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Employees who serve the Arizona Department of Child Safety

have immense responsibilities not shared by many professions. The

decisions we make have the potential to change lives, sometimes

permanently.

Our work is all about protecting people; especially, the most vul-

nerable among us — children. This is a delicate balancing act and

large challenge of ensuring the safety of children while considering

the rights of people. 

We are a decisions-based
agency and it’s imperative we
make those decisions in good
faith and with sound prac-
tices. But, the immense moral
and civil liability these deci-
sions bring can be crippling to
caseworkers. At times, the de-
cisions required are double
edged and hold deep implica-
tions due to opposing theoret-
ical views.

For a moment, place your-
self in the shoes of a casework-
er tasked with making the de-
cision to remove a child due to
an unsafe situation. The deci-
sion to remove is traumatic
for the child, the family and
the caseworker. 

It requires a massive
amount of time and attention 

PROTECTING
THE CHILDREN
Saving kids isn’t simple, but it’s not impossible

See CHILDREN, Page 7F

F
rom the political notebook:

» I don’t know that I’ve ever
seen public discussions less in-
formed or informative than those
that erupt whenever religious lib-
erty laws make the news.

This begins with social conser-
vatives being disingenuous as to the pur-
pose, claiming that they have nothing to
do with gay rights. The motivation is
more than gay rights, but gay rights cer-
tainly has a lot to do with the current ur-

gency to pass and clarify them.
Social conservatives see a gay rights

freight train coming and want to create
opt-out opportunities.

Critics claim that these religious lib-
erty laws would legalize discrimination
against gays in commerce. But what is
already legal doesn’t have to be legal-
ized.

As a general proposition, businesses
are free to serve or not serve whomever
they want. The civil rights laws limit this

with respect to enumerated categories,
such as race. There is, however, no feder-
al law prohibiting discrimination in com-
merce on the basis of sexual orientation.
Nor is there such a law in Indiana or Ar-
kansas. Or in Arizona.

Critics also claim that the laws in Indi-
ana and Arkansas went further than the
federal religious liberty law, since they
included businesses and disputes in
which the government is not a party.
That’s not really true either.

In the Hobby Lobby case, the U.S. Su-
preme Court found that the federal law
did include businesses. And several ap-
pellate courts have already found that it
covers disputes in which the govern-
ment is not a party.

Remember all the hubbub over Arizo-
na’s SB 1062? Arizona already had a reli-
gious liberty law similar to that Indiana 

ROBERT ROBB
EDITORIAL COLUMNIST

Ill-informed debate about religious liberty 

See ROBB, Page 7F

T
he Arizona Legislature’s 2015
journey of self-discovery and en-
lightenment about the true
meaning of federal mandates ac-
tually began seven years earlier
— in 2008, when Janet Napolita-
no was governor, the Great Re-

cession had not yet had its way with the
Arizona economy, and sunshine bathed
the Earth.

It was a time of innocence.
The general fund budget then was

$10.6 billion, the state’s highest ever.
The governor and Republicans had just
passed a $500 million tax cut. The state
bank accounts still had most of a $1.5
billion surplus from 2006 sitting
around gathering interest and waiting
to be spent.

And everyone felt really confident
about telling the federal government to
go hang itself over this new Depart-
ment of Homeland Security require-
ment that all state-sanctioned forms of
ID, including drivers’ licenses, needed
to meet federal fraud-proof standards.

After many years of rubbing elbows
with Republican legislative leaders,
the Democratic Gov. Napolitano by
2008 had “gone native.” In addition to
passing tax cuts, she was scoffing,
GOP-ishly, at the feds’ so-called REAL
ID proposal: “Just another unfunded
federal mandate,” she sniffed after the
Legislature overwhelmingly passed a
proposal that forbid complying with
Washington’s anti-terrorism ID plan.

Despite actually having signed an
agreement in 2007 with the federal
DHS to initiate compliance with the
REAL ID requirement, Napolitano a
year later chose to flex her states-
rights muscles, instead. And why not?
Democrats as well as Republicans
were piling on in opposition to what
they all deemed an obnoxious federal
demand.

