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The FDC Initiates Legislative Policy Program
Th e FDC’s fi rst National Honorary Advisory Board retreat, held on September 19, 2008 and 
in conjunction with Professor Michael Wald’s address at Loyola Law School (see article above), 
focused on whether the FDC should undertake legislative advocacy and, if so, what specifi c initia-
tives should be undertaken in the short-term and long-term. Advisors cautioned that legislative 
success requires broad support and a long view. At the same time, several advisors noted that leg-
islative work is unpredictable and depends on seizing opportunities as they arise. Th ere was little 
disagreement on the merits of the specifi c ways in which the child protection investigation system 
needs to be reformed, but some advisors cautioned that the FDC should continue its individual 
case handling program and community legal education projects before venturing into the legisla-
tive arena. Other advisors urged a more aggressive multi-part legislative strategy in the coming 
session in Illinois, with the longer-term goal of working on nationally focused eff orts as well.

Advisors and the board members who attended the retreat agreed on some priorities: top priority 
measures include seeking due process for families under safety plans, eliminating some of the most 
indefensible registries of caregivers and parents (i.e., those found not-guilty by a court but remain 
registered in “indicated” reports nevertheless), and focusing on making the penalties and employ-
ment consequences of investigations more reasonable. Advisors and board members agreed that 
DCFS maintains too many vaguely defi ned categories of abuse and neglect that give too much 
discretion to undertrained, underqualifi ed, and overworked investigators to make unfair fi ndings 
against family members. Th ey cautioned, however, that changing the law to limit DCFS discre-
tion requires a long-term process of educating 

Prof. Michael Wald

please turn to page 6
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A Child Protection Watchdog Group On September 18, 2008, the Family Defense 
Center joined Loyola University Chicago 

School of Law and other sponsors in hosting a 
lecture by Professor Michael Wald, given in cel-

ebration of the 15th An-
niversary of Th e Civitas 
ChildLaw Center at Loyola 
Law School. Prof. Wald, 
Emeritus Professor of Law 
at Stanford Law School, is 
a long-time, nationally-rec-
ognized expert on children’s 
policy issues who speaks not 
only from academic experi-
ence but from extensive ex-

perience as a child welfare administrator and poli-
cymaker. He is also one of the FDC’s founding 
national honorary advisors.

Wald stated that, as a society, we should commit 
ourselves to doing everything possible to insure 

that all children achieve a minimal set of out-
comes that focus both on the quality of their lives 
as children and their preparation for adulthood.  
During childhood, all children should be assured 
physical and psychological safety. In addition, 
children and young adults should receive prepara-
tion, at home and in other settings, for attaining 
the following fi ve outcomes as adults (estimated 
to be by the age of twenty-fi ve years):

a. Alive;
b. Not incarcerated;
c. Able to connect regularly to the labor force;
d. Able to connect regularly with another person 

in a positive, ongoing, supportive relationship; 
and

e. Able to be a minimally adequate parent.

Wald estimated that 20% of adolescents are at high 
risk of failing to meet one or more of these out-
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“Speak Out” Evening Scheduled for FDC Members 

and Policy Makers 

Do you want your voice to be heard about 
changes that need to be made in the child 
welfare system? Do you want to learn more 
about legislative policies the FDC is working 
to adopt? Do you want to meet other families 
who have experienced threats to their rights to 
raise their children? If so, come to our SPEAK 
OUT/MARCH FORTH: VOICES OF IN-
NOCENT FAMILIES FIGHTING FOR 
JUSTICE IN DCFS on March 4, 2009, from 
6-8 p.m. at the Sulzer Library, 4455 N. Lin-
coln Ave, Chicago, IL 60625. Volunteers to 
help at the event are also sought. Please call 
Alison McIntire, FDC Program Attorney, at 
312-356-3202x13 for more information or to 
help. Th e event is free but a donation of $15 
for membership and to defray our costs is sug-
gested for those able to contribute.

