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6FRSH

7KLV�RSLQLRQ�DGGUHVVHV�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�FOLHQWV�ZKHUH�WKH�VXEMHFW�RI�WKH�

UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�LV�DQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ��JXDUGLDQVKLS�DQG�FRQVHUYDWRUVKLS����,W�

DOVR�HQFRPSDVVHV�HWKLFDO�LVVXHV�ZKHQ�WKH�ODZ\HU�LV�DFWLQJ�DV�D�guardian ad litem�LQ�DQ�

DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�RU�ZKHQ�WKH�ODZ\HU�UHSUHVHQWV�DQ�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�

SHUVRQ���:KLOH�ODZ\HUV�DUH�DSSRLQWHG�DV�guardians ad litem�LQ�WKH�PDMRULW\�RI�DGXOW�

SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJV��QRQ�ODZ\HUV�PD\�DOVR�EH�DSSRLQWHG���

7KH�&RORUDGR�%DU�$VVRFLDWLRQ��&%$��KDV�LVVXHG�D�VHSDUDWH�IRUPDO�HWKLFV�RSLQLRQ�

WKDW�DGGUHVVHV�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�FOLHQWV�ZLWK�GLPLQLVKHG�FDSDFLW\�ZKHUH�WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�

GLPLQLVKHG�FDSDFLW\�LV�LQFLGHQWDO�WR�WKH�ODZ\HU¶V�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ���See�&%$�)RUPDO�2S��

�����³5HSUHVHQWLQJ�WKH�$GXOW�&OLHQW�:LWK�'LPLQLVKHG�&DSDFLW\´����������7KLV�RSLQLRQ�

GRHV�QRW�FRYHU�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKR�DUH�PLQRUV�RU�ZKR�PD\�KDYH�D�PHQWDO�

LQFDSDFLW\�LQ�DGGLWLRQ�WR�WKHLU�LQFDSDFLW\�GXH�WR�WKHLU�PLQRULW\��

6\OODEXV�

$�ODZ\HU�PD\�EHFRPH�LQYROYHG�LQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJV�LQ�D�YDULHW\�RI�

ZD\V���7KH�ODZ\HU�PD\�KDYH�D�ORQJ�WHUP�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS�ZLWK�D�FOLHQW�ZKR��

RYHU�WKH�FRXUVH�RI�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ��GHYHORSV�GLPLQLVKHG�FDSDFLW\�DQG�EHFRPHV�WKH�
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VXEMHFW�RI�DQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ���3HUKDSV�PRUH�FRPPRQO\��WKH�ODZ\HU�PD\�

EHFRPH�LQYROYHG�LQ�WKH�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�EHFDXVH�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�DOOHJHG�WR�

KDYH�GLPLQLVKHG�FDSDFLW\��RU�DQ�DGXOW�FKLOG�RI�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��UHWDLQV�

WKH�ODZ\HU�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVH�RI�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�LQ�WKH�

DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ���,Q�DQRWKHU�FRPPRQ�VFHQDULR��WKH�ODZ\HU�PD\�EH�DSSRLQWHG�

E\�WKH�FRXUW�DV�FRXQVHO�IRU�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ���6WLOO�RWKHU�ODZ\HUV�PD\�

EH�DSSRLQWHG�E\�WKH�FRXUW�DV�guardians ad litem�LQ�WKH�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ��

� :KHWKHU�WKH�ODZ\HU�DFWLQJ�DV�FRXQVHO�LQ�DQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�KDG�D�

SUHH[LVWLQJ�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS�ZLWK�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��LV�UHWDLQHG�

WR�UHSUHVHQW�WKDW�SHUVRQ�IRU�WKH�ILUVW�WLPH�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�D�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ��RU�LV�

FRXUW�DSSRLQWHG�FRXQVHO��WKH�FRQWUROOLQJ�HWKLFDO�UXOH�LV�5XOH������RI�WKH�&RORUDGR�5XOHV�

RI�3URIHVVLRQDO�&RQGXFW��&ROR��53&�RU�WKH�5XOHV�����

+RZHYHU��5XOH�����¶V�DSSOLFDWLRQ�WR�WKH�ODZ\HU�LQ�DQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�

GLIIHUV�IURP�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI�5XOH������ZKHQ�WKH�GLVFRYHU\�RI�GLPLQLVKHG�FDSDFLW\�LV�

LQFLGHQWDO�WR�WKH�OHJDO�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ���7KH�ODZ\HU�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�

LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�LQ�DQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�LV�VXEMHFW�WR�WKH�VDPH�

FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�UHODWLYH�WR�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�SULYLOHJH�DQG�FRQILGHQWLDOLW\�XQGHU�5XOH�����WKDW�

DSSO\�WR�DQ\�RWKHU�ODZ\HU����

� ,I�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ¶V�DOOHJHG�LQFDSDFLW\�LV�VR�VHYHUH�WKDW�WKH�

ODZ\HU�FDQQRW�IRUP�RU�FRQWLQXH�D�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS��WKH�ODZ\HU�VKRXOG�GHFOLQH�RU�

ZLWKGUDZ�IURP�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ��DQG�LI�WKH�ODZ\HU�KDV�HQWHUHG�DQ�DSSHDUDQFH�LQ�WKH�

SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ��KH�RU�VKH�VKRXOG�VHHN�WR�ZLWKGUDZ�IURP�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ���,I�
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WKHUH�LV�QR guardian ad litem�LQ�WKH�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�ZKHQ�WKH�ODZ\HU�VHHNV�WR�

ZLWKGUDZ��WKH�ZLWKGUDZLQJ�ODZ\HU�VKRXOG�LQIRUP�WKH�FRXUW�RI�WKH�ODZ\HU¶V�LQDELOLW\�WR�IRUP�

RU�FRQWLQXH�WKH�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS�DQG�VKRXOG�UHTXHVW�WKH�DSSRLQWPHQW�RI�D�

guardian ad litem��&ROR��53&�������FPW��>�@��VHH�DOVR�&�5�6���������������SUHOLPLQDULHV�

WR�KHDULQJ���&�5�6���������������ULJKW�WR�D�ODZ\HU�SRVW�DGMXGLFDWLRQ���

*XDUGLDQV�$G�/LWHP�

� $�ODZ\HU�VHUYLQJ�DV�D�guardian�ad litem LQ�DQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�KDV�

FHUWDLQ�GLIIHUHQW�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV�DQG�HWKLFDO�LVVXHV���,Q�People v. Gabriesheski������3��G�

�����&ROR���������WKH�&RORUDGR�6XSUHPH�&RXUW�UXOHG�WKDW�D�guardian ad litem�LV�DQ�

LQGHSHQGHQW�RIILFHU�RI�WKH�FRXUW�DQG�WKH�PLQRU�LV�QRW�WKH�guardian ad litem’s�FOLHQW����

Gabriesheski�LQYROYHG�D�PLQRU��QRW�DQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ���%XW��WR�WKH�H[WHQW�

WKH�UROH�RI�WKH�guardian ad litem�IRU�D�PLQRU�PD\�EH�VLPLODU�WR�WKH�UROH�RI�WKH�guardian ad 

litem�LQ�DQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ��Gabriesheski�PD\�SURYLGH�VRPH�LQVLJKW���,Q�D�

GHSHQGHQF\�DQG�QHJOHFW�FDVH��WKH�guardian ad litem�LV�WDVNHG�ZLWK�LQYHVWLJDWLQJ��

UHSRUWLQJ��DQG�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�WKH�FKLOG¶V�EHVW�LQWHUHVW���$V�WKHUH�LV�QR�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�

UHODWLRQVKLS�LQ�WKH�WUDGLWLRQDO�VHQVH��WKH�FKLOG�KDV�QR�H[SHFWDWLRQ�RI�SULYDF\�IRU�

FRPPXQLFDWLRQV�ZLWK�WKH�guardian ad litem���7KLV�SDUW�RI�Gabriesheski�LV�WKH�WUDGLWLRQDO�

�������������������������������������������������
�

��,Q�L.A.N. v. L.M.B������3��G�������&ROR��������WKH�&RORUDGR�6XSUHPH�&RXUW�UXOHG�WKDW�
WKH�³*$/¶V�¶FOLHQW¶�LV�WKH�¶EHVW�LQWHUHVW�RI�WKH�FKLOG�¶´�id.�DW������FLWLQJ�&�5�6���������
��������D�VHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�&RORUDGR�&KLOGUHQ¶V�&RGH���	�&KLHI�-XVWLFH�'LUHFWLYH��������
³&RXUW�$SSRLQWPHQWV�7KURXJK�WKH�2IILFH�RI�WKH�&KLOG¶V�5HSUHVHQWDWLYH´����7KH�FLWHG�
DXWKRULWLHV�DSSO\�RQO\�WR�guardians ad litem�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�PLQRUV���7R�GDWH��QR�&RORUDGR�
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LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�UROH�RI�D�guardian ad litem�LQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJV��DQG�LV�

WKH�JHQHUDOO\�DFFHSWHG�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�KRZ�Gabriesheski�DSSOLHV�LQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�

SURFHHGLQJV���

� $V�DQ�LQGHSHQGHQW�DFWRU�LQ�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJV��WKH�guardian ad litem�KDV�QR�

FOLHQW��DQG�WKHUHIRUH��H[FHSW�WR�WKH�H[WHQW�WKDW�WKH�5XOHV�DSSO\�WR�DOO�&RORUDGR�ODZ\HUV��

5XOH������DQG�5XOH�����DUH�QRW�GLUHFWO\�LPSOLFDWHG���5DWKHU��EHFDXVH�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�

LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�LV�QRW�WKH�guardian ad litem’s FOLHQW��WKH�guardian ad litem�DOVR�KDV�

QR�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�SULYLOHJH�ZLWK�UHJDUG�WR�DQ\�LQIRUPDWLRQ�KH�RU�VKH�REWDLQV��FRQFHUQLQJ�

WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��LQFOXGLQJ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�IURP�WKDW�SHUVRQ���

0DLQWDLQLQJ�D�1RUPDO�/DZ\HU�FOLHQW�5HODWLRQVKLS�

� 7KH�ODZ\HU¶V�HIIHFWLYH�DQG�HIILFLHQW�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�DQ\�FOLHQW�GHSHQGV�RQ�WKH�

FOLHQW¶V�DELOLW\�WR�UHFHLYH��DQDO\]H��DQG�SURFHVV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�DGYLFH�UHFHLYHG�IURP�WKH�

ODZ\HU��DQG�WR�DFFXUDWHO\�LQIRUP�WKH�ODZ\HU�UHJDUGLQJ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�UHOHYDQW�WR�WKH�

UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ��&%$�)RUPDO�2S��������:KHQ�WKH�ODZ\HU�UHSUHVHQWV�DQ�DOOHJHGO\�

LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��WKLV�DELOLW\�LV�FRPSURPLVHG���7KH�TXHVWLRQ�EHFRPHV�WR�ZKDW�H[WHQW�

WKH�DELOLW\�WR�IRUP�DQG�PDLQWDLQ�D�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS�LV�FRPSURPLVHG���&ROR��53&�

�����D��LV�LPSOLFDWHG�LQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�DQ�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ���5XOH�

�����D��PDQGDWHV�WKDW�WKH�ODZ\HU���³DV�IDU�DV�UHDVRQDEO\�SRVVLEOH��PDLQWDLQ�D�QRUPDO�

ODZ\HU±FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS�ZLWK�WKH�FOLHQW�´�'HVSLWH�WKH�FOLHQW¶V�GLPLQLVKHG�FDSDFLW\��WKH�

FOLHQW�UHWDLQV�WKH�ULJKW�WR�GHWHUPLQH�WKH�JRDOV�DQG�REMHFWLYHV�RI�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�DQG�WR�

�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
DSSHOODWH�FRXUW�KDV�RSLQHG�RQ�WKH�TXHVWLRQ�RI�ZKR�LV�WKH�guardian ad litem’s FOLHQW�LQ�DQ�
DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�
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FRQVXOW�ZLWK�WKH�ODZ\HU�FRQFHUQLQJ�WKH�PHDQV�E\�ZKLFK�WKH�REMHFWLYHV�DUH�REWDLQHG��

&ROR��53&�����D����7KXV��WKH�ODZ\HU�PXVW�FRQVXOW�ZLWK�WKH�FOLHQW�DQG�UHVSHFW�DQG�EH�

JXLGHG�E\�WKH�FOLHQW¶V�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�GLUHFWLRQ���&ROR��53&�������FPW��>�@���6WLOO��WKH�

ODZ\HU�VKRXOG�UHPDLQ�FRJQL]DQW�RI�WKH�FOLHQW¶V�OLPLWHG�FDSDFLW\�DQG�KRZ�WKDW�LPSDFWV�WKH�

FOLHQW¶V�DELOLW\�WR�HIIHFWLYHO\�FRPPXQLFDWH�KLV�RU�KHU�WUXH�LQWHQWLRQV��

� +RZHYHU��EHFDXVH�WKH�ODZ\HU�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�

EHJLQV�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�NQRZLQJ�RI�WKH�DOOHJHG�LQFDSDFLW\��5XOH������E��DSSOLHV�RQO\�LQ�

D�OLPLWHG�ZD\�WR�SHUPLW�WKH�ODZ\HU�WR�VHHN�SURIHVVLRQDO�DVVLVWDQFH�LQ�GHWHUPLQLQJ�KRZ�WR�

FRPPXQLFDWH�ZLWK�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ���,Q�WKLV�FLUFXPVWDQFH��5XOH������

ZRXOG�QRW�DSSHDU�WR�H[WHQG�WR�VWHSV�WKH�ODZ\HU�ZRXOG�QRUPDOO\�WDNH��LQFOXGLQJ�

³FRQVXOWLQJ�ZLWK�LQGLYLGXDOV�RU�HQWLWLHV�WKDW�KDYH�WKH�DELOLW\�WR�WDNH�DFWLRQV�WR�SURWHFW�WKH�

FOLHQW�´�VLQFH�WKH�YHU\�VLWXDWLRQ�WKDW�OHG�WR�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�LV�WKH�LQFDSDFLW\��ZKLFK�WKH�

ODZ\HU�ZDV�DZDUH�RI�DW�WKH�RXWVHW���7KH�ILUVW�VHQWHQFH�RI�5XOH������F��DSSOLHV�LQ�WKDW�

VLWXDWLRQ��DQG�WKH�ODZ\HU�LV�VXEMHFW�WR�5XOH�������+RZHYHU��WKH�LPSOLHG�H[FHSWLRQ�RI�WKH�

VHFRQG�VHQWHQFH�RI�5XOH������F��GRHV�QRW�DSSO\�WR�WKH�ODZ\HU�IRU�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�

LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�LQ�DQ�DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ��DV�WKH�ODZ\HU�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�WKH�

DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�LQ�VXFK�D�SURFHHGLQJ�UHSUHVHQWV�WKH�FOLHQW¶V�LQWHUHVWV�DV�

H[SUHVVHG�WR�WKH�ODZ\HU�E\�WKH�FOLHQW���7KH�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�SHUPLWWHG�XQGHU�5XOH�

�����E��LV�DOUHDG\�LQ�SURJUHVV��DQG�WKHUHIRUH�WKH�ODZ\HU�PD\�QRW�UHYHDO�FRQILGHQWLDO�

LQIRUPDWLRQ��DV�WKH�UHDVRQ�IRU�WKLV�VHQWHQFH��WKH�ULJKW�WR�UHYHDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�VR�DV�WR�

SXUVXH�DSSURSULDWH�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJV��KDV�DOUHDG\�RFFXUUHG��

� $EVHQW�D�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS��WKH�guardian ad litem�VKRXOG�EH�JXLGHG�E\�WKH�
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5XOHV�EXW�QHHG�QRW�IROORZ�WKH�JRDOV�DQG�REMHFWLYHV�RI�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�

SHUVRQ���5DWKHU��WKH�guardian ad litem�VKRXOG�EH�JXLGHG�E\�ZKDW�KH�RU�VKH�EHOLHYHV��LQ�

KLV�RU�KHU�SURIHVVLRQDO�RSLQLRQ��LV�LQ�WKH�EHVW�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�

SHUVRQ���7KH�guardian ad litem�LV�DSSRLQWHG�E\�WKH�FRXUW�DQG�LV�GLUHFWHG�E\�WKH�FRXUW�WR�

DGYLVH�WKH�FRXUW�DQG�DFW�LQ�WKH�EHVW�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��

UHJDUGOHVV�RI�ZKHWKHU�WKH�DGYLFH�DQG�DFWLRQV�RI�WKH�guardian ad litem�DUH�FRQVLVWHQW�

ZLWK�WKH�JRDOV�DQG�REMHFWLYHV�RI�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ���

� 7KH�SULPDU\�GLIIHUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�D�IXOO\�FRPSHWHQW�FOLHQW�DQG�DQ�

DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�FOLHQW�FRQFHUQV�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ��$�ODZ\HU�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�DQ�

DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��VKRXOG�DGMXVW�KLV�RU�KHU�LQWHUYLHZ�DQG�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�

VW\OH�VR�WKDW�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�FOLHQW�FDQ�XQGHUVWDQG�WKH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�SURYLGHG�

E\�WKH�ODZ\HU�WR�WKH�IXOOHVW�H[WHQW�SRVVLEOH���7KLV�PD\�UHTXLUH�WKH�ODZ\HU�WR�PRGLI\�DQG�

VLPSOLI\�ODQJXDJH�VR�WKDW�WKH�FOLHQW�FDQ�XQGHUVWDQG�DQG�LQWHUQDOL]H�LW�LQ�RUGHU�WR�PDNH�DQ�

LQIRUPHG�GHFLVLRQ��6HH�5REHUWD�.��)ORZHUV�	�5HEHFFD�&��0RUJDQ��³(WKLFV�LQ�WKH�

3UDFWLFH�RI�(OGHU�/DZ�´�$P��%DU�$VV¶Q���������6XFK�D�PRGLILFDWLRQ�LQ�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�

VW\OH�LV�VLPLODU�WR�WKH�DGMXVWPHQW�LQ�ODQJXDJH�D�ODZ\HU�PLJKW�XVH�ZLWK�D�OHVV�HGXFDWHG�

FOLHQW��FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH�ODQJXDJH�WKH�ODZ\HU�PLJKW�XVH�ZLWK�D�KLJKO\�HGXFDWHG�FOLHQW�RU�

