, 2008. 
 
"Looking Ahead to The Next Ten Years of Family Court", Michigan Association of 
Family Court Administrators Spring Meeting, Ann Arbor, MI, May 9, 2008 
 
"Interviewing Children and the Appropriate Consideration of Children's Expressed 
Preferences in Cases of Disputed Custody"  Joint Presentation with Dr. Karen Saywitz of 
UCLS at Reconceptualizing Child Custody - Lawyers and Psychologists Working 
Together.ABA/American Psychological Association Joint Conference Chicago, IL   
April 30 - May 3, 2008. 
 
"Munchausen by Proxy: Legal Issues" at conference on Medical Issues in Child 
Maltreatment: Michigan State Court Administrative Office and Governor's Task Force on 
Children's Justice, December 10, 2007 
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"Looking Ahead to the Next 10 Years of Child Advocacy" Conference Celebrating 10th 
Anniversary of Child Advocacy Clinic at U of Arizona, October 19, 2007 
 
"Child Welfare Law Certification"  Pima County Juvenile Court, Tucson AZ, October 19, 
2007 
 
“Looking Ahead:  A Vision of the Child Welfare System of the Future”, National 
Conference of the National Association of Counsel for Children, Keystone, Colorado, 
August 16, 2007 
 
“Developing a Child Advocacy Clinical Law Program,” 12th Annual Conference on 
Children and the Law” Co-sponsored by ABA Center on Children and the Law and 
Harvard Law School.  Harvard Law School, Cambridge, MA;  April 13-15, 2007 
 
"Two Distinct Roles/Bright Line Test" at Voices of Youth in the Courtroom: Is It Time 
for a Change?, a statewide conference sponsored by The Office of the Child's 
Representative and The University of Colorado Law School, Boulder, CO; November 9, 
2006. 
 
"Attorney Specialty Certification:  Improving Legal Service Delivery and Outcomes for 
Children and Families through Board Certification" presented at the U.S. Children's 
Bureau Conference in Washington, D.C.; Many Paths, One Direction:  Strategies for 
Lasting Reform in Child Welfare; June 21, 2006. 
 
"Certification of Lawyers in Child Welfare" talk for State Bar of Michigan Children's 
Law Section, September 23, 2005. 
 
“The NACC Child Welfare Law Certification Program:  How to Become a Certified 
Child Welfare Law Specialist” with Marvin Ventrell, at the NACC National Conference 
in Las Vegas, September 10, 2004 and at California Center for the Courts, February 4, 
2005. 
 
“Ethical Issues in Legal Representation in Children’s Cases”, NACC National 
Conference, Las Vegas, Nevada, September 10, 2004. 
 
“Two Distinct Lawyer Roles Are Required”  Representing Children in Abuse and Neglect 
Cases: Is It Time for a Change?, A Statewide Conference in Albuquerque, New Mexico, 
October 15, 2003  
 
“Scottish Children’s Hearings at a Crossroads:  A View from America”, University of 
Glasgow Programme, Scottish Hearing System at a Crossroads”, September 24, 2003. 
 
“Improving Legal Services for Children”, Massachusetts Citizens for Children Summit on 
Children and the Courts: Improving Court Responses to Child Victims of Intra-Familial 
Violence and Sexual Abuse, October 25, 2002  
 
“Quo Vadis:  Where is the Legal Profession for Children Going?” at the National 
Association of Counsel for Children 2002 Annual Conference at a closing session called:  
1977 - 2002: The Creation of the Practice of Law for Children - A Glance Backward and 
a Look Ahead by the Founders of the Profession; Orlando, Florida, September 29, 2002.  
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“Achieving Justice for Children” Belize National Conference on Child Protection and 
Child Rights, Belize City, Belize; January 9, 2002. 
 
“Child Witnesses: Trends in National Laws and Empirical Research” The Child Witness 
in Criminal Cases sponsored by the American Bar Association, Children’s Justice 
Section; November 16, 2001, Annapolis, Maryland. 
 