Suzanne Sellers Joins Board as Newly-Elected 

Personally-Aff ected Member

Suzanne Sellers has inspired all of the members 
of the FDC who have met her, heard her story, 
and marveled at her remarkable career after 
overcoming addiction and the tragic loss of 
her parental rights. (Suzanne had never abused 
her children or left them uncared for; she had 
entered recovery and had remained sober be-
fore the court ruled against her based on legal 
requirements mandating excessively speedy 
recovery from addiction). Suzanne, who is 
fi nishing an M.B.A. degree from DePaul Uni-
versity and is pursuing a Masters Degree in 
Public Policy at the University of Chicago, is 

a child and family advocate par excellence: she 
has dedicated herself for the past 11 years to 
becoming an advocate for change in child wel-
fare policies. Starting as a volunteer in 2006 
with the fl edgling FDC, Suzanne has already 
represented us at two national conferences. See 
e.g., article p. 4 (in addition to the conference 
described there, she has represented the FDC 
at an Annie E. Casey Foundation conference). 
In addition to her rigorous academic pursuits 
and her work with the FDC, Suzanne is a lay 
minister at Vernon Park Church of God and 
volunteer at Forever Free, a recovery home. 
Th is year, we are honored that Suzanne has 
joined our Board of Directors. We congratu-
late Suzanne, and ourselves, for her election to 
our board at our third annual meeting. 

First FDC Benefi t to Honor Dorothy Roberts

Northwestern University Law School Kirkland 
& Ellis Professor Dorothy Roberts—who is, 
not coincidentally, a founding National Hon-
orary Advisory Board member for the Family 
Defense Center—will receive the FDC’s Fam-
ily Defender Award at our fi rst annual benefi t 
this spring. Prof. Roberts will speak on her 
pioneering work exposing racially-biased child 
protection policies and practices. Roberts is 
the author/editor of seven books, including 
the award-winning Shattered Bonds: Th e Color 
of Child Welfare, and over 60 articles. Tickets 
start at $125 ($75 for not-for-profi t employ-
ees). To join our benefi t committee, donate 
to our Parent Empowerment Program’s silent 
auction, or volunteer to help on the night of 
the event, please call our offi  ces or email Su-
zanne Sellars (board member and PEP auction 
coordinator) at betterpolicies@yahoo.com or 
Deborah Pergament (board member and re-
source development committee chair) at dper-
gament@childrenslawgroup.com.

Read Toni Hoy’s Story “Out of Our League” Online

Our member Toni Hoy has published her ex-
traordinary story of advocacy for the mental 
health needs of her two adopted children—and 
her entire family—in Rise magazine’s e-alert 
dated November 5, 2008. Th e story is posted 
on the FDC web page www.familydefensecen-
ter.net (click “In the News”). Toni’s story is in-
spiring us to start our own writer’s workshop in 
2009 and to devote an upcoming issue of Th e 
Family Defender to the problems families face 
in trying to care for children with mental ill-
ness. Th ese issues frequently bring heroic par-
ents into contact with the child welfare system, 
which may not help and often hurts the fragile 
relationships and the vulnerable children.

Suzanne Sellers smiles after vote naming her to 
the Board.
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By ANONYMOUS

I want to tell you my name, but I can’t. I want you to know my 
story—the tragedy that has happened to my family—but I am 

scared. I want everyone to know how unfair the “system” is and to 
demand change, but I don’t know how. I am a mother, I am a teach-
er, and I have been falsely accused of being a child abuser. I can’t tell 
you my name, because I will lose my job. I can’t share my experience 
fully because it is not yet over. I can’t push for accountability for all 
of the grave mistakes that have been made in our case because there 
is no accountability for many of the wrongdoers: no accountability 
for doctors who misdiagnose a medical condition as child abuse; no 

accountability for the sloppy inves-
tigative work conducted by DCFS; 
and no accountability for the hearsay 
remarks that are taken as fact, with-
out investigation or proof. Th ese are 
the “mistakes” that stole my children 
from me for over six months, that put 
my name on a child abuse registry 
list, and that ultimately destroyed my 
family.

