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Both Florida and Texas child welfare systems function heavily off of legislative 

mandates.  In 1996, the Florida legislature mandated four pilot programs that privatized 

child welfare services through contracts with community-based agencies (McCullough 

and Associates). Since then Florida has privatized the entire state through 22 regionally 

defined lead agencies.  Their role as a lead agency is to provide and/or sub contract all 

services related to maintaining children referred to them by the state or private 

investigators. 

In a similar fashion, Texas has pushed towards privatization with Senate Bill 6 

which requires that all functions of foster care, adoption, and case management be moved 

to the private sector, with TDFPS (Texas Department of Family Protective Services) 

focusing only on abuse investigations. 

This thesis compares the Florida and Texas privatization story and through 

interviews with leading experts decides whether or not privatization is doomed to failure 

before it is initiated. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

Introduction 
 
 

Movement from State-Based Foster & Adoptive Care  
to the Private Sector 

 
This paper illustrates the history and processes of transitioning state-based foster 

and adoptive care to the private sector in the States of Texas and Florida.  Both states are 

currently operating under legislative mandate of privatization of such welfare functions.  

While Texas is currently in the infancy stages of such mandate implementation, Florida 

has operated fully under the legislation mandating the changes since 2000, having 

implemented their initial efforts in 1996.  The legislation in Texas, specifically Senate 

Bill 6, became law in 2005, and Region 8, primarily the San Antonio region was selected 

as the first region to initiate privatization.   

Under state-based foster care in Texas, the Department of Family & Protective 

Services (hereafter “DFPS” or the “Department”) has complete control of every step 

taken to protect children in the State.  They receive referrals regarding children who may 

be in danger, they respond to those referrals, often with law enforcement officials in tow, 

they complete initial investigations that may lead to the removal of children from their 

homes, and they initiate legal actions to work with the courts to determine whether or not 

families may be reunited, or what steps may be taken if reunification is possible but not 

then feasible.   

Once a child is removed from his or her caretakers, DFPS then seeks to place the 

child into a temporary residential setting, pending the outcome of their efforts to work 
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with the families and the courts regarding the circumstances surrounding removal.  

Children may be returned to their families, or they may require special treatment in 

residential treatment centers, or they may go to live with a foster family.  If the rights of 

the children’s parents are terminated, the children may become available for adoption and 

are then prepared for that process.   

DFPS seeks to obtain permanent managing conservatorship of the foster children 

in their care, and acts as each child’s legal guardian in all decisions made concerning 

each child’s health, legal, and education matters.   

The Department has put into place Minimum Standards under which private child 

placing agencies, licensed by the Department, operate to assist children being served.  

Also, the Department licenses each foster home verified by private child placing 

agencies, and assists in the verification process by running criminal and child abuse 

background checks on all pertinent individuals connected with all agencies and foster 

homes, as well as on all therapists and other contractors utilized to work on behalf of the 

children in their care. 

Thus, the State maintains complete and total control of the entire foster care 

system.  Under privatization, however, there is a shift from public agencies to private 

agencies of the various case management responsibilities.  Generally, the State continues 

to have responsibility for the removal of children and the assistance with the courts in 

determining the eventual outcomes for those children and their families, but the private 

agencies have greater latitude in working with not only the children who come into care, 

but also with their families as well when seeking reunification or, when that does not 

seem feasible, in assisting the families in obtaining whatever various services that are 
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available which will assist the family members in achieving more positive outcomes in 

their personal lives. 

In both the States of Texas and Florida, public outcries prompted legislative 

action to move the foster care systems from public to private sectors.  These matters and 

other inefficiencies associated with the State of Florida’s handling of their foster care 

program led the Florida legislature, in 1996, to mandate four pilot programs that 

privatized child welfare services through contracts with community-based agencies.  The 

stated purpose was “to strengthen the support and commitment of communities to protect 

abused and neglected children and to increase the efficiency and accountability of the 

child protective system” (Section VII-community based care framework 2001).  

Privatization first began with Sarasota in 1997, then Manatee in 2000. 

In 1998, Florida’s House Bill 3217 mandated statewide privatization of all foster 

care and related services, including family preservation, independent living, emergency 

shelter, residential group care, therapeutic foster care, intensive residential treatment, case 

management, post-placement supervision, adoption, and reunification.  The issue of child 

care was pushed more into the forefront after the beating death of Kayla McKean by her 

father in 1999.  This lead to the creation of the “Kyla McKean Child Protection Act” 

signed into Florida law on May 14, 1999 by Governor Jeb Bush. 

Lisa Snell’s Executive Summary, quoted below, explains the evolution of the 

Florida child welfare reform efforts.   

“In 1996, the Florida legislature mandated that the Department of Children and 

Families (DCF) establish pilot programs to privatize child-protection services through 

contracts with community-based agencies and move toward privatizing the entire foster-
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care system by 2003.  DCF will restructure from 15 districts to seven regional offices and 

plans to reduce its $3.7 billion budget and 28,253 staff over the next few years.  The 

department’s focus will shift from providing services to monitoring the performance of 

contractors” (Snell 2000, 27). 