“Confidentiality of Substance Abuse Treatment Information in Child Protection Cases: 
Legal Aspects”, Substance Abuse Services and Child Welfare – Juvenile Justice 
Conference, Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan  October, 18, 2001 
 
“Evaluation, Investigation and Court Involvement in Suspected Munchausen by Proxy 
Cases:  An Interdisciplinary Presentation”; 20th Annual Michigan Statewide Conference 
on Child Abuse and Neglect, October 22, 2001.  
 
“Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy: An Interdisciplinary Approach to Detection, 
Confirmation and Intervention”; Michigan Governor’s Task Force on Children’s Justice 
Annual Summit, October 19, 2000. 
 
Debate with State Senator William Van Regenmorter, “Has Michigan’s ‘Get Tough’ 
Policies regarding Juvenile Offenders Gone too Far?”, University of Michigan Law 
School, January 28, 2000 
 
“Guidelines for Public Policy and State Legislation Governing Permanence for Children,” 
National Symposium of child welfare leaders and state legislators sponsored by U.S. 
Children’s Bureau, January 8, 1999, Washington, DC  
 
“Delivery of Legal Services to Children”, plenary presentation at the National Children’s 
Law Conference of the National Association of Counsel for Children, Chicago, October 
14, 1996. 
 
“Representing the Child in Civil Child Protection Proceedings, Current Issues in 
America” plenary speaker, at Goethe University, Frankfort Germany, December 1994 
 
"Let's Be Reasonable and Radical", Keynote Address, Conference on Permanency 
Planning and Reasonable Efforts, Working Together for Families, Great Bend and 
Wichita, Kansas, March 24 and May 6, 1994. 
 
"Legal Reform in Child Welfare" talk and workshop at W.K. Kellogg Foundation 
conference,  Families for Kids Initiative, November 30 - December 1, 1993. 
 
"Assessing Risk to the Child in Placement Decisions" workshop for child advocates at 
Illinois Action for Children, Chicago, Illinois, May 5 & 6, 1993. 
 
"Roundtable Discussion - Ethical Issues in Child Welfare Legal Practice" at Attorney 
Representation in Child Protection Proceedings Conference, Lansing, Michigan, 
November 6, 1992. 
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"Scottish Children's Hearings and Representation for the Child" plenary presentation at 
Justice for Children International Conference, The University of Glasgow, September 24, 
1992. 
 
"A Comparison of Child Protection Legal Process in England and Wales, Scotland and 
the U.S." Ninth International Congress on Child Abuse and Neglect, Chicago, August 31, 
1992. 
 
"Independent Child Advocates in Civil Child Abuse and Neglect Court Proceedings", 
Third European Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect, Prague, Czechoslovakia;  
June 23-26, 1991. 
 
"Models of Independent Child Advocacy" at Children's Rights to Legal Services 
Conference: A Joint Conference held by the Scottish Child Law Centre and the Scottish 
Legal Action Group, Glasgow, Scotland, May 23, 1991. 
 
"Child Advocacy," a day-long session for the Nottinghamshire guardian ad litem panel, 
Nottingham, England, May 13, 1991. 
 
"Roundtable Debate:  Ethics and Child Welfare Legal Practice"  ABA Fifth National 
Conference on Children and the Law, November 1, 1990. 
 
"Learning from Other Disciplines", American Association of Law Schools, Clinical Legal 
Education Conference, Ann Arbor, Michigan, June 6, 1990. 
 
"Dimensions of Child Advocacy"  National Association of Court Appointed Special 
Advocates Annual Meeting, New Orleans, April 30, 1990. 
 
"Representing Children in Protection Cases" a day-long training conference provided to 
South Carolina attorneys sponsored by the University of South Carolina, April 24, 1990. 
 
"Setting Up a Child Advocacy Clinic" and "Attorney's Role in Child Protection Cases", 
Lawyers for Children Conference, Harvard Law School, April 6 & 7, 1990. 
 