�������������������������������������������������
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��)RU�JXDUGLDQV��DV�GLVWLQJXLVKHG�IURP�guardians�ad litem�� WKH�VWDQGDUG�XQGHU�&RORUDGR�
ODZ�LV�NQRZQ�DV�³VXEVWLWXWHG�MXGJPHQW�´�&�5�6������������������³EHVW�LQWHUHVWV´�LV�WKH�
VWDQGDUG�RQO\�LI�WKH�GHVLUHV�DQG�SHUVRQDO�YDOXHV�RI�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�
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RQH�ZKR�KDV�H[SHUWLVH�LQ�WKH�VXEMHFW�PDWWHU�RI�WKH�OLWLJDWLRQ��

� 7KH�ODZ\HU�DOVR�PD\�DGMXVW�KLV�RU�KHU�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�WHFKQLTXH�E\�DFFHSWLQJ�WKH�

DVVLVWDQFH�RI�D�WKLUG�SDUW\�ZKR�HQMR\V�WKH�VSHFLDO�FRQILGHQFH�RI�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�

LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ���6XFK�SHUVRQ�LV�W\SLFDOO\�DQ�DGXOW�FKLOG�RU�RWKHU�UHODWLYH�RI�WKH�

DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��EXW�PD\�EH�DQ\�SHUVRQ�LQ�ZKRP�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�

LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�SODFHV�VSHFLDO�FRQILGHQFH��

� :KLOH�QRUPDOO\�WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�D�WKLUG�SDUW\�GHVWUR\V�WKH�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�SULYLOHJH��

WKLV�LV�JHQHUDOO\�QRW�VR�LI�WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�WKH�WKLUG�SDUW\�LV�QHFHVVDU\�WR�DVVLVW�LQ�WKH�

UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ���&ROR��53&������FPW��>�@���+RZHYHU��WKH�ODZ\HU�VKRXOG�EH�FRJQL]DQW�WKDW�

LQ�DOO�FLUFXPVWDQFHV��WKH�ODZ\HU¶V�GXW\�LV�WR�IROORZ�WKH�FOLHQW¶V�REMHFWLYHV�DQG�JRDOV��QRW�

WR�GHIHU�WR�WKH�JRDOV�RU�REMHFWLYHV�RI�WKH�WKLUG�SDUW\�DVVLVWLQJ�WKH�FOLHQW�LQ�FRPPXQLFDWLQJ�

ZLWK�WKH�ODZ\HU���&ROR��53&�������FPW�>�@��

� 7KH�ODZ\HU�DOVR�PD\�FRPPXQLFDWH�ZLWK�DQ�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�XVLQJ�

ZULWWHQ�PHPRUDQGD�WR�VXPPDUL]H�FRQYHUVDWLRQV�RU�UHTXHVWLQJ�WKH�FOLHQW�WR�H[SODLQ�ZKDW�

WKH�ODZ\HU�KDV�MXVW�VWDWHG���7KLV�W\SH�RI�LQWHUDFWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�ODZ\HU�DQG�FOLHQW�PD\�

HQDEOH�WKH�ODZ\HU�WR�JDLQ�D�EHWWHU�VHQVH�RI�WKH�FOLHQW¶V�FDSDFLW\�WR�JUDVS��LQWHUSUHW��DQG�

UHWDLQ�LQIRUPDWLRQ����

� $QRWKHU�VWHS�WKH�ODZ\HU�VKRXOG�FRQVLGHU�LQ�KLV�RU�KHU�DWWHPSW�WR�PDLQWDLQ�D�

QRUPDO�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS�LQFOXGHV�VFKHGXOLQJ�PHHWLQJV�ZLWK�WKH�FOLHQW�DW�D�WLPH�

RI�GD\�ZKHQ�WKH�FOLHQW�KDV�WKH�JUHDWHVW�OHYHO�RI�FDSDFLW\��VXFK�DV�HDUO\�LQ�WKH�GD\��

�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
FDQQRW�EH�HVWDEOLVKHG��Id.��%\�FRQWUDVW��WKH�³EHVW�LQWHUHVWV´�VWDQGDUG�DOZD\V�DSSOLHV�WR�
guardians ad litem���See�&�5�6���������������
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LPPHGLDWHO\�DIWHU�WKH�FOLHQW�KDV�HDWHQ��RU�DIWHU�WKH�FOLHQW�KDV�UHVWHG����

5HTXHVWV�IRU�5HSUHVHQWDWLRQ�E\�2WKHUV�6HHNLQJ�3URWHFWLYH�3URFHHGLQJV�

� :KHUH�WKH�ODZ\HU�KDV�KDG�D�SULRU�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS�ZLWK�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�

LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��DQG�DQ�DGXOW�UHODWLYH��W\SLFDOO\�DQ�DGXOW�FKLOG�RU�RWKHU�WUXVWHG�

UHODWLYH��RU�RWKHUV�DSSURDFK�WKH�ODZ\HU�WR�FRPPHQFH�D�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�DJDLQVW�

WKH�IRUPHU�FOLHQW��WKH�ODZ\HU�PXVW�GHFOLQH�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ���&ROR��53&�������,Q�WKH�

W\SLFDO�VLWXDWLRQ��WKH�ODZ\HU�ZLOO�KDYH�FUHDWHG�DQ�HVWDWH�SODQ�IRU�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�

LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��LQFOXGLQJ�FUHDWLQJ�SRZHUV�RI��DWWRUQH\�QDPLQJ�WKH�UHODWLYH�ZKR�

KDV�DSSURDFKHG�WKH�ODZ\HU�DV�DQ�DJHQW�XQGHU�WKH�SRZHU�RI��DWWRUQH\��DQG�WKDW�DJHQW�

QRZ�ZLVKHV�WKH�ODZ\HU�WR�FRPPHQFH�D�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ�DJDLQVW�WKH�FOLHQW���,Q�WKLV�

VLWXDWLRQ��WKH�ODZ\HU�PRVW�OLNHO\�KDV�REWDLQHG�FRQILGHQWLDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�FRQFHUQLQJ�WKH�

DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ�WKDW�PD\�GLUHFWO\�RU�LQGLUHFWO\�LPSDFW�DQ\�SURWHFWLYH�

SURFHHGLQJ���7KH�ODZ\HU�PD\�UHFRPPHQG�WR�WKH�DJHQW�RU�UHODWLYH�RWKHU�ODZ\HUV�TXDOLILHG�

LQ�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJV�ZKR�PLJKW�UHSUHVHQW�WKH�DJHQW�RU�UHODWLYH��EXW�WKH�ODZ\HU�

FDQQRW�SURYLGH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WR�WKH�UHIHUUHG�ODZ\HU�FRQFHUQLQJ�WKH�UHDVRQ�IRU�WKH�UHIHUUDO���

&ROR��53&�������1RWH�DOVR�WKDW�WKH�ODZ\HU�PXVW�QRW�SURYLGH�UHIHUUDOV�WR�RWKHU�ODZ\HUV�LQ�

KLV�RU�KHU�ODZ�ILUP��VLQFH�DOO�PHPEHUV�RI�WKH�ILUP�DUH�GLVTXDOLILHG�IURP�DFFHSWLQJ�

UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�LI�RQH�PHPEHU�LV�GLVTXDOLILHG���Liebnow v. Boston Enterprises, Inc��������

&2��������3���G�����������see also�&ROR��53&������D���

� 0RVW�DYDLODEOH�JXLGDQFH�IRU guardians ad litem�LV�ZULWWHQ�LQ�WHUPV�RI��DQG�DSSOLHV�

WR�DSSRLQWPHQWV�LQ�GHSHQGHQF\�DQG�QHJOHFW�FDVHV��LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�guardian�ad litem PXVW�

DFW�LQ�WKH�PLQRU¶V�EHVW�LQWHUHVWV���7KH�RQO\�H[LVWLQJ�JXLGDQFH�IRU�guardians ad litem�LQ�
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DGXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJV�LV�&KLHI�-XVWLFH�'LUHFWLYH��������6HFWLRQ�9,,��³'XWLHV�RI�

Guardians Ad Litem�DQG�&RXUW�9LVLWRUV�$SSRLQWHG�RQ�%HKDOI�RI�:DUGV�RU�,PSDLUHG�

3HUVRQV�´��8QGHU�WKDW�GLUHFWLYH��WKH�FRXUW�DSSRLQWLQJ�WKH�guardian ad litem�GHWHUPLQHV�

WKH�VFRSH�RI�WKH�guardian ad litem’s GXWLHV���7KH�guardian ad litem�VKRXOG�UHTXHVW�

FODULILFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�FRXUW¶V�DSSRLQWLQJ�GLUHFWLYH�DV�QHFHVVDU\�IRU�WKH�guardian ad litem�WR�

DFFRPSOLVK�KLV�RU�KHU�UROH�LQ�WKH�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJ��

&RQIXVLRQ�$PRQJ�5ROHV�%HWZHHQ�&RXQVHO�IRU�$OOHJHGO\�,QFDSDFLWDWHG�3HUVRQV�

DQG�*XDUGLDQV Ad Litem�

� (WKLFDO�LVVXHV�IUHTXHQWO\�DULVH�ZKHQ�D�ODZ\HU�IRU�DQ�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�

SHUVRQ�RU�D�guardian ad litem�ORVHV�VLJKW�RI�KLV�RU�KHU�UROH�LQ�WKH�OHJDO�SURFHVV���7KLV�

RIWHQ�RFFXUV�ZKHQ�WKH�ODZ\HU�FRQWLQXHV�WR�UHSUHVHQW�D�FOLHQW�ZKRVH�FDSDFLW\�KDV�

GHFUHDVHG�WR�WKH�SRLQW�ZKHUH�LW�LV�LPSRVVLEOH�WR�PDLQWDLQ�D�PHDQLQJIXO�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�

UHODWLRQVKLS���,I�WKH�ODZ\HU�UHDVRQDEO\�EHOLHYHV�WKH�FOLHQW�LV�XQDEOH�WR�DFW�LQ�KLV�RU�KHU�

RZQ�LQWHUHVWV��WKH�ODZ\HU�VKRXOG�FRQVLGHU�VHHNLQJ�DSSRLQWPHQW�RI�D�guardian ad litem���

See�In re Sorensen������3��G������&ROR��$SS���������&ROR��53&�������&%$�)RUPDO�2S��

������,I�WKH�ODZ\HU�GHWHUPLQHV�WKDW�WKH�FOLHQW�RU�SRWHQWLDO�FOLHQW�FDQQRW�IRUP�D�ODZ\HU�

FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS��WKH�ODZ\HU�PD\�WDNH�VWHSV�WR�ZLWKGUDZ�IURP�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RU�WKH�

ODZ\HU�PD\�SHWLWLRQ�WKH�FRXUW�WR�FRQYHUW�WKH�ODZ\HU¶V�FRXUW�DSSRLQWPHQW�WR�DSSRLQWPHQW�

DV�D�guardian ad litem��See�5HVWDWHPHQW��7KLUG��RI�$JHQF\���������$JHQF\�'HILQHG�����

������&DSDFLW\�WR�$FW�DV�3ULQFLSDO��������������7HUPLQDWLRQ�RI�$FWXDO�$XWKRULW\���LQ�

*HQHUDO��������������/RVV�RI�&DSDFLW\���see also�5HVWDWHPHQW��7KLUG��RI�WKH�/DZ�

*RYHUQLQJ�/DZ\HUV�������$�/DZ\HU¶V�'XW\�WR�,QIRUP�DQG�&RQVXOW�ZLWK�D�&OLHQW��������
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�7HUPLQDWLRQ�RI�D�/DZ\HU¶V�$XWKRULW\����,I�WKH�ODZ\HU�VHHNV�DSSRLQWPHQW�DV�D�guardian�ad 

litem��WKH�ODZ\HU�VKRXOG�UHPDLQ�GLOLJHQW�LQ�SURWHFWLQJ�FRQILGHQWLDO�RU�SULYLOHJHG�

LQIRUPDWLRQ�REWDLQHG�IURP�WKH�FOLHQW�ZKLOH�WKH�ODZ\HU�VHUYHG�LQ�WKH�FDSDFLW\�RI�ODZ\HU�IRU�

WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ���See�&ROR��53&�������%HIRUH�UHTXHVWLQJ�WKH�FRXUW�WR�

FKDQJH�WKH�ODZ\HU¶V�UROH�IURP�ODZ\HU�WR�guardian ad litem��WKH�ODZ\HU�VKRXOG�FRQVLGHU�

ZKHWKHU�VXFK�D�VKLIW�LQ�UROHV�PLJKW�FUHDWH�D�FRQIOLFW�RI�LQWHUHVW��ZKLFK�PLJKW�QRW�EH�

ZDLYDEOH�E\�WKH�QRZ�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�FOLHQW����

� +RZHYHU��WKH�ODZ\HU�PD\�QRW�FRQWLQXH�WR�DFW�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�D�FOLHQW�ZLWK�ZKRP�WKH�

ODZ\HU�FDQ�QR�ORQJHU�PDLQWDLQ�D�ODZ\HU�FOLHQW�UHODWLRQVKLS���&ROR��53&�����UHTXLUHV�WKH�

ODZ\HU�WR�DFW�LQ�FRQVXOWDWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�FOLHQW�DQG�WR�DELGH�E\�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�RI�WKH�FOLHQW���,I�

WKH�FOLHQW�FDQ�QR�ORQJHU�SURYLGH�VXFK�JXLGDQFH�RU�FRQVXOW�ZLWK�WKH�ODZ\HU��WKH�ODZ\HU�

PD\�QRW�DFW�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�WKH�FOLHQW���7KH�REYHUVH�SUREOHP�H[LVWV�IRU�WKH�guardian ad 

litem��ZKRVH�UROH�LV�WR�DFW�DQG�PDNH�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�LQ�WKH�EHVW�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�FOLHQW���

7KH�guardian ad litem�KDV�WKH�GXW\�WR�FRQVLGHU��EXW�WR�DFW�LQGHSHQGHQWO\�RI��WKH�GHVLUHV�

RI�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ���:KHQ�WKH�guardian ad litem�ORVHV�VLJKW�RI�WKLV�

PDQGDWH�DQG�IDOOV�EDFN�LQWR�WKH�PRUH�IDPLOLDU�UROH�RI�DGYRFDWH�IRU�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�

LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��WKH�ODZ\HU�DEGLFDWHV�KLV�RU�KHU�UROH�DV�LQGHSHQGHQW�DGYLVRU�WR�WKH�

FRXUW��DQG�EHFRPHV�D�VHOI�DSSRLQWHG�FRXQVHO�IRU�WKH�DOOHJHGO\�LQFDSDFLWDWHG�SHUVRQ��

FRQWUDU\�WR�WKH�DSSRLQWPHQW�RUGHU����

&RQFOXVLRQ�

� $GXOW�SURWHFWLYH�SURFHHGLQJV�DUH�DQ�LPSRUWDQW�DQG�JURZLQJ�DUHD�RI�OHJDO�

UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ���+RZHYHU��WKHUH�LV�OLWWOH�HWKLFV�JXLGDQFH�RQ�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�D�FOLHQW�ZLWK�
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GLPLQLVKHG�FDSDFLW\�LQ�VXFK�SURFHHGLQJV��DQG�HYHQ�OHVV�ZLWK�UHJDUG�WR�WKH�UROH�RI�WKH�

guardian ad litem���
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Scope 

This opinion addresses ethical issues that arise when a lawyer believes that an adult 

client’s ability to make adequately considered decisions is diminished. Although Rule 1.14 of 

the Colorado Rules of Professional Conduct (Colo. RPC or Rules) also addresses a client’s 

diminished capacity due to minority, this opinion is limited to the consideration of ethical issues 

that arise by reason of the diminished capacity of a client due to reasons other than the client’s 

minority. This opinion does not address representation in adult protective proceedings.0 

 
Syllabus 

At times, a lawyer may need to consider whether an adult client’s capacity to make 

adequately considered decisions relating to the representation is diminished. If the lawyer 

reasonably concludes that the client’s capacity is diminished in such a manner as to impair the 

client’s ability to make adequately considered decisions regarding the representation, including 

whether to give informed consent to a course of conduct by the lawyer when required, the 

lawyer must nevertheless maintain a normal client–lawyer relationship with the client so far as is 

reasonably possible. If the lawyer reasonably believes that the client’s diminished capacity 

places the client at risk of substantial physical, financial, or other harm unless action is taken and 

that the client cannot adequately act in the client’s own interests, the lawyer should consider 

whether to take reasonable protective action necessary to protect the client’s interests. In taking 

such protective action, the lawyer should be guided by the wishes and values of the client and 

the client’s best interests, and any protective action taken should intrude into the client’s 

decision-making authority to the least extent feasible. When taking such protective action, the 

lawyer is impliedly authorized to disclose information relating to the representation which Colo. 

RPC 1.6 would otherwise prohibit, but the implied authorization is only to the extent reasonably 

necessary to protect the client’s interests. The lawyer should take care to ensure that information 

thus disclosed will not be used against the client’s interests. Differences may arise between the 

lawyer and client regarding whether or to what extent the client’s capacity is diminished, 

whether the lawyer should disclose information regarding the client’s condition despite the 



client’s lack of consent to such disclosure, or whether the lawyer should take any action to 

protect the client. These differences may present conflicts between the client’s and the lawyer’s 

respective interests, and the lawyer must assess whether those conflicts will materially limit the 

representation of the client. 

 
Summary of Opinion 

Introduction 
A lawyer’s effective and efficient representation of a client’s interests depends 

substantially upon the client’s ability to receive, analyze, and process information and advice 

received from the lawyer and to accurately inform the lawyer regarding information relevant to 

the representation. Generally, the client has the right to determine the objectives of the lawyer’s 

representation and to be consulted by the lawyer as to the means by which such objectives are to 

be pursued. Colo. RPC 1.2(a). 

Moreover, many actions that the lawyer takes in the course of representing the client 

require the client’s informed consent, which the Rules define as the client’s agreement to a 

proposed course of conduct after the client has been provided by the lawyer with adequate 

information and explanation about the material risks of and reasonably available alternatives to 

the proposed course of conduct. Colo. RPC 1.0(e). Thus, the client–lawyer relationship 

substantially depends upon the capacity of the client to make the adequately considered 

decisions that are required in connection with the representation. 

Diminished capacity issues can arise in virtually any setting, involving any area of law, 

where a client–lawyer relationship exists. To illustrate different ethical issues, this opinion uses 

one transactional and one litigation hypothetical. 

1. Transactional scenario—elderly client. A longtime, elderly client meets with you to 

prepare her estate plan. The client is accompanied by her son. The client directs that the bulk of 

her estate be left to her son and only a nominal portion be left to her daughter. You draft a will in 

accordance with those instructions and give it to the client to review. Days later, the client 

returns, this time accompanied by her daughter. The client explains that, having spoken with her 

daughter, she now wishes to leave the bulk of the estate to the daughter. You suspect that your 

longtime client is evidencing signs of dementia and that her two children are taking advantage of 

her mental state and attempting to unduly influence her testamentary decisions. 