Florida decided to go with the lead agency model of foster-care under their 

community based plan.  The main responsibilities of the lead agency was and is to: 

Develop a comprehensive array of in-home, community-based, and out-of-home care 

options  through a provider network; Manage the funds and address cost overruns; 

Provide or subcontract for the direct provision of all services needed by all children 

referred by the Private Investigator: in home services, foster or kinship, care, adoption, 

Independent Living; Approve, review authorize, and pay providers claims; Design and 

implement a comprehensive individualized case management system; Develop 24/7 

intake and referral capacity; Ensure child and family involvement and satisfaction at all 

levels of case management and service delivery; Handle all court-related processes; 

Establish a quality assurance system to ensure continuous improvement; Meet all 

specified safety, permanency, and well-being outcomes and system performance 

indicators as required by the contracts; and, Gather and report all information required for 

quality and performance oversight (McCullough & Associates, 2005). All services that 

the lead agency was unable to provide, yet required to perform, would then be procured 

by private entities.   

This new system took responsibility out of the hands of the State and placed it 

directly in the lap of private institutions.  However the legal responsibility remained with 

the Department of Children and Families (DCF).  
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In Texas, in 2003 and 2004, public outcries were voiced in response to several 

abuse and neglect cases which ended tragically.  One particular case was the death of 4-

year-old Jovonie Ochoa of San Antonio who died from starvation while in the care of 

relatives on Christmas Day 2003 (Hamilton 2005).  Deaths to wards in both the child’s 

welfare system and the Adult Protective Services system led to activists demanding 

reforms to the system.  An investigation was ordered by Rick Perry to look into the 

alleged failure of the state-foster system that determined that CPS was ill-staffed to 

handle its workload and that it was further hampered by a 51 percent turnover rate. 

The Senate Bill 6 180-Day Progress Report issued by the Texas Health and 

Human Services Commission and The Department of Family and Protective Services 

dated September 1, 2006, states, “It was clear that the State’s strained protective services 

system required immediate examination and fundamental reform to better provide for the 

safety and protection of the clients it serves” (Senate bill 6 180-day progress report 2006, 

88).  Texas Governor Rick Perry then issued an executive order directing the Health and 

Human Services Commission (HHSC) to review and reform Adult Protective Services 

(APS) and Child Protective Services (CPS), both programs of the Texas Department of 

Family and Protective Services (DFPS).  According to the report, “HHSC initiated an 

independent review of cases, training procedures, law and policies, management and 

organizational structure, and more.  Detailed recommendations were developed and 

presented to the Governor, who called upon the Texas Legislature to pass emergency 

legislation to implement these recommendations.  DFPS responded by organizing 

multiple initiatives to lay the groundwork for reform, while awaiting further direction and 

funding decisions from the Legislature.  In May 2005, the 79th Texas Legislature passed 
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Senate Bill 6, outlining comprehensive reform of DFPS” (Adult child protective services 

bill close to final passage.2006, 2).   

In further response to the public outcries being heard around the State, Texas 

State Comptroller Carole Keeton Strayhorn published an Executive Summary (Strayhorn 

2004), and elaborated on her efforts to investigate the difficulties plaguing the Texas 

child welfare system.  In her Summary, Comptroller Strayhorn writes, in pertinent part, 

“… Late last year, I launched an investigation in the hope of protecting these most 

vulnerable of our children.  After many unannounced visits to foster care facilities and 

talking to children in the State’s care, I realized that the scope of the problem goes far 

beyond what I had anticipated … In Texas, we pride ourselves on taking care of our own.  

Today, we are failing at this task.  Some Texas foster children receive the compassion 

and care they deserve, but many others do not.  The heartbreaking truth is that some of 

these children are no better off in the care of the State than they were in the hands of 

abusive and negligent parents.”  She writes, that some children indeed to “find homes 

with caring foster parents,” or are placed “in treatment centers with experienced and 

caring providers.  And some do not.  Some foster children have been moved among 30, 

40 or even more all-too-temporary ‘homes.’  Some have been sexually, physically and 

emotionally abused while in the system; some have run away and joined the ranks of the 

missing.  A few have even died at the hands of those entrusted with their care.  This 

report gives these children something they need—a voice.”  

In addition there will be great change in the way private agencies will be 

submitting data to the State.  Instead of maintaining differing paperwork systems 

maintained by the child placing agency themselves, agencies will be required to move to 
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an integrated real-time Internet based system called IMPACT (Information Management 

for the Protection of Adults and Children in Texas.) This Internet based system was 

originally developed for the use by State workers to manage all services related to all 

levels to child management from foster, to adoption; from medical to legal work.  This 

system, originally called CAPS (Child and Adult Protection System) is an Intranet based 

system used only by State workers.  This has changed now due to the States legislative 

mandates, private agencies will submit that information to the IA (Independent 

Administrator) for review.   