"Drug Use During Pregnancy" Invited talk, University of Pittsburgh, Office for Child 
Development, March 16, 1990.  "Expert Witnesses in Child Protection Cases" University 
of Pittsburgh, March 17, 1990. 
 
"Child Protection and Juvenile Court: In Whose Best Interests?"  Plenary address at 
National Conference on Child Maltreatment sponsored by the Center for Child Protection 
in San Diego, California, January 1990. 
 
"University Interdisciplinary Education in Child Abuse and Neglect", Seventh National 
Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect, Salt Lake City, Utah, October 23, 1989. 

 
"Interdisciplinary Education and Collaboration in Child Abuse and Neglect," keynote 
speaker, UCLA Invitational conference on child abuse and neglect, May 2, 1989. 
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"Independent Representation of Children in Protection Proceedings," NATO Advanced 
Research Workshop on State Intervention on Behalf of Children and Youth, Maratea, 
Italy, February 21, 1989. 

  
"Coordinated Community Response to Child Sexual Abuse," 3-day conference for 
interdisciplinary teams from selected Michigan counties, Ann Arbor, Michigan,  
Spring 1986, 1987, 1988, 1989. 

 
"Improving Representation of Children in Child Abuse and Neglect Cases Through the 
Use of Non-Lawyer Advocates," at the Fourth Annual Conference of the National Court 
Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) Association, May 3, 1985, Seattle, Washington. 
 

 "The Child As Witness, Keynote for Annual Meeting of Criminal Law Section, Michigan  
State Bar Association, Mackinac Island, Michigan, May 31, 1985. 

 
"Interventions in Child Abuse Cases,"  Child Sexual Abuse:  A Multi-disciplinary 
Approach, conference June 3-4, 1985, Long's Convention Center, Lansing, Michigan. 

 
"Coordinating Criminal and Civil Responses to Child Abuse,"  Conference on Protecting 
Children Through the Legal System, East Tennessee State University, Johnson City, 
Tennessee, June 6, 1985. 

 
"Social Workers and Lawyers Working Together," Keynote: Law and Social Work 
Conference, Arlington, Texas, May 12-13, 1983. 

 
"Planning for Permanence," one-half day seminar, Michigan Judicial Institute Residential 
College for Judges, Traverse City, Michigan, April 12, 1983. 

 
 Invited Faculty, "Protecting Children Through the Legal System,"  June 11-13, 1981, San 

Francisco, California.  Sponsored by the American Bar Association, National Legal 
Resource Center on Child Advocacy and Protection and the National Association of 
Counsel for Children. 

 
"The Role of the Child's Attorney," a keynote address before a two-day meeting 
sponsored in Detroit, Michigan, May 15-16, 1981, by the American Bar Association, the 
Young Lawyers Section of the State Bar of Michigan, the Detroit Bar Association and the 
Wolverine Bar Association. 

 
"Mental Health Professionals and Child Custody Disputes:  Are There Alternatives to the 
Adversarial Process," presented at the Annual Conference of the International Association 
for Infant Mental Health, Ann Arbor, Michigan, May 7, 1980. 

 
"Protecting Individual Liberties in the Context of Screening for Child Abuse," a paper 
presented to a Child Abuse Prediction Study Group, sponsored by H.E.W. Office of Child 
Development, Wilmington, Del., June 1977. 

 
 
PUBLICATIONS 
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CHILDREN’S JUSTICE: How to Improve Legal Representation of Children in the Child 
Welfare System, B. Orlebeke et al. co-authors; Chicago:ABA Publications; ISBN 978-
1-63425-756-5, 2016  

 
Co-editor. Child Welfare Law and Practice: Representing Children, Parents and State 

Agencies in Abuse, Neglect and Dependency Proceedings. 3rd ed. A. M. Haralambie 
and V. S. Sankaran, co-editors. Denver, Colo.: Bradford Publishing Co., 2016. 