My nightmare began over 16 months 
ago, when I was not even home. Ac-
cording to my now ex-husband, my 
baby, then four months old, became 
lethargic and non-responsive. My 

ex-husband panicked and called 911. At the emergency room, the 
doctor told us that our baby had blood in his brain. He spent two 
weeks in intensive care. Although the child abuse specialists believed 
he was a victim of “shaken baby syndrome,” the chief of pediatric 
neurosurgery and the director of neuro-radiology believed my baby 
had the same condition that my daughter, then three years old, was 
born with: benign external hydrocephalus and the bleeding was due 
to this medical cause. Over a year later, my baby is developing as 
he should, even though the child abuse specialist told the DCFS 
investigator that he was “partially brain dead” and that his sister was 
probably abused, too, because she also has this condition. He is per-
fect, happy, and healthy—just like his big sister. Th ey are develop-
mentally advanced and just as smart as can be.

My family is in another condition. We have gone through hell and it 
continues. Because my ex-husband and I were married at the time of 
the “incident,” we were seen as a unit, not as individuals. Even though 
I wasn’t even home at the time our baby became symptomatic, DCFS 
and the hospital would not let me stay with my baby unsupervised 
for the two weeks he was in the hospital. I was forced to leave him all 
alone in this hospital and arrived the next morning to fi nd him hoarse 
from crying all night. My children would wake up and cry at night 
and I was not allowed to be there to hold them.

I was not allowed to take my baby home from the hospital. He and 
my daughter became foster children; thankfully, my parents were 
able to take them in as relative foster parents. I would arrive at my 
parents’ house at four a.m. to make sure I got there before the kids 
would wake up, stay all day and then leave about two a.m. to drive 
30 minutes back to my house because I was not allowed to spend 
the night at my parents’ house. I couldn’t think; I couldn’t func-

tion. I was severely sleep-deprived and was so scared and terrifi ed 
at what was happening to my family. I would drive the long drive 
home in the dark talking to myself, rehearsing what I would say 
to the judge at the next court date and how I would beg for my 
children. Th is went on for months and months and every night 
was the same.

My children were eventually returned to me, but only after I fi led 
for divorce. I had to convince the judge that I did not love my then-
husband and that the divorce would have happened anyway, even 
though I know our marriage would have survived this ordeal if my 
children were not stolen from me and I had not been wrongfully “in-
dicated.” Divorce was the only way to regain custody of my children, 
so of course I had to do it. My children have always come fi rst. 

I cannot even express what this experience has been and continues 
to be. Th is process of being labeled a “child abuser,” having my chil-
dren stolen from me and my life destroyed, is too devastating to put 
into words. My parents have aged considerably from all of the stress. 
Financially, I am ruined. Our family home is now in foreclosure 
because we were unable to sell it and I could not aff ord to continue 
making payments while I was living elsewhere. My children have lost 
their stability and their family. I worry that they will have “issues” 
coming from a broken home, for that is what we are: broken. We are 
broken people who have had our world come crashing down from 
false allegations. 

We have been dragged through the underbelly of society, a part of 
this country I never knew nor wanted to know. Th is routine proce-
dure of “just doing a job” is what let this nightmare get so far out 
of control. It was evident that for many of the people who had been 
given the ultimate control over our lives, this is just a job.

Our case in juvenile court was eventually dismissed. After speaking 
with all of the doctors involved, the assistant state’s attorney who was 
to prosecute our case determined that backing the so-called child 
abuse expert doctor was the wrong decision. Th e judge asked us on 
our last day there, “any reason why mom and dad can’t live together?” 
Of course, by that point our divorce had been fi nalized. 

I have been treated like a criminal though I wasn’t even home. I have 
been treated as if I am guilty until proven innocent. 

For now, I am an indicated “child abuser” with an assigned 20-year 
term on the registry for a head injury, even though it is undisputed 
that I wasn’t even home and no accusations were ever made against 
me. I am a teacher. I am in danger of losing everything if I am not 
taken off  that list. If I remain indicated, I will have nothing for my 
children—absolutely nothing. 

 I want to change things and to make things right. I am hoping to fi le 
a lawsuit so this does not happen to somebody else. I do not want us 
to be victims of the system but survivors who prevail. 