Thus the need to modernize antiquated State-run foster systems became a 

necessity to both Florida and Texas.  Although both systems are similarly modeled and 

passed in the same way, there are significant differences in the political climate, 

technology, as well as culture that may cause difficulties in application of this type of 

system.  This thesis will examine those possible issues and make predictions on the future 

should these events come to pass.   

 



 

CHAPTER TWO 

Definitions 

 

 In order to fully discuss the issues surrounding privatization of child care, it is 

necessary that to define certain key terms that will be discussed throughout the thesis.  

Privatization (Privatization 2006).  Privatization results when a federal agency 

relinquishes its control of government-owned and operated commercial activities or 

enterprises to the private sector.  When privatizing, the agency eliminates by attrition the 

associated assets and resources of the particular activity or enterprise undergoing 

privatization, including, as examples only, manpower for and funding of such activities 

or enterprises.  Since there is then no government ownership and control, no service 

contract or fee-for-service agreement exists between the agency and the private sector 

after an agency privatizes any particular commercial activity or enterprise.  Moving work 

from agency performance with government personnel to private sector performance 

where the public agency continues to fund the activities cannot be characterized as 

privatization because, of course, the non-private entity (in this instance, the government) 

continues to play a role so vital to the outcome of the enterprise that the enterprise cannot 

exist without the government’s role being filled.   

Child Placing Agencies.  Child Placing Agencies are those which are licensed by 

the State of Texas and verify homes to manage the care of children placed in their homes.   

IMPACT.  IMPACT is an acronym for Information Management for the 

Protection of Adults and Children in Texas.  This is the State’s managed information 

system that was created to utilize Internet technologies for input, reporting, and storage of 
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information related to the children who enter the foster system in the State of Texas. 

Information included on this system includes, but is not limited to, genetic health 

historical information, legal and health information relating to the biological family, court 

records, Medicaid information, and educational records, as well as medical records 

including immunization histories.  This system will be made available to the Independent 

Administrator and its contractors under the privatization efforts currently underway in 

Region 8. 

Independent Administrator.  The Independent Administrator is a for-profit entity 

that will contract with private child placing agencies and with other types of providers 

(therapists, medical providers, to mention a few) to manage the provision of all services 

to children as mandated by Senate Bill 6.   

 



 

CHAPTER THREE 

Research Methodologies 

 

In order to gather information pertinent to the issues of privatization of the foster 

care system in the States of Texas and Florida, and in order to make a comparison of the 

systems as they currently stand, it became clear early on that I must embark on a course 

of interviews with the various stakeholders to the systems in place and those that would 

be projected to be in place as privatization evolves.  All interviews were recorded except 

for discussions with the State. 

Accordingly, I set up a number of meetings with individuals in both State-run 

agencies and with private child placing agencies.  While there was some resistance to the 

interview process by State agencies in Texas, reportedly because of an existing RFP 

(Request for Proposal), the same problem existed in Florida on the private level because 

individuals with whom interviews were sought were employees of large independent 

Florida concerns who were in the process of bidding on the Texas RFP.  Nonetheless, 

many hours of interviews were conducted in the State of Texas with both government and 

private employees, and the information garnered was sufficient to allow me to reach the 

conclusions set out at the end of this paper. 

Interviews were held with a number of people:  Within the State government, I 

was granted interviews with Lawrence Burgess, a lead developer of the IMPACT system, 

along with Donald Baumann; and Molly Rivers, Investigative Supervisor in Bell County 

for Child Protective Services.  In the private sector, interviews were had with Karolyn 

Heimlich, Director of Adoptions, Lutheran Social Services, Austin, Texas; Nancy 
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Gibbons, Executive Vice President & Chief Executive Officer, Baptist Child and Family 

Services, San Antonio, Texas; Billy Bob Cox, Executive Director, Lighthouse Family 

Network, Salado, Texas; Pamela Scheler, Clinical Director, Child Placement Center, 

Killeen, and an Anthony Jones, Adoptions Director, Helping Home Foster Center, in the 

hill country. Mr. Jones is a pseudonym that represents an Adoption Director who wishes 

to remain anonymous. 

As to the interviews with State employees, I found those stakeholders generally 

unable to comment on privatization which they each asserted was due to State require-

ments of confidentiality.  In fact, one interviewee (who will not be identified here) stated 

that Department employees were under a Departmental mandate to engage in no public 

discussions whatsoever on the issue of privatization or to face possible termination 

(Burgess and Baumann 2006).  In fact, Department employees were required to sign 

confidentiality agreements agreeing to not discuss privatization to any degree with 

persons outside the Department (Burgess and Baumann 2006).  This too, was reportedly 

due to the existing RFP, as described above.   