2. Litigation scenario—divorce. You represent a wife in a proceeding for dissolution 

of marriage. After the wife separated from her husband, she was diagnosed with a psychological 

disorder that interferes with her ability to understand and make decisions based upon your 

advice. She has instructed you to tell no one about this diagnosis. Your client has no separate 

assets, and there is a substantial marital estate. Your client tells you that she wants to settle the 



proceeding in a manner where she receives no assets or maintenance. You believe that a court 

would never enter such an order after trial or approve such a settlement upon conscionability 

review, but if the court did so the result would be the impoverishment of your client.  

 

Maintaining a Normal Client Relationship 
Colo. RPC Rule 1.14 contains only one mandatory obligation: “When a client’s 

capacity to make adequately considered decisions in connection with a representation is 

diminished, whether because of minority, mental impairment, or for some other reason, the 

lawyer shall, as far as reasonably possible, maintain a normal client–lawyer relationship with the 

client.” Colo. RPC 1.14(a); accord Restatement (Third) of the Law Governing Lawyers § 24(1) 

(2000) (Restatement). 

Unlike the discretionary actions permitted under Rule 1.14(b), once the lawyer forms a 

reasonable belief that the client has diminished capacity, Rule 1.14(a) requires that the lawyer 

maintain a normal relationship with the client insofar as reasonably possible notwithstanding the 

client’s diminished capacity. The fact that the client suffers from a lack of capacity does not 

lessen the lawyer’s obligation to treat the client with attention and respect. Colo. RPC 1.14, cmt. 

[2]. This is so even if a guardian or other representative has been appointed for the client and the 

guardian or other representative is the legal decision-maker with regard to the representation. 

The lawyer representing a client with diminished capacity should continue to accord the client 

attention and respect; attempt to communicate and discuss relevant matters with the client; and 

continue, as far as reasonably possible, to take action consistent with the client’s directions and 

decisions. See, e.g., American Bar Ass’n (ABA) Comm. on Ethics and Prof. Resp. Formal Op. 

96-404, “Client Under a Disability” (1996) (ABA Op. 96-404); Or. State Bar Formal Ethics Op. 

2005-159, “Competence and Diligence: Requesting a Guardian Ad Litem in a Juvenile 

Dependency Case” (2005) (Or. Op. 2005-159) (although a client who has become incompetent 

to handle his own affairs can be difficult to represent, a lawyer must maintain as regular a 

lawyer-client relationship as possible and must adjust the representation to accommodate the 

client’s limited capacity); In re Flack, 272 Kan. 465, 33 P.3d 1281, (2001) (lawyer who knew 

that client was impaired had a duty to maintain a normal client–lawyer relationship with client, 

including a duty to abide by her estate planning objectives as far as reasonably possible). 

Rule 1.14 recognizes that (a) “the normal client–lawyer relationship is based on the 

assumption that the client, when properly advised and assisted, is capable of making decisions 

about important matters,” (b) when the client suffers from a diminished mental capacity, 

maintaining the normal client–lawyer relationship may not be possible “in all respects,” and (c) 

that a client suffering from diminished capacity “often has the ability to understand and 

deliberate upon, and reach conclusions about matters affecting the client’s own well-being.” 



Colo. RPC 1.14, cmt. [1]. Although Rule 1.14(b) creates a narrow exception to the normal 

responsibilities of a lawyer to his or her client—permitting the lawyer to take action that by its 

very nature could be regarded as “adverse” to the client—it does not otherwise diminish the 

lawyer’s responsibilities to the client and certainly does not abrogate the client–lawyer 

relationship. See, e.g., In re Laprath, 2003 S.D. 114, 670 N.W.2d 41 (2003) (Rule 1.14 did not 

authorize lawyer to represent third party in seeking to have court appoint guardian for his client). 

The duty to maintain a normal client–lawyer relationship precludes a lawyer from acting solely 

as an arm of the court, using the lawyer’s assessment of the “best interests” of the client to 

justify waiving the client’s rights without consultation, divulging the client’s confidences, 

disregarding the client’s wishes, or presenting evidence against the client. E.g., In Re Lee, 132 

Md. App. 696, 754 A.2d 426 (2000); In re Guardianship of Henderson, 150 N.H. 349, 838 A.2d 

1277 (2003) (the duty to maintain a normal client–lawyer relationship with the client requires 

lawyer to represent and advocate the client’s interests and avoid assuming the role of guardian 

ad litem). 

 

Assessing the Client’s Capacity 
Colo. RPC 1.14 does not define “capacity,” but, in the context of stating a lawyer’s 

ethical duties in representing a client with diminished capacity, Rule 1.14(a) refers to the 

pertinent capacity as the client’s “capacity to make adequately considered decisions in 

connection with a representation.” Thus, the lawyer should not confuse what may appear to be a 

client’s imprudent or ill-considered decisions with decisions made by the client because of a 

diminished capacity. A client’s poor judgment does not warrant protective action under Rule 

1.14(b). ABA Op. 96-404 (“Rule 1.14(b) does not authorize the lawyer to take protective action 

because the client is not acting in what the lawyer believes to be the client’s best interest”); Rest. 

§ 24 cmt. [c] (lawyer should not construe as proof of disability a client’s insistence upon view of 

client’s welfare that lawyer considers unwise or at variance with lawyer’s views). In the 

transactional scenario described above, where the lawyer is concerned about the client’s mental 

state—about her capacity to make adequately considered decisions about her estate—the lawyer 

can discuss those concerns with the client alone and away from the client’s children. The lawyer 

also can recommend that the client obtain a doctor’s written opinion about her mental abilities, 

which the lawyer can retain in the client’s file as evidence of the client’s capacity at or near the 

time of her execution of estate planning documents. 

A client may have the capacity to make adequately considered decisions about some 

aspects of the representation yet have a diminished capacity to do so with respect to other 

aspects. The degree of capacity required of the client to make adequately considered decisions 

concerning the scope and objectives of the representation, including giving informed consent to 



proposed actions, necessarily will depend upon the complexity of the factual and legal issues 

involved in those decisions. Consequently, the lawyer should assess the capacity of the client, 

and determine if the client suffers from diminished capacity, in the context of those 

complexities. In the litigation scenario described above, the lawyer already is aware that the 

client has a diagnosis of a psychiatric disorder but should still apply his or her best judgment 

about the extent to which the client can continue to participate in the decisions that must be 

made in the course of her representation. If the lawyer reasonably believes that the client is 

unable to act in her own interests, the lawyer should consider seeking the appointment of a 

guardian ad litem. See In re Marriage of Sorensen, 166 P. 3d 254 (Colo. App. 2007) (Rule 1.14 

permits attorney to seek appointment of guardian ad litem when attorney reasonably believes the 

client is unable to act in his or her own interests). 

The lawyer’s assessment of a client’s capacity also is important when the lawyer 

initiates representation of the client. A client–lawyer relationship is a matter of contract, and the 

client’s capacity to contract is a legal issue. If the lawyer becomes aware during the first meeting 

with a prospective client that the prospective client may not have the capacity to enter into an 

agreement to form the client–lawyer relationship, the lawyer may consider other alternatives, 

including speaking to other appropriate persons. In that circumstance, the lawyer should 

consider the duties to a prospective client described in Rule 1.18 Colo. RPC. If the lawyer 

concludes that the prospective client lacks the capacity to enter into the client–lawyer 

relationship, the lawyer may wish to consider and discuss with the prospective client the 

establishment of a conservatorship or guardianship by a close relative or person whose interests 

are aligned with the prospective client in order to protect the prospective client’s interests and 

facilitate representation of the prospective client. 

In every situation where the client’s capacity to participate in the decision-making 

process may be diminished, the lawyer must nonetheless endeavor, as far as reasonably possible, 

to maintain a normal client–lawyer relationship, including communicating and consulting with 

the client with regard to matters and issues involved in the representation. This may entail 

special efforts on the part of the lawyer to communicate in a manner that will allow the client to 

make those decisions concerning the representation that the client’s capacity permits. A lawyer 

is not excused from the duty to communicate with the client simply because the client may 

suffer from diminished capacity. See e.g., State ex. rel. Nebraska State Bar Ass’n v. Walsh, 206 

Neb. 737, 294 N.W.2d 873 (1980) (lawyer disciplined for failure to sufficiently explain to deaf 

mute client the nature of workman’s compensation claim and proceedings and necessity of 

appeal); In re Brantley, 260 Kan. 605, 920 P.2d 433 (1996) (lawyer disciplined for failure to 

adequately communicate with client believed to have diminished capacity); Or. Op. 2005-159 



(lawyer should “examine whether the client can give direction on decisions that the lawyer must 

ethically defer to the client”). 

Rule 1.14 does not attempt to identify or enumerate the causes or conditions that may 

result in a client’s diminished capacity, other than to explain that the diminishment may be 

because of “minority [or] mental impairment” or may be “for some other reason.” Thus, the 

lawyer should consider and evaluate any condition that limits or interferes with the client’s 

decision-making capacity, in order to determine whether the condition is such that the client 

lacks the capacity to make adequately considered decisions regarding the representation within 

the meaning of the rule. 