It wasn’t just conspiracy types like
Sen. Karen Johnson, who refused “to
buy that terrorists took the twin towers
down.” Johnson insisted (with lots of
company) that REAL ID was just the
first step toward the much-despised
plan for a national ID card that would 

DOUG MacEACHERN
EDITORIAL WRITER

A look back
at real history 
of Arizona’s
REAL ID bill

THE ARIZONA REPUBLIC

Even Janet Napolitano could wag her finger
at the federal government back in her days
as governor of Arizona. 

See MacEACHERN, Page 7F

MY TURN GREGORY MCKAY

ILLUSTRATION BY GANNETT, THINKSTOCK
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Just venting about hoops,
news shows and golf

Welcome to the Pet Peeve
edition: 1) Basketball an-
nouncers who say the ludi-
crous “score the basketball.”
What else are players going
to score? Stupid. 2) TV news

shows that label interviews “Exclusive.” For
example, is having on Sen. John McCain an
exclusive? He seems to appear every week.
3) Golf courses that have separate men’s and
women’s bathrooms. Most times men are
playing golf with men and women with
women. Just make them all bathrooms and
then people won’t feel weird using the
other gender’s bathroom.

Michael Ryan
President, Ryan Media Consultants

Where did Diane Douglas
go and who got to her?

Remember Diane Douglas?
The fire-breathing anti-
Common Core candidate for
state schools chief? The one
who vowed to rid our state

of those standards? Where did she go? Over
the last month or so, Douglas had not one,
not two, but three different chances to
weigh in on pending bills that would’ve
stopped Common Core. In all three she
remained remarkably silent. Which leads to
two other questions. Who got to her? And
second, what will her supporters do now? I
believe in some quarters Douglas is now a
seen as a traitor.

Mike McClellan
Retired educator, Gilbert

Private sector gets it done
faster than public sector 

Rather than wait around for
a dysfunctional Congress to
enact a law requiring busi-
nesses to provide sick time
for their employees, Micro-

soft is taking action. The company is requir-
ing its 2,000 vendors and contractors to
provide 15 paid days for sick time and vaca-
tions. It’s good for workers. It’s good for
business. And it’s a good example of how
leadership from the private sector can be so
much faster and more effective than what
we get form the public side. Hope other
companies follow Microsoft’s lead.

Don Henninger
Principal at DH Advisors

Using religion to discriminate
against the gay community 

The term “religious free-
dom” is certain to draw the
attention. The framers of the
Constitution recalled what
life was like back in England

and wanted to place limits on government
power to restrict or compel religious beliefs.
States like Indiana and Arkansas reflect a
growing inclination to discriminate against
the LGBT community under the pretext of
religious freedom. ISIS uses “religion” to
justify its barbarism and so did the KKK.
Perhaps it’s time for another Stonewall
revolt (1969) to refocus attention on the
safeguarding of rights.

Ahmad Daniels
Author, life coach, Tempe

PLUGGED IN

Viewpoints

It’s funny how we Arizonans obsess over how we’re perceived
by the rest of the country. During SB 1062, when the weight
of the Fortune 500 was stomping on our religious-freedom
bill, we just knew Americans were appalled. The Phoenix
Business Journal ran the huge front-page headline “Stop the
madness.” But maybe we were wrong to panic. We now
know that Indiana and Arkansas were so oblivious to our
situation that they went and repeated it.

We did religious freedom.
Was anybody watching?

Bravo to Angelo Almendarez, the Peoria recycling truck
driver who rescued a kitten. He heard meowing from the
back of the truck and did what anyone should do. He helped
out a fellow creature. The hard part of this story is that some-
one did what no one should do — someone treated that
baby animal like trash. And it wasn’t the first time Almenda-
rez saved an animal from his truck. The bad actors among us
make it doubly important to applaud the good guys.

Kitten rescue is reason 
to applaud the good guys

that produces yet another demand on
an already taxed system.

But what if the child is left behind?
This is also a heavy burden. If the child
suffers recurrent violence or cata-
strophic injury, blame falls squarely on
the caseworker and this department. 

I understand this and am deeply sad-
dened when it occurs, but we need to be
cognizant of this fact: No DCS staff
member wants to see a child hurt or to
carry that pain for the rest of their
lives.