There has been little to no information the State has been willing to give on the 

process of privatization; their expectations, funding, technology, etc.  So, the only way to 

gather pertinent factual and relevant information was to approach the child placing 

agencies on the private side that will be the focus in this study.  I decided to hold 

interviews with some of the most knowledgeable experts in the field with decades of 

experience in child welfare.  I received firsthand knowledge from these leaders on their 

experience with the State’s version of privatization, who they believe the Independent 

Administrator will be and if they believe this will be successful and why or why not.  
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Through these people, I expected to receive a realistic view of the expectations and 

realities of the pilot program coming to Region 8.  Not all agencies interviewed are 

located in Region 8 (San Antonio area), but have verified families and children in care in 

homes in Region 8.  Therefore, the agencies will still be forced to go to the privatization 

model even though they are not located in that startup region.   

A compilation of the thoughts and views taken from my notes of interviews with 

the various professionals allows me to obtain a general view of the outlook from the 

private side on the State’s progress towards privatization.  Questions which may be asked 

are: Is the State moving at the speed determined by Senate Bill 6?  Who are the players 

for the Independent Administrator in any Region?  Has the RFP process truly been 

completed and has an Independent Administrator for pilot Region 8 been determined? 

Whether or not the private side supports privatization has no relevance here, but the 

opinions expressed of professionals from the private sector provide an insider view 

relative to private sector resistance to privatization and a determination of the consensus 

among private providers as to the probable success or failure of these efforts. 

There exists a plethora of diverse experience among the leaders in the child 

placing agency community who submit many varying opinions on the subject of 

privatization based on their background.  I realized early on in the interviewing process 

that each stakeholder’s opinion was naturally colored by his or her personal experiences 

in the industry.  I knew that a leader in the private sector who had previously had leader-

ship roles in the Department or other State office, would more likely support a stronger 

role of the State in the privatization evolution, whereas a leader who had not been 

previously employed by the State in any position similar to the one currently held would 
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be less likely to tolerate any Departmental ideologies surrounding such a process and the 

State’s continuing to be involved in the process in any way whatsoever.  These leaders, I 

felt sure, would be more likely to support full, pure privatization, and take the State out of 

the picture entirely. 

 There is significant evidence that there is an unfavorable relationship between 

private entities and State.  Instead of there being a sense of cooperation between the two 

systems, there is more of a, “how can I hurt, or how can I punish this agency” mentality.  

This attitude has strengthened due to the legislature forcing the State to give up its foster 

program to the private sector, leading to a loss of jobs.  Therefore there is a significant 

belief that the State in some way is trying to subvert the process, or find a way to make 

privatization too expensive or difficult, and therefore fail.  Should that happen, would the 

State maintain the system and not lose jobs? 

Lastly by comparing these interviews we will receive a relatively accurate view of 

the private agencies views, desires, worries, and experiences.   

Further, I engaged in extensive research in both the library and online in order to 

learn more about the historical data in both the States of Texas and Florida which led to 

public outcries and, thus, legislative attention to the problems about which the public was 

greatly concerned.  In addition, the historical research related to Florida’s privatization 

efforts were fruitful in that there has been considerable research on that State’s system of 

privatization and the efforts that led to Florida’s changes in State foster care. 

Since Texas privatization is modeled after Florida, there is also significant 

historical information that can be analyzed and compared to the Texas model.  This 

comparison, however, will be mostly subjective based upon information gathered through 
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interviews, and the ever changing negotiated pilot.  Although in the infancy stages, there 

are significant similarities in the histories, mandates, and rollout efforts of these programs 

to analyze the similarities and differences which exist and are measurable in terms of the 

likelihood of success of the efforts to privatize.  It is not currently possible to completely 

compare the two programs, as the Texas program does not currently exist, per se.  The 

Florida program is ten years old and is a fully developed, mature program, whereas the 

Texas program is still in the design stages, and full implementation of that program is not 

even slated to be completed until 2011. 

But by examining the history, it quickly becomes clear why the State of Texas is 

moving to this type of system.  Generally noting the varying situations throughout the 

State that became public knowledge and caused such a public outcry that the State was 

forced to look into the foster care situation, is a valuable tool in assessing the historical 

data.  Second, I have embarked upon an analysis of the mandates which have been put 

into place to force system reform, whether they are a direct result of public outcry, or 

merely political maneuvering which ultimately sought to gain or sustain control of 

political structures.  Third, and most importantly, is the rollout of privatization of foster 

care in the State of Texas.  In that Texas’ reforms are purportedly modeled after those 

initiated in Florida, an analysis was undertaken to determine what similarities and 

differences existed between the two States that would illuminate the likelihood of success 

or failure of the systems once fully implemented.  