Comment [6] to Rule 1.14 enumerates several factors the lawyer should consider in 

assessing the diminishment of a client’s capacity: 

the client’s ability to articulate reasoning leading to a decision, variability of 

state of mind and ability to appreciate consequences of a decision; the 

substantive fairness of a decision; and the consistency of a decision with the 

known long-term commitments and values of the client. 

Comment [6] adds that “[i]n appropriate circumstances, the lawyer may seek guidance 

from an appropriate diagnostician.”1 ABA Opinion 96-404 observes: 

If a lawyer is unable to assess his client’s ability to act or if the lawyer has 

doubts about the client’s ability, Comment [5] [now Comment [6]] to Rule 1.14 

suggests it is appropriate for the lawyer to seek guidance from an appropriate 

diagnostician, particularly when a disclosure of the client’s condition to the 

court or opposing parties could have adverse consequences for the client. Such 

discussion of a client’s condition with a diagnostician does not violate Rule 1.6 

(Confidentiality of Information), insofar as it is necessary to carry out the 

representation. See ABA Informal Opinion 89-1530. For instance, if the client 

is in the midst of litigation, the lawyer should be able to disclose such 

information as is necessary to obtain an assessment of the client’s capacity in 

order to determine whether the representation can continue in its present 

fashion. 

The ABA opinion cautions, however, that the lawyer must be careful to limit the 

disclosure to information that is pertinent to the assessment of the client’s capacity and 

determination of the appropriate protective action, noting that “this narrow exception in Rule 1.6 

does not permit the lawyer to disclose generally information relating to the representation.” 

Thus, if necessary, the lawyer may seek information and assistance from others, such as 

the client’s family members or appropriate diagnosticians, in assessing the client’s capacity to 

make decisions relating to the representation. See also N. Y. City Bar Ass’n Formal Op. 1997-2 



(1997) (in forming conclusions about the client’s capacity, lawyer must take into account not 

only information and impressions derived from lawyer’s communications with client, but also 

other relevant information that may reasonably be obtained from other sources, and lawyer also 

may seek guidance from other professionals and concerned parties); State Bar of N.D. Ethics 

Comm. Op. 00-06 (2000) (lawyer who believes that divorce client will accept offer contrary to 

her best interests to avoid disclosing her substance abuse problem must determine if client is 

able to consider her decision adequately; lawyer may consult with professional to determine 

nature and extent of client’s disability); Pa. Bar Ass’n Legal Ethics and Prof. Resp. Comm., 

Formal Op. 87-214 (1988) (lawyer who reasonably believes that client cannot handle her 

financial affairs and health care needs may seek court appointment of physician to report to court 

on threshold issue of client’s competence); see generally, Assessment of Older Adults with 

Diminished Capacity: A Handbook for Lawyers (ABA Comm’n on Law and Aging and the Am. 

Psycholog. Ass’n 2005). 

The lawyer must take care to ensure that any information that the lawyer discloses in the 

process of assessing the client’s capacity will not be used in a manner that is adverse to the 

client’s best interests. Thus, the lawyer should not disclose client information to persons whose 

interests are adverse or potentially adverse to those of the client. 

 

Taking Protective Action 
As indicated above, Rule 1.14(b) leaves to the lawyer’s discretion whether or not to take 

protective action to protect the client’s interests. However, the Rule establishes three predicates 

for such protective action. The lawyer must “reasonably believe” that the client (1) has 

diminished capacity, (2) is at risk of substantial physical, financial or other harm unless 

protective action is taken, and (3) cannot adequately act in the client’s own interest. 

Under Rule 1.0(i), a “reasonable belief” means that the lawyer “believes the matter in 

question” and that “the circumstances are such that the belief is reasonable.” Thus, while leaving 

to the lawyer’s discretion whether or not to take protective action, Rule 1.14(b) establishes the 

three conditions precedent enumerated above, to taking protective action, and each of those 

preconditions must satisfy the objective standard of “reasonable belief” by the lawyer. 

In addition to the lawyer’s obligation under Rule 1.14(a) to endeavor to maintain a 

normal client–lawyer relationship with the client suffering from diminished capacity, and the 

requirements of Rule 1.14(b) for undertaking any protective action, the lawyer should consult 

with and inform the client with regard to the nature and extent of any protective action the 

lawyer intends to undertake, providing the client with the lawyer’s considerations and reasoning 

in deciding to take that action. In doing so, the lawyer should consider and respect the client’s 



desires and values and should attempt to obtain the client’s understanding of the need for the 

contemplated protective action to protect the client’s interests. In the litigation scenario, for 

instance, the lawyer may have to advise the client that the lawyer believes the symptoms relating 

to her diagnosis may affect her decision-making and that the lawyer is considering alternatives 

relating to that situation. Those alternatives might include the appointment of a guardian ad litem 

to protect the client’s interests in the marital estate and to participate in other decisions arising in 

the course of the proceedings. In such event, before taking such action, the lawyer should 

explain and discuss with the client the lawyer’s reasons and considerations in proposing such 

action and describe and explain what steps would be taken in effecting such action. If the client 

opposes or objects to the proposed protective action and such opposition and objections cannot 

be resolved, the lawyer should consider whether withdrawal from representation is required. 

 

Reasonably Necessary Action 
Under Rule 1.14(b), protective action taken by the lawyer must be “reasonably” 

necessary to protect the client’s interests. The nature and extent of the protective action depends 

upon the nature and extent of the client’s diminished capacity to make adequately considered 

decisions and the complexity of the decisions needed to be made. The lawyer should be guided 

by “the client’s best interests and the goals of intruding into the client’s decision making 

autonomy to the least extent feasible, maximizing client capacities and respecting the client’s 

family and social connections.” Colo. RPC 1.14, cmt. [5]; see also ABA Op. 96-404; Vt. Bar 

Ass’n Advisory Ethics Op. 2006-1 (2006); Conn. Bar Ass’n Prof. Ethics Comm. Informal Op. 

04-10 (2004). 

If the client’s diminished capacity appears to be mild and the client is merely tentative 

or hesitant in making decisions, the lawyer should provide advice in the simplest terms possible, 

and, if necessary, in repetitive fashion, providing the client the time to review and digest the 

advice and the suggested alternatives. In the transactional scenario, for instance, the lawyer may 

want to advise the client that changing her estate planning documents so quickly depending on 

which child brought her to the lawyer’s office lays a foundation for costly litigation between her 

children down the road. The lawyer may want to discuss with the client the alternative of 

resolving family issues about the family’s estate through mediation. Providing the client with 

written advice and alternatives may assist the client in reaching appropriate decisions. 

The principle of informed consent that underlies client autonomy normally requires the 

lawyer to refrain from overly suggestive advice which, due to the lawyer’s perceived superior 

status, may encroach on client autonomy and could lead to a paternalistic relationship. See Paul 

R. Tremblay On Persuasion and Paternalism: Lawyer Decisionmaking and the Questionably 



Competent Client, 1987 Utah L.Rev. 515, 527 (1987). But the client may simply not possess the 

mental dexterity to make quick decisions, particularly while under a degree of pressure. In such 

cases the lawyer should provide the client with an opportunity and time to reconsider decisions 

that were initially made on short notice, preserving the client’s autonomy in reaching the final 

decisions. 

When the client needs assistance in making adequately considered decisions regarding 

the representation, the lawyer may find it useful and appropriate to involve persons whose 

natural interests are congruent with those of the client, such as trusted family members who may 

be in a position to help the client make decisions. In the litigation scenario, the lawyer may 

confer with the client, who is concerned about disclosure of her diagnosis of a psychological 

disorder, to determine whether there may be trusted friends or family members, perhaps those 

who are already helping her in other ways, who could also help her make decisions in the 

divorce litigation. 

If another person becomes involved to assist the client in making the necessary 

decisions, then, to protect the attorney–client privilege, the lawyer’s consultation with that 

person should preferably take place out of the client’s presence, with the lawyer keeping the 

client separately informed about the consultation. However, the client may wish to have family 

members or other persons participate in discussions with the lawyer. When necessary to assist in 

the representation, the presence of such persons might not vitiate the attorney–client privilege 

but the lawyer should take care to avoid an unintended waiver of the privilege.  

The application and impairment of the attorney–client privilege is beyond the scope of 

this opinion. However, Comment [3] to Rule 1.14 states: “The client may wish to have family 

members or other persons participate in discussions with the lawyer. When necessary to assist in 

the representation, the presence of such persons generally does not affect the applicability of the 

attorney–client evidentiary privilege.” See also Rest. § 70 (the evidentiary privilege is retained 

when a “person’s participation is reasonably necessary to facilitate the client’s communication 

with a lawyer, and if the client reasonably believes that the person will hold the communication 

in confidence”). 

The lawyer may consider a client’s previously executed power of attorney or other grant 

of agency, which appointed an individual as an agent for the client with authority to make 

decisions for the client in areas relating to the representation. Before the lawyer relies on 

decisions of the agent under the client’s previous grant of agency, the lawyer must be satisfied 

that the client had the ability to understand the import of that grant at the time the client made it. 

The lawyer for the client with diminished capacity should become familiar with social 

agencies or support groups that may be able to provide assistance to the client in making 



decisions with respect to matters within their areas of service, and should be prepared to advise 

the client regarding their services. 