This, of course, doesn’t excuse us
when we fail. Our organization has
“child safety” in its name, therefore, we
are accountable. I promise the citizens
of Arizona that I will openly take owner-
ship of these tragedies when they oc-
cur. We will not hide our black eyes. We
will accept them, talk about them and
train our staff as a result of them.

No child’s recurrent victimization
will be in vain, but remember, abusers
hurt children, not our staff. I am com-
mitted to developing a workforce that
can make decisions with resolve, peace
and confidence. We owe this to our em-
ployees, our communities and, most im-
portantly, vulnerable children.

As I told DCS employees on my first
day on the job, artificial measures or
bad faith when it comes to ensuring
child safety will not be tolerated. In
short, I don’t want us to look good; I
want us to be good.

So how do we do that? We need to:
» Better prioritize our response to

our most vulnerable children. 
» Adhere to best practices and struc-

tured decision making. 
» Put in place prevention strategies.
» Provide for and protect children in

our care.
» Engage our stakeholders as trust-

ed partners.
» Identify, train, and empower su-

pervisors to further the mission. 
» Find safe, forever homes faster.
» Retain our workforce.
» Transparently acknowledge our

failures and learn from them. 
» Leave people better than the way

we found them.
Achieving the how will take time. We

do however have an advantage. We
know why we chose this profession.
Simply put, we care.

We care about:
» Protecting those incapable of pro-

tecting themselves.
» Preventing future harm to those

yet unnamed victims.
» Accountability and a steady re-

solve to help those who can be helped.
» Justice, for both the rightfully and

wrongfully accused.
» The departed and sad lives they

led before being struck down by evil.
Repairing our broken child welfare

system will not occur quickly. There is
no magic bullet in child welfare. It re-
quires shared accountability from a va-
riety of caring, competent people and
groups.

I am asking for your assistance. I am
calling on every Arizonan with a heart
to join in this fight: Take a moment to
assess your surroundings. If you see or
hear of child abuse, call 9-1-1 and the
Child Abuse Hotline. If you know a
child or family needs help, prevent es-
calation by lending a hand. 

If you see a DCS caseworker, thank
them and offer help. If your world is
quiet and you are capable enter the fray
and help children in need.

These are Arizona’s children and as
Arizonans we must share the responsi-
bility for their safety. Our future, and
more importantly theirs, depends on it.

Gregory McKay is director of the Arizona
Department of Child Safety.

Children
Continued from Page 4F

track every freedom-loving Arizonan’s
move, from Kingman to Quartzsite.
Democrats were talking that way too.

As written by Johnson, House Bill
2677 was a fire-breathing, paranoid work
of art. 

Not only did it forbid REAL ID cards
from being issued, it invited state bu-
reaucrats to turn on their federal
counterparts, like prison snitches selling
each other out for cigarettes: State em-
ployees, the bill said, were to “report to
the governor and the Legislature any at-
tempt by agencies or agents” of Home-
land Security to enact the REAL ID plan
in some backdoor way.

No, it was Democrats, too, many of
whom saw rejecting REAL ID as an op-
portunity to prove that they did not jump
on every federal-mandate bandwagon to
issue forth from Washington.

The bill was co-sponsored by then-
Rep. Kyrsten Sinema, who at the time
was the darling of local liberals, and
then-Rep. Russell Pearce, who soon

would push through the most notoriously
anti-immigrationist state legislation of
all time, Senate Bill 1070. The founder of
the Arizona branch of the radical anti-
war group Code Pink and the John Birch
Society’s best pal, like, ever, joining arms
against the feds. What days those were.

The legacy of HB 2677 is even more
abundant of lollipops and unicorns than
that. It actually may have represented
the pinnacle of bipartisan, liberal-con-
servative comity in all of Arizona, not
just at the Legislature.

Try imagining this happening today:
An American Civil Liberties Union

representative who worked with John-
son on the bill’s language, Mary Lunetta,
exulted once HB 2677 passed that “I
think Real ID is done in Arizona.” She
was joined in that celebration by Michael
Hough, who was described in news re-
ports at the time as a coordinator for the
conservative American Legislative Ex-
change Council.