 



 

CHAPTER FOUR 

The Interviewees 

 

Ms.  Nancy Gibbons.  Ms.  Gibbons is the Executive Vice President and Chief 

Operating Officer for Baptist Child and Family Services.  Previously, she was employed 

for a period of 25 years with the State of Texas in child care licensing.  For twelve years 

prior to 2000, Ms.  Gibbons served as the Director for Residential Child Care Licensing 

with the Department.   

Of her nine children, seven are adoptive special needs children.  Ms.  Gibbons 

boasts a plethora of experience, both professionally and personally in her role as a parent 

to her nine wonderful children.   

Ms. Gibbons retired from the State of Texas in 2000, and immediately began 

work with Baptist Child and Family Services (BCFS).  BCFS is a private, non-profit 

child placing agency which operates with an approximate annual budget of $14 million.  

Their services include, but are not necessarily limited to, everything from foster care to 

adoption, and prenatal work with birth mothers seeking adoptive placements for their yet 

unborn children.  Unlike most such agencies, BFCS has an extensive international 

presence in several foreign countries in the area of foster care, including Sri Lanka, 

Moldova, Mexico, and three countries within Africa.  Currently, BFCS serves a foster 

child population of approximately 150 children in Region 8 alone. 

Mr. Anthony Jones. Mr. Jones has served as the Director of Adoptions at Helping 

Home Foster Center, in the hill country, for the past two years.  Previously, he was 
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employed by the State of Texas where he worked both in the field and, later, as an 

administrator, being employed with the State for a period of approximately ten years.  

He made it clear that he believes himself to be one of the most knowledgeable 

people around on the issue.  Reasons stated for such knowledge include the following:  

He has attended hearings regarding Child Protective Services conducted by a 

subcommittee examining the services CPS provides.  He was interviewed by State 

Comptroller Carol Keeton Strayhorn as part of the report on the State of foster care in the 

State of Texas.  He also spent time at a privatization conference whose focus was 

privatization, specifically in Region 8.   

 Ms.  Karalyn Heimlich.  Ms.  Heimlich is the Executive Director of Adoptions 

for Lutheran Social Services, Austin, Texas.  She received her Bachelor of Science 

degree with a major in Elementary Education, and her Master of Science degree in 

Student Personnel and Higher Education from Ohio State University.  Ms.  Heimlich 

worked first in the area of student personnel at the college level.  She was Assistant Dean 

of Women at Hanover College for a period of five years in Hanover, Indiana.  She later 

came to the University of Texas and worked in the area of Housing and Food Service as 

the Assistant Director in two residential halls for a period of two years. 

Ms.  Heimlich was initially hired at LSS to do international adoptions and to work 

in their unplanned pregnancy services.  That evolved into other forms of child placement.  

She continued international adoptions and then, in 1990, moved into management and 

directed the adoption program statewide and post-adoption programs in Regions 3 and 7.  

She obtained a contract for LSS for provision of marriage education and enrichment 

services to families with adoptive children in State conservatorship.  She also oversees 
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the Foster-to-Adopt program at LSS, which is a form of foster care that allows for the 

children in those families the opportunity to become adopted by that parent or family. 

Mr. Ivan William Robert "Billy Bob" Cox.  Mr.  Cox serves as the Executive 

Director for Lighthouse Family Network, Salado, Texas.  His career spans a myriad of 

activities, including child care administration, Christian ministry, law enforcement, and 

public administration.  He earned a Bachelor of Arts degree from Dallas Christian 

College, and a Master of Science degree in Counseling Psychology, as well as a Master 

of Criminal Justice degree with a Social Services concentration from the University of 

Central Texas (currently Tarleton State College—Central Texas).  Mr.  Cox is a Licensed 

Professional Counselor, a Licensed Clinical Social Worker, a Licensed Child Care 

Administrator, and a Licensed Child Placing Agency Administrator.  Lighthouse’s 

program currently serves approximately 100 children within the State of Texas.  Mr.  Cox 

stated that he has spent a great deal of time traveling to Florida in order to learn from 

Providence principals relating to their experiences in Florida as well as their expectations 

of privatization within the State of Texas. 

Ms.  Pamela Scheler.  At the time of our interview, Ms.  Scheler served as the 

Clinical Director for Child Placement Center, Killeen, Texas.  Having spent most of her 

career in the medical field, Pamela earned her Bachelor of Science degree in Psychology 

from Texas Agricultural & Mechanical University (Texas A&M) in 1996.  She earned 

her Masters degree in Psychology from University of Mary Hardin Baylor in 1998.  Ms.  

Scheler is currently a licensed professional counselor.  She began working with Child 

Placement Center in 1998, in the areas of adoptions for a period of two years, and then as 

Clinical Director for the foster program in 2004.   
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Mr.  Lawrence Burgess.  Mr.  Burgess was the lead developer of the State’s 

IMPACT system, having spent many years in the information technology field.  He is 

assisted by Mr.  Donald Baumann (see below) in his current administrative efforts 

regarding the IMPACT system and the creation, use, and management of information 

within the system itself. 