In more severe cases of diminishment, the lawyer should consider and advise the client 

regarding the appointment of a guardian ad litem who may have special knowledge and 

experience in the subject matter involved in the representation to act on behalf of the client in 

certain areas of the decision-making process, such as determining or changing the objectives of 

representation or settlement. The appointment of a conservator or special conservator with 

authority to deal with the client’s property to the extent needed in the representation may be 

proper and may be required by other parties to the transaction or litigation under the 

circumstances. Under Rule 1.14(b), the lawyer for a client with diminished capacity may seek 

the appointment of a guardian to protect the client’s interests if there is no less drastic 

alternative. ABA Op. 96-104 (appointment of guardian is a “serious deprivation of the client’s 

rights and ought not to be undertaken if other, less drastic, solutions are available”); Or. Op. 

2005-159 (lawyers should seek appointment of guardians only when client “consistently 

demonstrates lack of capacity to act in his or her own interests and is unlikely to assist in the 

proceedings”). 

A lawyer should not seek to be appointed as the client’s guardian, “except in the most 

exigent of circumstances, that is, where immediate and irreparable harm will result from the 

slightest delay, and even then, only on a temporary basis.” ABA Op. 96-404; accord, In re 

Laprath, 670 N.W. 2d at 51. Moreover, the lawyer should not represent a third party petitioning 

for the appointment of a guardian for the lawyer’s client. ABA Op. 96-404; accord, In re Wyatt 

982 A.2d 396 (N.H. 2009); Mass Bar Ass’n Ethics Op. 05-5 (2005) (lawyer may not represent 

client’s son seeking appointment as client’s guardian); Va. Legal Ethics Op. 1769 (2003) (legal 

aid lawyer may not represent daughter seeking appointment of guardian for elderly mother 

represented by same office in unrelated matter but may seek appointment of guardian if 

warranted under Rule 1.14); see also S.C. Bar Ethics Advisory Op. 06-06 (2006) (law firm may 

petition court for appointment of conservator and/or guardian for impaired client, but may not 

represent client’s daughter in proceeding to have daughter named as such unless she is already 

acting as client’s representative); but see R.I. Supreme Court Ethics Advisory Panel Op. 2004-1 

(2004) (lawyer may represent party seeking appointment as guardian over elderly client if 

lawyer “reasonably believes that a guardianship is in the elderly client’s best interest”). 

 

Disclosure of Client Information 
Rule 1.14(c) is discretionary. It permits the lawyer, when taking protective action 

pursuant to Rule 1.14(b), to disclose information relating to the representation that Rule 1.6 



would require be maintained in confidence absent the client’s informed consent to disclosure: 

“When taking protective action pursuant to paragraph (b), the lawyer is impliedly authorized 

under Rule 1.6(a) to reveal information about the client, but only to the extent reasonably 

necessary to protect the client’s interests.” Correspondingly, Rule 1.6(a) provides: “A lawyer 

shall not reveal information relating to the representation of a client unless the client gives 

informed consent, the disclosure is impliedly authorized in order to carry out the representation, 

or the disclosure is permitted by [Rule 1.6(b)].” (Emphasis supplied). 

Thus, while Rule 1.14(b) provides that reasonably necessary protective action may 

include “consulting with individuals or entities that have the ability to take action to protect the 

client . . .,” Rule 1.14(c) limits such a disclosure to what is reasonably necessary to protect the 

client’s interests. 

Comment [8] to Rule 1.14 observes that disclosure of the client’s diminished capacity 

could itself adversely affect the client’s interests, including, at its extreme, by resulting in 

proceedings for involuntary commitment of the client. The lawyer must take care to ensure that 

information disclosed for the purpose of protecting the client’s interests is not used against the 

client’s interests. This is particularly tricky in the litigation scenario, where the client’s 

diagnosed psychiatric disorder interferes with her ability to understand the lawyer’s advice and 

disclosure of information concerning the diagnosis could be used to the client’s detriment in 

other issues in the divorce proceedings.  

The lawyer must consider whether persons to whom disclosure is proposed have 

potential conflicting interests with the client’s interests that might lead to further disclosure or to 

use of the information to the client’s detriment. The lawyer may wish to consider whether to 

require confidentiality agreements or similar commitments, or the lawyer’s written consent to 

further disclosure, before making the lawyer’s disclosure. 

In disclosing information relating to a client with diminished capacity, the lawyer needs 

to be keenly aware of the limitations. The disclosure must be required in taking reasonably 

necessary protective action and reasonably necessary to protect the client’s interests. Rule 1.0(h) 

defines the terms “reasonable” and “reasonably,” “when used in relation to conduct by a lawyer” 

in the Rules, as “denot[ing] the conduct of a reasonably prudent and competent lawyer.” 

Accordingly, a lawyer taking protective action must exercise the care that a reasonably 

prudent and competent lawyer would exercise with regard to what information is disclosed, to 

whom it is disclosed, and the possible uses of the information by persons to whom it is disclosed 

or by others who may learn of it. 

The lawyer for the client with diminished capacity should first seek the client’s 

informed consent to disclosure of information in the course of protective action and should 

explain to the client the information to be disclosed and the lawyer’s reasons for seeking 



permission to disclose such information. If the client refuses to consent to disclosure or objects 

to disclosure, the lawyer should give respect and consideration to the client’s objections and 

should make reasonable efforts to assuage the client’s concerns in order to obtain the client’s 

informed consent. 

This opinion has suggested that the lawyer, acting reasonably prudently and 

competently, might consider seeking the appointment of a guardian ad litem or other fiduciary to 

protect the interests of the client with a diminished capacity, although the lawyer should avoid 

seeking such an appointment if less drastic action will suffice. Comment [8] to Rule 1.14 states, 

in part: “When taking protective action pursuant to paragraph (b), the lawyer is impliedly 

authorized to make the necessary disclosures, even when the client directs the lawyer to the 

contrary.” (Emphasis supplied.) As previously noted, both Rule 1.6(a) and Rule 1.14(c) refer to 

the lawyer’s implied authority to disclose information relating to the representation. 

Normally, the law of agency dictates that an agent’s implied authority terminates when 

it is expressly withdrawn or terminated by the principal. Restatement (Third) of Agency, § 3.06. 

Consequently, when the lawyer takes protective action pursuant to Rule 1.14(b) over the client’s 

objections, the lawyer should exercise his or her authority to disclose information relating to the 

representation of the client with an especially high degree of care and caution. See, e.g., Sturdza 

v. United Arab Emirates, 644 F.Supp. 2d 50 (D.D.C. 2009) (lawyer sought the appointment of a 

guardian ad litem over the objections of client). If the court finds the client competent to register 

an objection to the lawyer’s conduct, the client’s objections might be found to constitute an 

effective termination of the lawyer’s representation. 

 

Termination of Representation 
When a client with a diminished capacity to make adequately considered decisions 

about the representation objects to the lawyer’s disclosure of information that the lawyer 

believes to be necessary in order to protect the client’s interests, the lawyer must assess whether 

an irreconcilable difference impairs the client–lawyer relationship, preventing the lawyer from 

effectively and competently representing the client. In such an instance, the lawyer must assess 

whether continued representation of the client would present a conflict requiring the lawyer’s 

withdrawal pursuant to Rule 1.7(a)(2), precluding a representation if there is a significant risk 

that the representation will be materially limited by the lawyer’s personal interest, in 

combination with Rule 1.16(a), requiring termination of a representation if continuation would 

result in violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct, i.e., in this case, Rule 1.7(a)(2). 

If the lawyer seeks protective action contrary to the directions of the client, then the 

lawyer’s interests are probably adverse to those of the client, and the lawyer cannot represent the 



client in the protective proceedings—and possibly not thereafter in the underlying 

representation. The lawyer may be required to withdraw from representation. Rule 1.14 may 

thus place the lawyer in the dual positions of having to encroach on client autonomy while also 

having to withdraw, leaving the client unrepresented at a critical time. If the client is 

incapacitated (as opposed to suffering diminished capacity), the client may even be unable to 

form a client–lawyer relationship with a new lawyer to take over the underlying representation. 

The lawyer should consider such impacts and consequences prior to seeking the protective 

action that may engender them. The lawyer should be acutely aware of the potential 

consequences of taking protective action over the client’s objections. 

In the litigation scenario, for instance, if the lawyer believes protective action is 

necessary to protect the client’s best interests and that the client cannot adequately act in her 

own best interests or otherwise participate in the litigation, the lawyer may have a conflict of 

interest with the client, if the client has stated that she does not want her psychiatric disorder 

disclosed. In that circumstance, the lawyer may have no choice other than to withdraw due to the 

lawyer’s inability to adequately represent the client’s interests. Such a dilemma, combined with 

the other issues of limits on disclosure and whether withdrawal would leave the client in 

jeopardy of substantial financial harm, render difficult the determination as to a proper course of 

action under Rule 1.14, when the lawyer reasonably perceives a diminished capacity in the 

client. 

The lawyer should be aware that withdrawal from representation due to taking actions 

adverse to the client’s perceived interest or in contradiction of the client’s direction can be a 

two-edged sword. While the rules may dictate withdrawal, the lawyer also may be leaving a 

client with diminished capacity without effective representation from the lawyer most likely to 

have knowledge of the client’s positions, intentions, and interests, while leaving the client 

unable to retain new legal counsel due to the client’s diminished capacity. The lawyer may 

consider petitioning the court for appointment of a guardian ad litem under such circumstances. 

