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ANSWER

Caden, the subject minor in this juvenile dependency matter,
opposes further review and respectfully asks the Court not to grant the
petitions for review filed by his parents, Christine C. (“Mother”) and Brian
C. (“Father”). Their petitions being essentially identical, and Father having
joined in all of Mother’s assertions, Caden files a single Answer.

1. Review is not necessary to secure uniformity of decision or to settle
an important question of law, so review should not be granted.
Petitioners assert this case presents issues concerning “fundamental

constitutional rights,” but nowhere do they explain what constitutional law
questions are raised by the Court of Appeal’s decision. (Father’s Petition for
Review, p. 7; Mother’s Petition for Review, p. 7.) The Court of Appeal’s
opinion decided questions that were entirely statutory; the legal analysis
portion of the opinion nowhere references constitutional law issues.
(Opinion, pp. 21-32.) * Indeed, Mother acknowledges that the Court of
Appeal decided a “statutory interpretation issue.” (Mother’s Petition for
Review, p. 14.)

Mother also argues that review should be granted because the case
presents “interesting and important issues.” (Mother’s Petition for Review,
p. 5.) Petitioners do not explain why the appellate court’s decision was
Important or in what respect it raises some issue that needs to be “settled” by
the Supreme Court. (Father’s Petition for Review, p. 7; Mother’s Petition for

Review, p. 5.) That a case might be “interesting” is not grounds for review.

! The “Opinion” cited in this Answer is the slip opinion attached as
Appendix A to the petitions for review.



The Supreme Court may grant review when review is ‘“necessary to
secure uniformity of decision or to settle an important question of law;....”
(Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.500(b)(1).) Neither petition demonstrates a need
for review to achieve uniformity. There is no discussion in either petition of
any split of authority alleged to exist among appellate courts, and Caden is
unaware of any split of authority on the question of whether a juvenile court,
when considering whether a parent has met her burden of proof under the
“beneficial parent-child relationship” exception, a statutory provision of the
California Welfare and Institutions Code, may or must overlook the extent
of the parent’s rehabilitation when assessing whether the child’s best
interests would be served by maintaining the legal relationship rather than
severing it to permit the child to be adopted.

To quote the Court of Appeal’s own view of the case, this was one of
those “rare and difficult cases” that arises from time to time in the world of
juvenile dependency law when an older child is emotionally bonded to a
troubled substance-addicted parent, yet needs and deserves the legal
permanency and stability of adoption to thrive. (Opinion, p. 24.) The fact
that an appellate issue may be interesting, or that it is the sort of case that
rarely reaches appellate courts, or that an appeal was difficult to decide, does
not mean the case involves “an important question of law” that needs to be
settled by Supreme Court review. (Rule 8.500(b)(1).) Following the Court
of Appeal’s opinion, there remains no important issue of law or
disuniformity of decision to be settled. The petitions should therefore be
denied.

2. The petitions mischaracterize the Court of Appeal’s decision.

Nowhere in the opinion did the Court of Appeal announce a



“requirement that the parent comply with court-ordered reunification
services and rehabilitate themselves (sic) in order to meet the beneficial
parent-child relationship to adoption.” (Mother’s Petition for Review, p. 12;
Father’s Petition for Review, p. 8.) This is @ mischaracterization of the
holding.
The Court of Appeal’s holding had two parts, but the parents’
petitions focus only on the first. The first part of the holding was that the
juvenile court’s express findings of fact that Mother “substantially complied
with her case plan” and was continuing efforts to “maintain her sobriety and
address her mental health issues” were unsupported by the record. (Opinion,
p. 24.) The other part of the holding said:
“Second, the court gave short shrift to uncontroverted
evidence that long-term foster care posed substantial
risk of further destabilizing a vulnerable child,
fostered unhealthy and sometimes ‘toxic’ inter-
actions between mother and child, and robbed
Caden of a stable and permanent home with an
exceptional caregiver.”

(Opinion, pp. 24-25.)

The parents’ petitions completely ignore this second, and most
important, portion of the two-part holding. The petitions, having grossly

mischaracterized the appellate opinion, should be denied.

Dated: May 24, 2019 Respectfully submitted,

/sl
Deborah Dentler
Attorney for Appellant, Caden C.
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