Donald Baumann.  Mr.  Baumann serves the Department as an  IMPACT systems 

administrator and attended the interview of Larry Burgess, primarily as an observer.   

Molly Rivers.  Ms.  Rivers is employed by the Department and has recently been 

promoted to Supervisor of the Investigation Unit at the Bell County offices of Child 

Protective Services.  Ms.  Rivers holds a degree in Criminal Justice and Law 

Enforcement from Southwestern State University.  She worked at the Brown Schools in 

Austin, Texas, as a care and mental health worker shift supervisor.   

 



 

CHAPTER FIVE 

Analyses 

 

In analyzing the historical research and information gained thereby in conjunction 

with the various interviews conducted, it became clear to this researcher just how this 

process came about, how the process is being viewed by the various stakeholders both 

within and outside of the State of Texas, how the current processes may change 

particularly with regard to information systems technology and management, and what 

the expected outcomes of the efforts to privatize foster and adoptive care in the State of 

Texas may be.   

History, Political Culture, and Resistance to Change.  Currently, two-thirds of the 

children in alternative care in the State of Texas reside with licensed child placing agency 

providers, while some twenty percent (20%) reside in State-run homes (Burgess and 

Baumann 2006).   

Following a number of accounts of children and elderly dying of neglect or abuse, 

Governor Rick Perry declared Adult and Child Protective Services (APS/CPS) reform as 

an emergency issue for the 79th Legislature (Adult child protective services bill close to 

final passage 2006, 2).  

Senator Jane Nelson, Chairman of the Health and Human Services Committee, 

was selected to spearhead the reform efforts which eventually culminated in Senate Bill 

6, which made sweeping changes to the State’s Adult Protective Services/Child 

Protective Services system.  Said Ms. Nelson, "I can't think of any issue facing us this 

session that is more vital to protecting the lives of our most vulnerable Texans, our 
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children and our elderly … [I]f we as a State can't do that job properly, then shame on us" 

(Adult child protective services bill close to final passage 2006, 2).  

The authors of Senate Bill 6 sought to solve many of the woes facing Child 

Protective Services, and focused on many areas critical to the work of caring for Texas’ 

most vulnerable children and adults living in the State’s care.   

For example, high CPS caseloads were identified as one of many major problems 

plaguing the system.  SB 6 does not directly increase the number of case workers within 

CPS/APS as such an increase falls under the authority of the Senate Finance committee.  

However, the bill strongly advocates the hiring of more caseworkers.  According to 

Senator Nelson, the average caseload in Texas is about 74 cases per worker, far higher 

than what is recommended for effective intervention.  Senator Nelson averred that the 

number of cases per case worker must be cut at least in half, though some CPS 

organizations recommend a much greater cut.   

High turnover of caseworkers was addressed, and it was found that the average 

CPS caseworker remains in their position a mere three years prior to leaving the 

Department, and that fifty percent of newly hired caseworkers leave the Department after 

their first year of service.   

Also, SB 6 set out language making it a felony for anyone to maliciously report 

child abuse.  “Senator Nelson said that CPS receives hundreds of such reports each year, 

which seriously impede the agency's work with legitimate abuse cases” (Adult child 

protective services bill close to final passage 2006, 2).  Of course, such malicious reports 

waste hours and resources of not only the Department but of law enforcement officials as 
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well, hours that could be well spent in efforts to assist families and children who are 

legitimately in danger and at risk for abuse, neglect, and/or a myriad of other problems.  

SB 6 also creates a separate investigations department within CPS to work closely 

with local and State law enforcement in cases involving criminal child abuse.  This 

department is not necessarily envisioned to be much different that the current 

investigations department, and the roles of the Department and law enforcement would 

remain much the same under the proposed plan.  However, because the Department, 

under the privatization rollout, would turn over its case management functions to the 

private agencies operating under the Independent Administrator, the Department’s 

function would be primarily that of investigations and, once those functions are complete, 

the care of the children and planning for their future would be accomplished by the 

Independent Administrator and its subcontractors. 

The bill also sought to create community-based intervention programs designed to 

focus upon lesser abuse cases in order to prevent escalation of abuse, while also reducing 

the caseload burden on CPS caseworkers.  Placement of children who must be removed 

from their biological homes with relatives rather than foster parents is encouraged.   

An amendment to SB6, added by Senator Jon Lindsay, created a pilot program to 

analyze the cost-effectiveness and efficacy of privatized case management.  Region 8 was 

first Region to initiate the pilot program, and a Request for Proposal (hereafter, “the 

RFP”) was issued by the State in order to receive bids from organizations wishing to be 

considered for the position of Independent Administrator of the foster and adoptive care 

programs to be privatized within Region 8.   
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Regional implementation of privatization imposed by SB 6 mandated certain 

deadlines to be met.  The bill reads in part: “(a)  The department shall implement the 

privatization of substitute care and case management services on a regional basis in 

accordance with the transition plan.  The transition plan must include a schedule with 

deadlines for implementation of the plan.  Subject to the requirements of Subsections (c), 

(d), and (e), statewide implementation of the plan shall be completed not later than 

September 1, 2011 (emphasis added).”   