 
"The Organization of Child Representation Services in Child Welfare Cases: A Study of 

Washington State." Andrew Zinn, Britany Orlebeke, and Xiaomeng Zhou, co-authors. 
Family Court Review 54, no. 3 (2016): 364-81 

 
"Representing Children and Youth." A. M. Haralambie, co-author. In Child Welfare Law 

and Practice: Representing Children, Parents, and State Agencies in Abuse, Neglect, 
and Dependency Cases. 3rd ed., by National Association of Counsel for Children; 
edited by D. N. Duquette, A. M. Haralambie, and V. S. Sankaran, 817-56. Denver, 
Colo.: Bradford Publishing Co., 2016. 

 
"A Child's Journey Through the Child Welfare System." A. M. Haralambie, co-author. 

In Child Welfare Law and Practice: Representing Children, Parents, and State 
Agencies in Abuse, Neglect, and Dependency Cases. 3rd ed., 419-47. Denver, Colo.: 
Bradford Publishing Co., 2016. 

 
Orlebeke, Zinn, Duquette and Zhou, Characteristics of Attorneys Representing Children 

in Child Welfare Cases, 49 Family Law Quarterly, 477, Fall 2015 
 
Duquette, with Julian Darwall, “Child Representation in America: Progress Report from 

the National Quality Improvement Center”,  46 Family Law Quarterly 87 (Spring 
2012) 

 
Duquette and Haralambie, General Editors, Child Welfare Law and Practice:  

Representing Children, Parents and State Agencies in Abuse, Neglect and Dependency 
Cases, Second Edition, Bradford Legal Publishers, 2010. 

 
Duquette, “Non-Adversarial Case Resolution” in Child Welfare Law and Practice:  

Representing Children, Parents and State Agencies in Abuse, Neglect and Dependency 
Cases, Duquette and Haralambie Eds; Second Edition, Bradford Legal Publishers, 
2010 

 
Duquette, “Establishing Legal Permanence for the Child” in Child Welfare Law and 

Practice, Second Edition ,  2010 
 
Duquette and Haralambie, “Representing Children and Youth” in Child Welfare Law and 

Practice, Second Edition ,  2010 
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Duquette, "Child Protection – What Ought to Be."ABA Fam. Advocate. 31, no. 3 (2009): 
26-7. 

 
Duquette, "Kiddie Law Is Growing Up:  Board Certification in Child Welfare Law" 

GPSOLO Magazine (ABA Publication)  April/May 2008 
 
Duquette, “Looking Ahead:  A Personal Vision of the Future of Child Welfare”, 41 

University of Michigan Journal of Law Reform, 317 (Fall 2007)  
 
Duquette,. “Two Distinct Roles/Bright Line Test”  6 Nevada Law Review 1240 (Spring 

2006 
 
"Children's Justice:  A View from America,"  Youth Crime and Child Protection, Hill, 

Lockyer and Stone, Editors, Jessica Kingsley Publishers, London 2006 
 
Ventrell and Duquette, General Editors, Child Welfare Law and Practice:  Representing 

Children, Parents and State Agencies in Abuse, Neglect and Dependency Cases, 
Bradford Legal Publishers, 2005 

 
Duquette and Ventrell, Certification Of Child Welfare Attorneys: The Next Step In 

Building A Profession Dedicated To Justice For Children, 23 Children’s Legal Rights 
Journal 53, 2003. 

 
Duquette and Siegel, Munchausen by Proxy:  A Collaborative Approach to Investigation, 

Assessment and Treatment, Michigan Governor’s Task Force on Children’s Justice 
2003 

 
Duquette, Due Process Rights of the Second Parent in Child Protection Proceedings, 

Michigan Child Welfare Law Journal, Vol. IV (Fall 2000) 
 
Duquette, Legal Representation for Children In Protection Proceedings:  Two Distinct 

Lawyer Roles are Required, 34 Family Law Quarterly 441 (Fall 2000) 
 
Duquette, Michigan Child Welfare Law: Child Protection, Foster Care, Termination of 

Parental Rights, State of Michigan Family Independence Agency (2000) 
 