“Even the (George W. Bush) admini-
stration has backed off of implementing
Real ID," Hough said. "It's not going to
happen as it stands now.”

Yes. The uber-liberal ACLU and
ALEC, that notorious tool of the Koch
Brothers, working together to foil a plan

of the federal government. Lambs and
lions lying together is right.

Shortly after Napolitano signed HB
2677 on July 18, Homeland Security of-
ficials began responding to the bad
news from Arizona with warnings that,
yeah, we really do mean it. We really
are going to do REAL ID.

A Homeland Security spokeswoman
(who, ironically, would be working for
newly appointed DHS Secretary Napol-
itano months later) said “the rules are
clear,” and warned that, pretty soon, Ar-
izonans without federally sanctioned
ID would not be allowed into federal
buildings or even to board airplanes.

Arizonans, rebels that they were,
sniffed at that, too. Dan Pochoda, then
legal director of the American Civil
Liberties Union of Arizona, laughed at
the idea of Arizonans being refused en-
try into federal buildings and onto air-
planes once the federal deadline passed
in 2009: “I can guarantee that 25 per-
cent of airline travelers will not be
banned from the purchasing of airline
tickets in 2009.”

And he was right. Arizonans did not
start being turned away from federal
buildings for lack of proper ID until
2015.

MacEachern
Continued from Page 4F

and Arkansas have enacted. All SB 1062
did was clarify Arizona law with respect
to these two points. Gov. Jan Brewer’s
veto probably didn’t change or prevent
anything. The law will probably still be
interpreted as doing what SB 1062 would
have made explicit.

The situation wouldn’t be changed if
the Supreme Court finds that gay mar-
riage is constitutionally required, as
widely expected. Because gay marriage
is legal doesn’t automatically mean busi-
nesses have to cater one. The proverbial
reluctant baker wouldn’t have to make a
cake for the gay couple.

The only thing that would prohibit
discrimination against gays in com-
merce is a law prohibiting such discrim-
ination. Until then, it’s legal.

And if such prohibitions are more
broadly enacted, which I suspect is inev-
itable, these religious liberty laws won’t
permit evangelicals to opt out, whatever
the intentions of social conservatives in

enacting them. The laws permit govern-
ments to substantially burden religious
beliefs if doing so serves a compelling
governmental interest and can’t be done
in a less intrusive manner.

No judge in the universe is going to
find that prohibiting discrimination in
commerce isn’t a compelling govern-
mental interest or that it could be ac-
complished less intrusively than flatly
outlawing it. Finding so on behalf of the
reluctant baker would necessarily un-
ravel a half century of civil rights laws
and jurisprudence.

So, the laws don’t do what critics
claim and would not do what proponents
hope.

» The big U.S. Supreme Court deci-
sion affecting redistricting in Arizona,
regarding whether drawing the lines for
congressional districts has to be re-
turned to the state Legislature from the
independent redistricting commission,
is still to come. But a decision handed
down a couple of weeks ago changed the
game regardless of who next draws the
lines.

The Voting Rights Act has always
been interpreted as requiring the estab-
lishment of districts in which racial mi-

norities are actually a majority. And
that the minority percentage in such
so-called majority-minority districts
could never be diluted through redis-
tricting.

Until recently, the first step for Ari-
zona’s maps was preclearance by the
Department of Justice. So, the first
building block of map-drawing here
was maintaining or increasing the mi-
nority percentage in majority-minor-
ity districts. That required packing La-
tino Democrats into a handful of dis-
tricts.

Earlier, the court struck down pre-
clearance. And this term, it held that
the Voting Rights Act doesn’t require
perpetually maintaining or increasing
the minority component of majority-
minority districts. In fact, doing so
could constitute impermissible racial
gerrymandering.

This leaves map-drawers with little
concrete guidance. But in Arizona, it
should give whoever does redistricting
a bit more flexibility.

Reach Robb at
robert.robb@arizonarepublic.com.

AP

Opponents of Indiana’s original Religious Freedom Restoration Act rally against the measure in late March at the State Capitol in Indianapolis. 
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