Further, the transition plan was required to “include a schedule with the following 

deadlines for implementation of the plan: 

(1)  completion of the transition plan, not later than March 1, 2006; 

(2)  release of a request for proposal for a geographic region of the State 

designated by the department, not later than April 30, 2006; 

(3)  the awarding of the contract described by Subdivision (2), not later 

than September 30, 2006 (emphasis added); 

(4)  establishment of the multidisciplinary team and necessary processes, 

evaluation criteria, and monitoring tools to be used to monitor and evaluate the 

performance of the contractor, not later than September 30, 2006; 

(5)  completion of the transition of substitute care and case management 

services in the first region, not later than December 31, 2007; 

(6)  the review and evaluation of the multidisciplinary team's reports 

pertaining to the contractor's achievement of performance-based milestones and the effect 

on the quality of permanency services provided, annually beginning December 31, 2007; 
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(7)  completion of the transition of substitute care and case management 

services in the second and third regions, not later than December 1, 2009 (emphasis 

added); and 

(8)  completion of the statewide implementation of contracted substitute 

care and case management services for additional geographic regions, not later than 

September 1, 2011 (emphasis added). 

It seems to be generally believed that the process of privatization is utilized more 

as a political move than change in State processes for the betterment of children in the 

State of Texas.   

“Like it or not, it is going to become an extremely political football.  Initially, 

they’re saying that everyone that has a license and has got a contract will be eligible for 

continued services” (Gibbons 2006).   

A number of case management services are made available to children which are 

outside of the residential setting where the child is cared for.  “In the committee that I 

was meeting on, …the decision that was made that … the child goes into residential care, 

whether that be in a shelter or foster home, whatever, the agency that has that child in 

their care will probably end up with that child in their case management services, 

providing case management services for the entire time that child is in care with the State 

(emphasis added) (Gibbons 2006).   

There is currently a real fight between TDFPS and the State on the issue of taking 

care of children.  You have a Legislative body telling a State agency that they must 

change the way they do business.  They must reorganize and/or fire many employees that 

currently work with the State to accomplish this.   
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Making foster care and adoptive care and the services attendant thereto better for 

the citizenry of Texas was a primary goal of SB 6.  But there is a consensus that the 

considerations on both the State and private levels are largely about dollars.   

“[C]ontrary to what people would like us to think, it’s still going to be all about 

the money.  If I really thought we could set up a system that would be looking out after 

the best interests of kids, I would be thrilled.  But I think our culture, the culture of the 

agencies that are working in this field, has been more about money.  And that’s not a 

criticism of them; it’s just the way we’re set up.  That’s the way the government’s set up, 

and it all ends up being about the dollar. … Texas ranks forty-eighth out of fifty States in 

State expenditures for social services programs” (Gibbons 2006).   

“I think that we have enough funding, that our State’s economic status is such that 

we shouldn’t be ranked forty-eighth or forty-fifth in what we spend to keep our children 

safe.  I think that’s wrong” (Gibbons 2006). 

“This thing is supposed to be cost feasible.  For example, if it’s not cost feasible, 

CPS gets to keep it.  …does the State really want to let that go?  I ask that because there 

are resources that do not need to be duplicated.  I don’t have to have a million dollar a 

year data base to duplicate the work the State has already spent on a million dollar a year 

data base, for example” (Jones 2006). 

The success or failure of privatization depends largely on whether “the State is 

willing to stick with this [privatization] as a solution, and I don’t know whether the State 

is willing to stick with this as a solution.  And that’s a neutral statement.  I’m not saying 

it’s a good thing or a bad thing.  If the State has made up its mind this is the way it want 

to go, and that this is what we’re doing come hell or high water, we’ll muddle through.  I 
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believe, despite everything they’re saying, that they see this as a money saving thing.  

And that scares me because when you start looking at—I think Texas spends such a little 

amount of money on taking care of their kids anyway, and everything you read, they say 

this is not a money saving effort.  But that flies in the face of everything I know about 

Texas and Texas culture.  And that scares me, because I think then you’re adding a layer 

that’s not there now, so that the Independent Administrator, in order to survive, has got to 

at least break even if not make money, and if they’re for-profit, then you’re going to want 

to make some money.  So I don’t see it.  In the near future, I’m really concerned” 

(Gibbons 2006). 

 
Death to Smaller Agencies 

The general consensus in the private sector is that privatization will lead to the 

end of small, boutique agencies which serve small populations of foster children, 

generate minimal dollars annually and participate in statistically minimal adoption 

services.   