Duquette, Donald N. and Hardin, Mark, Principal Authors, Guidelines for Public Policy 

and State Legislation Governing Permanence for Children, Adoption 2002, 
President’s Initiative on Adoption and Foster Care, U.S Health and Human Services, 
Children’s Bureau,  June 1999 

 
Duquette, Danziger, Abbey, Seefeldt, “We Know Better than We Do: A Policy 

Framework for Child Welfare Reform”, University of Michigan Journal of Law 
Reform, (Vol 31:93, Fall 1997) 
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Duquette, "Lawyers' Roles in Child Protection" in Helfer, Kempe and Krugman, Eds., 
The Battered Child (5th Edition), University of Chicago Press, Chicago (1997). 

 
Duquette, “Developing a Child Advocacy Law Clinic:  A Law School Clinical Legal 

Education Opportunity,” 31 University of Michigan Journal of Law Reform 1 (Fall 
1997). 

 
Duquette, “Representing the Child: Current Issues in America”, 8 Representing Children 

48, 1995, University of Liverpool, U.K. (reprinting original article from the German). 
 
Duquette, "Vertretung von Kindern in zivilrechtlichen Kindesschutzverfahren: Die 

gegenwartige Diskussionslage in den USA" ("Representing the Child in Civil Child 
Protection Proceedings:  Current Issues in America").  Plenary presentation at Goethe 
University in Frankfort, Germany, December 1994.  Published in Salgo, Ludwig, Vom 
Umgang der Justiz mit Minderjahrigen, Luchterhand 1995. 

 
Duquette, Michigan Child Welfare Law: Child Protection, Foster Care and Termination 

of Parental Rights; Michigan Department of Social Services Publication, No. 374, 
1994. 

 
Duquette, "Scottish Children's Hearings and Representation for the Child" in Justice for 

Children, Stuart Asquith, University of Glasgow, (Editor) Martinus Nijhof, 1994.   
 
Duquette, "Child Protection Legal Process:  Comparing the United States and Great 

Britain" 54 Pittsburgh Law Review 239 (Fall 1992). 
 
Duquette, "Identifying the Best Interests of the Child in Protection Proceedings:  Nine 

Guidelines for the Child Advocate" 5 APSAC Advisor 12 (American Professional 
Society on the Abuse of Children) (Winter 1992). 

 
Duquette, "Child Advocacy in Great Britain" 8, The Connection 10 (Spring 1992) (A 

publication of the National Court Appointed Special Advocate Association). 
 
Duquette,  Michigan Child Welfare Law:  Child Protection, Foster Care and Termination 

of Parental Rights, Michigan Department of Social Services (Revised 1990) 
 
Duquette, Advocating for the Child in Protection Proceedings:  A Handbook for Lawyers 

and Court Appointed Special Advocates.  Lexington Books, (DC Heath & Co) 1990. 
 
Duquette, "Independent Representation of Children in Protection Proceedings," in 

Hudson & Gallaway, Eds., State as Parent, Kluwer Academic Publishers, The 
Netherlands, 1989. 

 
Duquette, Faller, D'Aunno, Child Protective Services in Michigan:  Recommendations for 

Policy and Practice, Monograph prepared for Michigan Department of Social 
Services.  (June 1988.) 259 pp. 

 
Duquette, "Representing Children" 67 Michigan Bar Journal 498 (June 1988). 
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Duquette, "Legal Interventions in Child Sexual Abuse," in Faller, Child Sexual Abuse:  
An Interdisciplinary Manual for Diagnosis, Case Management, and Treatment, 
Columbia University Press, 1988. 

 
Duquette and Faller, "Interdisciplinary Teams in Professional Schools:  A Case Study," in 

Child Protection Team Handbook II, Bross & Lenherr (eds.) Garland STPM Press, 
1988. 

 
Duquette, "Liberty and Lawyers in Child Protection," Helper & Kempe (eds.).  The 

Battered Child (4th Edition), The University of Chicago Press (1987). 
 