I am grateful for fi nding the Family Defense Center, who are experts 
in the fi eld of defending the wrongfully accused. Th ey knew exactly 
what to do and I have faith that my indicated fi nding will be over-
turned. Melissa Staas, an excellent attorney and a person I can call 
a friend, has been a true strength for me throughout this ordeal and 
I am thankful for all she has done and continues to do on behalf of 
my family.  ■

Anguished Mother Speaks Out about Abuse of Her Family
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Wald challenge
continued  from page 1

PEP Members Join in National Grass Roots 
Child Protection Reform Conference

Parent Empowerment Program members Suzanne Sellers and 
Aida Vallecillo attended a conference gathering grassroots family 

advocacy organizations on September 19, 2008. Th e National Co-
alition for Child Protection Reform hosted the event at New York 
University Law School. Th e conference goal: to connect organiza-
tions doing work in the area of child protection reform from across 
the country and provide guidance to parents in these organizations 
on how to advocate change in the child welfare system. 

Martin Guggenheim, NYU Law Professor and FDC National Hon-
orary Advisory Board Member, opened the conference, emphasizing 
the goal of moving child protection agencies from an anti-parent, 
anti-intervention entity to a family-friendly program. He noted that 
among industrialized nations, the U.S. leads the world as the most 
stinting, least-giving nation to families and children who are unable 
on their own to purchase goods and services to raise their family. 

David Tobis, Executive Director of the Child Welfare Fund, a confer-
ence sponsor, gave the keynote address. In addressing the history of the 
child protection reform movement over the last 15 years, Mr. Tobis pro-
vided the example of the Child Welfare Organizing Project (CWOP), 
based in New York. CWOP is a partnership between parents and profes-
sionals that has many successful programs, including the peer-led Parent 
Leadership Curriculum. Over 70% of those who had a child in foster 
care when they entered the Curriculum program reunited their family 
by the time they graduated six to eight months later. 

Ms. Vallecillo and Ms. Sellers shared information with the FDC’s 
Parent Empowerment Program regarding child protection reform ef-
forts across the country, from Kentucky to Maine. Not only did they 
make important personal connections with the other parent mem-
bers at the conference, but they were inspired to see the building 
blocks of the child protection reform movement. Th ey have brought 
that energy back to the FDC’s Parent Empowerment Program. Ms. 
Sellers described her attendance at the conference as “a dream come 
true.” Th e “Movement,” as some called it, is building and work is 
underway toward the reunifi cation and strengthening of families and 
communities.  ■

comes. However, due to the ability of individuals to overcome child-
hood disadvantages, only fi ve to ten percent of adults do not meet the 
minimum adult outcomes by age 25. 

Wald discussed what the legal system can do to help children reach 
these minimum outcomes. He asserted that the solution does not lie 
primarily in the child protection system. He highlighted the inher-
ent limitations of a child protection system in meeting the minimal 
set of outcomes our society desires for children. He proposed that 
the solution is to change our expectations as to the outcomes a child 
protection model is charged with achieving and to expect more of 
other systems, especially health care and education.

Change is needed, Wald asserted, because the current child protec-
tion approach is a failure at its most primary charge: the system does 
not actually protect children. Th is fundamental failure is due to the 
existence of many inaccurate reports, too many children being the 
subject of a report (estimated to be 10-15% by age 18), and the in-
ability of the child protection system to meet the needs of children 
who enter the system, often with a constellation of issues. Addition-
ally, the child protection approach is ineffi  cient and ineff ective in 
identifying children and families that need assistance—lots of re-
sources are expended for little to no observable benefi cial outcomes. 

In America each year, fi ve million children (seven percent of all chil-
dren) are the subject of calls to child maltreatment hotlines. Th ree 
million children are the subject of investigations. One million chil-
dren are the subject of “substantiated” reports of abuse or neglect. 
Only 600,000 children ever receive services, however, and the ser-
vices children do receive frequently are inappropriate or inadequate. 
On the fl ip side, many children who are not meeting the above mini-
mum outcomes are being overlooked by the system completely. 