Disagreements between the lawyer and a client with diminished capacity about 

disclosure of information relating to the client’s mental or physical condition that contributes to 

or causes the client’s diminished capacity or about the nature or extent of protective action to be 

taken by the lawyer may lead to the client’s discharge of the lawyer from the representation. 

Rule 1.16(a)(3) provides that a lawyer shall not represent a client after the client has discharged 

the lawyer. Comment [6] to Rule 1.16 notes that a client with severely diminished capacity “may 

lack the legal capacity” to discharge the lawyer and points out that the lawyer’s discharge may 

be “seriously adverse” to the client’s interests. Comment [6] suggests that in such case the 

lawyer should “make special effort to help the client consider the consequences” and that the 

lawyer may take reasonably necessary protective action as provided in Rule 1.14. Moreover, 



Comment [4] to Colo. RPC Rule 1.2, dealing with the allocation of authority between client and 

lawyer, states, “In a case in which the client appears to be suffering diminished capacity, the 

lawyer’s duty to abide by the client’s decisions is to be guided by reference to Rule 1.14.” Thus, 

the considerations discussed above relating to the client’s capacity to make adequately 

considered decisions relating to the representation, and whether the lawyer should take 

reasonable action necessary to protect the client from substantial physical, financial or other 

harm, apply equally to the client’s decision to discharge the lawyer. 

 
Notes 

 

 
                                            
1.�“Protective�proceedings”�refers�generally�to�guardianship�and�conservatorship�actions.�
The�term�stems�from�the�title�of�the�Uniform�Guardianship�and�Protective�Proceedings�Act,�
C.R.S.�§§�15Ͳ14Ͳ101,�et�seq.�The�term�also�appears�in�the�Uniform�Adult�Guardianship�and�
Protective�Proceedings�Jurisdiction�Act,�C.R.S.�§§�15Ͳ14.5Ͳ101,�et�seq.�The�latter�Act�defines�
“protective�proceedings”�as�“a�judicial�proceeding�in�which�a�protective�order�is�sought�or�
has�been�issued.”�CRS�§�15Ͳ14.5Ͳ102�(11).�
�
2.�See�In�re�Brantley,�920�P.2d�433�(lawyer�violated�Rule�1.14�when�he�failed�to�personally�
meet�with�client�to�assess�her�state�of�mind�or�understanding�of�financial�affairs�prior�to�
filing�a�petition�to�establish�a�voluntary�conservatorship�for�client);�see�also�Ind.�Ethics�Op.�
2Ͳ2001�(2001)�(failure�to�ascertain�client's�physical�and�mental�condition�and�evaluate�
client's�capacity�violates�Rule�1.14);�Or.�Op.�2005Ͳ159�lawyer�should�“examine�whether�the�
client�can�give�directions�that�the�lawyer�must�ethically�defer�to�the�client”).�
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Note: 

COMMENT

[1] The normal client-lawyer relationship is based on the assumption that the client, when properly advised and

assisted, is capable of making decisions about important matters. When the client is a minor or suffers from a

diminished mental capacity, however, maintaining the ordinary client-lawyer relationship may not be possible in all

respects. In particular, a severely incapacitated person may have no power to make legally binding decisions.

Nevertheless, a client with diminished capacity often has the ability to understand, deliberate upon, and reach

conclusions about matters affecting the client's own well-being. For example, children as young as five or six years of

age, and certainly those of ten or twelve, are regarded as having opinions that are entitled to weight in legal

proceedings concerning their custody. So also, it is recognized that some persons of advanced age can be quite

(a) When a client's capacity to make adequately considered decisions in connection with a
representation is diminished, whether because of minority, mental impairment or for some
other reason, the lawyer shall, as far as reasonably possible, maintain a normal client-
lawyer relationship with the client.

(b) When the lawyer reasonably believes that the client has diminished capacity, is at risk of
substantial physical, financial or other harm unless action is taken and cannot adequately
act in the client's own interest, the lawyer may take reasonably necessary protective
action, including consulting with individuals or entities that have the ability to take action to
protect the client and, in appropriate cases, seeking the appointment of a guardian ad
litem, conservator or guardian.

(c) Information relating to the representation of a client with diminished capacity is protected
by Rule 1.6. When taking protective action pursuant to paragraph (b), the lawyer is
impliedly authorized under Rule 1.6(a) to reveal information about the client, but only to
the extent reasonably necessary to protect the client's interests.



capable of handling routine financial matters while needing special legal protection concerning major transactions. 

[2] The fact that a client suffers a disability does not diminish the lawyer's obligation to treat the client with attention

and respect. Even if the person has a legal representative, the lawyer should as far as possible accord the

represented person the status of client, particularly in maintaining communication. 

[3] The client may wish to have family members or other persons participate in discussions with the lawyer. When

necessary to assist in the representation, the presence of such persons generally does not affect the applicability of

the attorney-client evidentiary privilege. Nevertheless, the lawyer must keep the client's interests foremost and, except

for protective action authorized under paragraph (b), must to look to the client, and not family members, to make

decisions on the client's behalf. 

[4] If a legal representative has already been appointed for the client, the lawyer should ordinarily look to the

representative for decisions on behalf of the client. In matters involving a minor, whether the lawyer should look to the

parents as natural guardians may depend on the type of proceeding or matter in which the lawyer is representing the

minor. If the lawyer represents the guardian as distinct from the ward, and is aware that the guardian is acting

adversely to the ward's interest, the lawyer may have an obligation to prevent or rectify the guardian's misconduct.

See Rule 1.2(d). Taking Protective Action 

[5] If a lawyer reasonably believes that a client is at risk of substantial physical, financial or other harm unless action is

taken, and that a normal client-lawyer relationship cannot be maintained as provided in paragraph (a) because the

client lacks sufficient capacity to communicate or to make adequately considered decisions in connection with the

representation, then paragraph (b) permits the lawyer to take protective measures deemed necessary. Such

measures could include: consulting with family members, using a reconsideration period to permit clarification or

improvement of circumstances, using voluntary surrogate decision making tools such as durable powers of attorney or

consulting with support groups, professional services, adult-protective agencies or other individuals or entities that

have the ability to protect the client. In taking any protective action, the lawyer should be guided by such factors as the

wishes and values of the client to the extent known, the client's best interests and the goals of intruding into the

client's decision making autonomy to the least extent feasible, maximizing client capacities and respecting the client's

family and social connections. 

[6] In determining the extent of the client's diminished capacity, the lawyer should consider and balance such factors

as: the client's ability to articulate reasoning leading to a decision, variability of state of mind and ability to appreciate

consequences of a decision; the substantive fairness of a decision; and the consistency of a decision with the known

long-term commitments and values of the client. In appropriate circumstances, the lawyer may seek guidance from an

appropriate diagnostician. 

[7] If a legal representative has not been appointed, the lawyer should consider whether appointment of a guardian ad

litem, conservator or guardian is necessary to protect the client's interests. Thus, if a client with diminished capacity

has substantial property that should be sold for the client's benefit, effective completion of the transaction may require

appointment of a legal representative. In addition, rules of procedure in litigation sometimes provide that minors or

persons with diminished capacity must be represented by a guardian or next friend if they do not have a general



guardian. In many circumstances, however, appointment of a legal representative may be more expensive or

traumatic for the client than circumstances in fact require. Evaluation of such circumstances is a matter entrusted to

the professional judgment of the lawyer. In considering alternatives, however, the lawyer should be aware of any law

that requires the lawyer to advocate the least restrictive action on behalf of the client. Disclosure of the Client's

Condition 

[8] Disclosure of the client's diminished capacity could adversely affect the client's interests. For example, raising the

question of diminished capacity could, in some circumstances, lead to proceedings for involuntary commitment.

Information relating to the representation is protected by Rule 1.6. Therefore, unless authorized to do so, the lawyer

may not disclose such information. When taking protective action pursuant to paragraph (b), the lawyer is impliedly

authorized to make the necessary disclosures, even when the client directs the lawyer to the contrary. Nevertheless,

given the risks of disclosure, paragraph (c) limits what the lawyer may disclose in consulting with other individuals or

entities or seeking the appointment of a legal representative. At the very least, the lawyer should determine whether it

is likely that the person or entity consulted with will act adversely to the client's interests before discussing matters

related to the client. The lawyer's position in such cases is an unavoidably difficult one. Emergency Legal Assistance 

[9] In an emergency where the health, safety or a financial interest of a person with seriously diminished capacity is

threatened with imminent and irreparable harm, a lawyer may take legal action on behalf of such a person even

though the person is unable to establish a client-lawyer relationship or to make or express considered judgments

about the matter, when the person or another acting in good faith on that person's behalf has consulted with the

lawyer. Even in such an emergency, however, the lawyer should not act unless the lawyer reasonably believes that

the person has no other lawyer, agent or other representative available. The lawyer should take legal action on behalf

of the person only to the extent reasonably necessary to maintain the status quo or otherwise avoid imminent and

irreparable harm. A lawyer who undertakes to represent a person in such an exigent situation has the same duties

under these Rules as the lawyer would with respect to a client. 

[10] A lawyer who acts on behalf of a person with seriously diminished capacity in an emergency should keep the

confidences of the person as if dealing with a client, disclosing them only to the extent necessary to accomplish the

intended protective action. The lawyer should disclose to any tribunal involved and to any other counsel involved the

nature of his or her relationship with the person. The lawyer should take steps to regularize the relationship or

implement other protective solutions as soon as possible. Normally, a lawyer would not seek compensation for such

emergency actions taken. 