Duquette and Ramsey, "Representation of Children in Child Abuse and Neglect Cases:  

An Empirical Look at What Constitutes Effective Representation," 20, Michigan 
Journal of Law Reform 341, (Winter 87). 

 
Duquette and Ramsey, "Using Lay Volunteers to Represent Children Protection Court 

Proceedings," 10 Child Abuse and Neglect:  The International Journal, Summer, 
1986. 

 
Duquette, "Terminating Parental Rights," Michigan Family Law, Chapter 14.  (Robbins 

& Chard, Eds.)  Institute of Continuing Legal Education; (1985). 
 
Duquette, "Mental Health Professionals and Child Custody Disputes:  Are There 

Alternatives to the Adversarial Process," 2 Infant Mental Health Journal, 159 Fall 
1981.  Reprinted in Child Custody Disputes, Stollock & Lieberman (Eds.) Irvington 
Publishers (1985). 

 
Duquette, Book Review, 64 Child Welfare (Nov.-Dec. 1985) (Reviewing Holder, 

Malpractice and Liability in Child Protective Services, Bookmakers Guild, Inc., 
Longmont, Colo., 1984.) 

 
Duquette,  Michigan Child Welfare Law:  Child Protection, Foster Care and Termination 

of Parental Rights, 417 pages.  (Legal Deskbook for Judges, Lawyers, Social Workers 
and others.)  Published by Michigan Department of Social Services, 1984. 

 
Duquette, "Collaboration Between Lawyers and Mental Health Professionals:  Making it 

Work," M. Hardin, ed.  Foster Children in the Courts, Butterworths, 1983. 
 
Duquette, "Protecting Individual Liberties in the Context of Screening for Child Abuse," 

R.H. Starr, Jr., Editor, Child Abuse Prediction:  Policy Implications, Ballinger 
Publishing Co., 1982. 

 
Duquette, "The Expert Witness in Child Abuse and Neglect:  An Interdisciplinary 

Process," 3 Child Abuse and Neglect, The International Journal, 325, Fall 1981. 
 
Duquette, "The Legal Aspects of Child Abuse and Neglect" in Faller (ed.) Social Work 

with Abused and Neglected Children: A Manual of Interdisciplinary Practice, Free 
Press, 1981. 

 
Duquette, "Legal Roles in Child Abuse and Neglect," in Faller, id. 
 
Duquette, "Interstate Enforcement of Child Protection Orders," Protecting Children 

Through the Legal System, Edited by the ABA National Legal Resource Center for 
Child Advocacy and Protection, 1981. 
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Duquette and Stubbs, Janet, "Interviewing the Child," Protecting Children Through the 

Legal System, Edited by the ABA National Legal Resource Center for Child Advocacy 
and Protection, 1981. 

 
Duquette, Michigan Law Manual on Foster Care and Adoption, 254 pages, printed and 

distributed by Michigan State Department of Social Services, 1981. 
 
Duquette, "Liberty and Lawyers in Child Protection," Helfer and Kempe (eds.) The 

Battered Child, Third Edition, The University of Chicago Press, 1980. 
 
Duquette, Faller, Mortenson, Children at Risk Phase I Study, distributed as a monograph 

by Washtenaw County Council for Children at Risk, 1980. 
 
Duquette and Jones, C.O., "Interdisciplinary Education of Lawyers and Social Workers as 

Advocates for Abused Children and Their Families," 3 Child Abuse and Neglect:  The 
International Journal, 137 (1979). 

 
Duquette, "Child Custody Decision-Making:  The Lawyer- Behavioral Scientist 

Interface," 7 Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 192 Fall 1978.  (Reprinted in Child 
Custody Disputes, Stollock & Lieberman (Eds.) Irvington Publishers (1985). 

 
Duquette,  Law Manual for Protective Services Workers,  published by Michigan State 

Department of Social Services, 1978. 
 
Duquette, Commentary - New Concepts of the Family Court, Helfer and Kempe (eds.) 

Child Abuse and Neglect:  The Family and the Community, Ballinger Publishing Co., 
1976. 
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