Wald took care to note that the child protection system is not merely 
a benign albatross—it is a system that can and does cause harm to 
families and children. Investigations are inherently intrusive and 
traumatic for families. Children are often removed from their par-
ents unnecessarily. And even if children do need to be removed in or-
der to keep them safe, the substitute placement is often low-quality. 

Th e answer, declared Wald, is not to make additional attempts to im-
prove the child protection system. We have tried that path and failed, 
despite fi ve major federal laws, 30 state systems under some form of 
court-mandated reform, and lots of money. Rather, we must radi-
cally reduce the role and jurisdiction of the child protection system, 
and shift many child welfare functions to the two most powerful 
and well-funded systems: education and health. Th ese systems are al-
ready entrenched within our daily lives; they dominate state budgets; 
and they have powerful constituencies (including many members of 
the middle class, powerful unions, and powerful consumers). We 
must use the education and health systems to deal with many of the 
issues that have been traditionally viewed as child protection/welfare 
issues, and reduce the number of “substantiated” reports of abuse or 
neglect from the current number (1,000,000) to the much smaller 
number of serious cases (200,000-300,000). Th e reconfi gured child 
protection system should be addressing only the most serious of al-
legations (sexual abuse and signifi cant physical abuse).

Specifi c potential programs that Wald identifi ed that would address 
children’s developmental needs much more successfully than the 
current child welfare system should include:

1. Home health visiting for all children—not to prevent maltreat-
ment but to promote health and development for children. Th ere 
should be more extensive visiting for higher-need families.

2. Early Head Start type programs, with heavy parental involvement 
and strong support for parents.

3. Universal pre-school, again with heavy parental involvement and 
strong support for parents.

4. Holistic roles for schools—ensuring that schools are equipped to 
deal with children’s varying problems through family services cen-
ters and health care centers at the school, with adequate staff  and 
resources. 

5. School-based health clinics for teenagers.

Wald strongly cautioned that, in shifting to a child development 
model rather than a child protection model, the reconfi gured ser-
vices must be good ones; too many programs are not well-run and 
are not helpful. A badly designed child development system can be 
just as ineff ective at achieving positive outcomes for children as the 
child welfare system.  ■
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In our last newsletter (Volume 2, No. 2), we introduced a new 
feature—Can You Believe Th is? Th is feature resonated with many 

of our readers, who have asked us to keep it as a regular column in 
Th e Family Defender. We are delighted to oblige: we do not make 
these statements and stories up; they come to us in the course of our 
work. Sometimes we witness these statements fi rst hand. Moreover, 

we could not have made these state-
ments and stories up if we tried.

• DCFS started an investigation after 
a father brought his infant son to the 
emergency room when the father, 
while holding his baby, slipped on 
formula that had poured out from 
an improperly closed bottle. While 
no one disputes the father’s account, 
and no one claims the mother was 
even home at the time of the fall, 
DCFS Supervisor Sousan Bahavar 
accused the mother of “failing to co-
operate” because the mother failed 
to answer her phone while she was 

sleeping (she works nights). When the mother asked for some no-
tice of DCFS’s intent to drop in on the family, Bahavar’s response 
was “We [DCFS] can do what we want when we want.” Apparently 
so—but the FDC is also preparing to sue “when we want” over un-
warranted threats to families.

• Our client recently had her 15-year-old son returned to her cus-
tody after several years. She is disabled and receives disability benefi ts 
for herself and her son, and rents an apartment with her mother, 
who is terminally ill. To help care for her family, she requested help 
from the DCFS contract agency Kids Hope United. In response to 
her request, her case worker said: “If you can’t support your son, then 
why are we sending him home? Are you making this an issue? Do 
you want to be making this an issue?” (Note: families in need of help 
to reunite their families or avoid placement of their children into 
foster care are entitled to fi nancial assistance from DCFS!)

• For 50 days, DCFS compelled our client (via a coerced safety plan) to 
live separate and apart from her children after our client’s daughter suf-
fered severe burns to her hands at a time when it is undisputed our client 
was not even home. DCFS insisted that the children live outside of the 

home even when the actual perpetrator of the injuries was being kept in 
police custody and our client had been proactively cooperating with the 
police investigation. Approximately 15 days after DCFS disclosed to the 
FDC that it was unfounding the report as to our client, DCFS fi nally 
permitted the family to be reunited.

• On August 20, 2008, DCFS took a toddler into its custody from 
our client who was safely living with her daughter at a residential 
treatment program. Th e treatment program has professional child 
care staff  and round-the-clock supervision for the child, so it is im-
possible for DCFS to claim there was an emergency need to take cus-
tody of the child from the mother without a court order. DCFS held 
the child for nine days, refusing to reveal her whereabouts. After nine 
days, DCFS returned the child to her father, not the mother, even 
though the father had a documented history of severe domestic vio-
lence against the mother. [Unfortunately, after this ordeal, our client 
relapsed and could not proceed with her appeals of DCFS’s actions.]

• On September 11, 2008—six weeks after a mild domestic dispute 
had brought our clients’ family to DCFS’s attention and one month 
after DCFS determined the children would be safe living with both 
of our clients in the home—DCFS suddenly decided it was impera-
tive that the children be taken into protective custody. Had there 
been another altercation? No. What was the emergency? It was that 
our clients had stopped going to their counseling for a few weeks 
after they understood their DCFS case to be closed. Th e counselor 
viewed DCFS’s actions with alarm, stating “more than the average” 
parents, our clients were able to “create…a safe family environment” 
and a “warm happy and loving” home for the children.  [Fortunately, 
the FDC narrowly averted the destruction of the family by advising 
the family to make an out-of-state temporary care plan with relatives 
until the crisis could be resolved].

• An attorney charged our client Michael H. $15,000 to represent 
him to clear his name from the State Central Register and then missed 
the 35-day statute of limitations to challenge the DCFS decision not 
to grant a hearing. At a deposition in the malpractice case the FDC 
is pursuing, the attorney was asked to identify the law governing a 
DCFS expungement appeal (i.e., the sort of name-clearing appeal 
that Michael H. had hired him to handle). Th e attorney answered, 
“that law is kept in Springfi eld.” Th e same attorney claimed to have 
spent approximately ten hours on our client’s case—or $1,500 per 
hour. Th at’s good pay if you can get it!  ■

IT’S ALWAYS A GOOD TIME TO DONATE TO THE FAMILY DEFENSE CENTER

Th e Family Defense Center has received more than double the number of requests for services this year over the number it received last year. We’re a lean and kind (not 
mean) organization that makes every dollar count. Families in need of justice shouldn’t be forced to wait in line to protect their rights to live together. Please help! (Please 
clip this donation form and mail to FDC, 725 S. Wells #702, Chicago, IL 60607 or go on line to our secure “donate now” system at www.familydefensecenter.net.)

Your name _______________________________________ Family Circle Membership ■ ■ Enclosed is my check

Street address _____________________________________ ■ ■ Friends/Amigos: $50 Or please charge my ■ ■ Visa   ■ ■ MC   ■ ■ Disc.   ■■ AmX

City/State: _______________________________________ ■ ■ Cousins/Primos: $100 Card No: ____________________________________

Zip: ____________________________________________ ■ ■ Aunts/Uncles/Tios: $250 Exp.: ___________ (M/Y) 3 digit Security Code:______

Phone ___________________________________________ ■ ■ Siblings/Hermanos: $500

Email Address: ____________________________________ ■ ■ Parents/Padres: $1000   ■ ■ Matriarch/Patriarch: $2500

Th e Family Defense Center is a 501c3 organization; contributions are tax deductible to the extent authorized by law. (Businesses/law fi rms wishing to advertise in a 
future issue of Th e Family Defender should contact Lauryn Nwankpa at 312-356-3202x14.)

IF IT HADN’T HAPPENED TO AN FDC CLIENT FAMILY, 
WE WOULDN’T HAVE BELIEVED IT!
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legislators as to the harm to families under the current investigation 
system. Similarly, examining whether abuse or neglect reporting laws 
are overbroad (resulting in fl ooding the system with meritless calls 
while genuine abuse goes undetected) should be part of the FDC ‘s 
longer-term, but not immediate, legislative agenda. And, at the same 
time the FDC seeks to revamp the child protection investigation sys-
tem, it should also advocate for the programs that will help children 
thrive in their own homes. 

Taking the advice generated at the retreat seriously, the FDC has en-
gaged a lobbyist, Jonathan Goldman, to help us shape our fi rst-year 
legislative advocacy agenda. Th e fi rst piece of legislation we plan to 
seek to introduce would eliminate duplicative hearings for persons 
who are cleared of wrongdoing by a court of law. Under the current 
law, many people remain registered in the DCFS State Central Reg-
ister as child abusers or child neglecters even if a court has cleared 
them. Some parents must undertake duplicative and costly adminis-
trative hearings in the DCFS system solely because DCFS does not 
recognize court decisions as preclusive of its own determinations. We 
believe that this legislative proposal both solves a serious problem in 

existing law and should be relatively non-controversial.

We also hope to initiate some legislation concerning safety plans. 
Th ere are two possible approaches: a broad bill that will establish due 
process requirements for safety plans, including a forum for safety 
plan review, or alternatively, a narrower bill that will require more 
accounting for safety plan demands so that the number of families 
living under such plans can be ascertained. In addition to the legisla-
tive eff orts as to which it will be taking a leadership role, the FDC 
also will be supporting eff orts to require child advocacy centers to 
videotape and audio tape “victim sensitive interviews” (a bill drafted 
by our board member Helene Snyder) and a bill to restore parental 
rights in certain cases in which children have not been adopted (a 
bill drafted by a consortium of groups led by Linda Coon, Director 
of the Family and Children with Aids Network, or “FCAN”). 

Th e FDC is undertaking legislative advocacy this year because this 
advocacy diversifi es our strategies, educates a broader public as to 
the harms we see in the cases we undertake, and fortifi es our mes-
sage that families need justice in the child welfare system. Legislative 
advocacy also provides an avenue for our increasingly active Parent 
Empowerment Program members to get involved in positive chang-
es to help families. While we cannot predict legislative success, we do 
know that the only way to secure the changes we seek is to present 
them to our legislative leaders for consideration.  ■

Policy program
continued  from page 1

Making the scene at the Nov. 18, 2008 annual meeting

Above: Th e adorable little girl is Nataleigh 
Evans. Above, right: our board president, 
Mary Broderick. Right: Staff  attorneys Ali-
son McIntire and Melissa Staas.
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DCFS Investigator Evaluation Form
Who should do this evaluation? Any person who the Illinois Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) has investigated for alleged child abuse or neglect can do this 
evaluation.
Why should you do this evaluation? We want to know about how DCFS is treating families during investigations. Please complete our survey to make sure your voice is heard and 
to hold DCFS investigators accountable for their performance. Please fax it to 312-356-3203 or mail to FDC, 725 S. Wells #702, Chicago, IL 60607.

Your Name: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Contact email/tel:  _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

We will maintain the confi dentiality of your personal information and will not reveal it to anyone without your permission.

FDC Investigator Evaluation Projects Needs Consumer Feedback

Please fax to 312-356-3203 or complete the online version at www.familydefensecenter.net (click on the Parent Empowerment Program link).

Background
1. Were you investigated by DCFS?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
2. What was(were) the name of your investigator(s)? If you cannot remember the 
complete name, please write what you remember and, if possible, out of what offi  ce the 
investigator worked.
Investigator name: _____________________________________________________
3. What was the approximate time frame for the investigation? When do you think it 
began and when do you think it ended? _____________________________________
4. Did the investigator tell you the allegations against you or why you were being
investigated?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
5. Did you receive a copy of the allegation(s)?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
6. Were the allegations:   ■■ unfounded   ■■ indicated
7. Did you appeal?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
If yes, what was the outcome? _____________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
8. Was there a child welfare or child protection division court case?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
If yes, what was the outcome? _____________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
9. Were the police involved?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
If yes, what was the outcome? _____________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
Investigation
 10. Did the investigator speak with you directly?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
 If yes, did s/he speak with you:   ■■ in person   ■■ over the phone   ■■ both

11. Did the investigator explain your rights to you?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No

12. If the allegation is that abuse or neglect took place in your home, did the investigator 
interview the other people who live in your house?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No   ■■ N/A

13. If the allegation is that abuse or neglect took place in your home, did the investigator 
come to your home and examine where the abuse or neglect supposedly took place (for 
example, if the allegation is that the abuse took place in the family room, did the investi-
gator come and take a look at your family room)?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No   ■■ N/A

14. Did the investigator ask you for the names of people who could talk about your 
character (for example, people who know you and would say that you would never do 
what they accuse you of )?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
If yes, did the investigator contact the people you named?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No

15. Did the investigator seem to know DCFS policies?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________

16. Did the investigator seem sensitive to your children’s needs?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No
Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________

17. Did the investigator make appropriate referrals for you?   ■■ Yes    ■■ No   ■■ N/A

For Questions 18-25, please indicate your response to the statement by checking the 
appropriate box.
 Strongly  Dis- Strongly No
 Agree Agree agree Disagree Opinion
18. Th e investigator behaved honestly in
the investigation. ■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
19. Th e investigator followed through on
next steps. ■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
20. Th e investigator responded to my
requests. ■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
21. Th e investigator thoroughly investigated
the allegations against me and my response
to those allegations. ■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
22. Th e investigator was respectful of me
and my family. ■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
23. Th e investigator correctly recorded
information provided to him/her during
the investigation. ■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
24. Th e investigator appeared unbiased and
objective in carrying out the investigation. ■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
25. Th e investigator behaved professionally
in carrying out the investigation. ■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
General
 26. Please describe anything else that you think is important about the investigator’s 
conduct.
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________  

27. On a scale of 1-10, with a 10 being the “perfect” investigator and 1 being the worst 
possible investigator, how would you rank your investigator? (please circle)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Please explain: ________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
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The Family Defense Center

We’ve moved!

Plan B is in place. For eleven years, I had been following Plan 
A—seeking justice in the child welfare system through sweep-

ing class action litigation. Dupuy (aka Tara S.) v. McDonald (aka 
Samuels aka McEwen) lasted through three child welfare admin-
istrations and four trips to the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals 
before our hopes of judicially sanctioned systemic relief against 
banishment directives known as “safety plans” ended on June 16, 
2008. (See Family Defender Vol. 2. No. 2).

What is Plan B? Simply put, Plan B consists of every other legal ad-
vocacy strategy: individual civil rights damage suits that show safe-
ty plans are blatantly coercive; daily advocacy for families like those 
mentioned in our feature, IF IT HADN’T HAPPENED TO AN 
FDC CLIENT FAMILY, WE WOULDN’T HAVE BELIEVED 
IT!; writing support letters to the DCFS director and other author-
ities on behalf of families struggling under safety plans, a public 
relations campaign highlighting the injustices our families are suf-
fering when DCFS demands they separate without any evidence of 
wrongdoing; and a new legislative initiative to secure redress from 
the Illinois General Assembly in addition to the courts.

Th e Family Defense Center exists precisely because no legal ad-

vocacy organization should be stuck with only a Plan A or only a 
Plan B. Multifaceted strategies are the only eff ective strategies a civil 
rights organization fi ghting for justice should use. Legal services 
programs have been hamstrung by federal restrictions against pur-
suing Plan A (systemic reform litigation). And private civil rights 
lawyers may lack the resources they need to mount Plan B cam-
paigns. Th at’s why an organization like the Family Defense Center 
needs to move between plans when those plans don’t aff ord the 
just results that we seek. And that’s why we depend on supporters 
who understand the need to use every other legal advocacy strategy 
when Plan A fails.

In this holiday season and in the dawn of the new era in American 
priorities, let’s work together to bring justice home to families.

Yours in the struggle for justice, 

Diane
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