Survival under privatization has caused some agencies to seek alliances and, in 

some cases, even mergers with other agencies in order to survive what they project may 

be devastating financial stresses under the edicts of privatization, under which no small-

sized child placing agency would be able to survive.  “I think the smaller agencies are at a 

definite disadvantage.  They can’t provide the scope of the services and they can’t take 

the risks that large agencies can take.  And I think that there are smaller agencies who are 

saying, realistically, that, ‘We’re going to be doomed in this new system.’  Now, whether 

that’s true or not, I don’t know.  That’s to be seen.  But I think the perception is that, as a 

smaller agency, either we’ve to make radical changes in what we’re doing and we’ve got 
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to grow beyond what we may want to grow, we have to do things significantly differently 

and, therefore, it would be better for us to get out of the business and entrust our services 

to an agency of our choosing, rather than fighting this system change, which is so huge” 

(Heimlich 2006). 

“There’s one group that’s been saying, ‘This [privatization] will wipe out all the 

small providers.’  You will not be able to manage the outcomes to keep your contract if 

you’re small.” (Jones 2006) 

Due to the inability of smaller agencies to provide all of the services required 

under privatization, smaller agencies, like Lighthouse out of Salado, Texas, must look at 

either making quick gains in market share, or look into the possibility of aligning 

themselves with other organizations whether it be through mergers, sellout, or some other 

vehicle.  The Independent Administrator is set to receive approximately ten to twelve 

percent off the top of monies received from the State for the care of children.  It seems 

reasonable then that, since the State currently pays so little, this will probably have the 

ultimate effect of literally destroying smaller agencies who haven’t the ability to pay 

workers or new staff which will be required under the privatization efforts, nor for the 

provision of the multitude of additional services required which are currently being 

provided by the State or its subcontractors (Cox 2006).   

The perception of agencies is they have to make radical changes in what they are 

doing and grow beyond what they would like to grow, and have to do things significantly 

different.  Therefore some believe it is better to get out and give the agency over to 

someone of the agency’s choosing rather than fight the systems change that is so huge 

(Heimlich 2006).   
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Filling some of the gaps of services currently filled by FPS (Family Protective 

Services) will be one of the most difficult issues to handle.  Under the old system, case 

management responsibilities were specially defined in what the private agency should do 

in order to take care of the children in that agency’s care.  Now, however, with the 

expansion of services, agencies will have to monitor multiple different aspects of a 

child’s case, which was not required before the passage of Senate Bill 6.  One such aspect 

will be the attempt at reunification with the biological parents (Heimlich 2006).   

One of the newest services that will be difficult to handle will be birth parent 

services.  Agencies traditionally have been excluded from that role; assuming these 

responsibilities will require some very fast learning.  Agencies, of course, will be adding 

staff members at a rapid rate.  Even though the State is purportedly fully set to privatize 

in 2011, that does not actually provide a great deal of time to complete the transition. 

Agencies don’t have the most important piece that is required in this process, i.e., 

what mechanisms the IA will employ to structure delivery of services.  Until that decision 

is made, agencies are virtually stuck in place and are anxiously looking to hook up with 

other agencies.  They will not have a way to move forward until the IA is named and they 

remain unclear as to how to prepare for the changes to come (Heimlich 2006). 

In anticipation of these changes, smaller agencies may overexpose themselves 

financially to gain market share to survive.  Due to anxiety, agencies are making 

significant pushes to gain market share in terms of children and families they service.  

The more children in their homes, the more money they take in and therefore the more 

they can expand their program.  To do this, agencies must make significant financial 

investments in the recruitment of families, an investment that they will never get back 
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and even if they do will be a long time down the road.  A lot of agencies realize this and 

instead of losing a significant amount of money on a potentially dangerous risk, many 

agencies are looking to form collaboratives, mergers, or sellouts.  This will most likely 

lead to the destruction of the smaller agencies due to their inability to provide the scope 

of services needed to maintain success under the new foster and adoption system.  For 

example, if the agency knows it will be forced to work with the biological parents for 

reunification, then they may look to hire workers, thus driving up costs (Heimlich 2006).  

Secondly the policies and procedure of those agencies in Region 8 will be 

significantly different than those in a non-privatized region.  How will those agencies 

function will dueling policies that may not work well together.  This may force those 

agencies to move quicker than they desire and privatize all that much quicker.  As a 

result, they will maintain policies and procedure of a privatized system even though the 

bulk of their business may not be under Region 8.   

 “We owe it to our community to help families stay together and get the services 

they need in a timely fashion.  We need to have a system that is quick to respond, that is 

front-loaded with a lot of services so that down the road, we don’t have to give adoption 

subsidies to a family for the next fifteen years to keep these children together” (Jones 

2006). 

There are case management services that are different than actually taking care of 

the actual child.  There is a big investment in getting the child initially. 

And such alliances, partnerships and/or mergers indeed seem inevitable in Texas.  

“I think that’s already happened” (Jones 2006).  Indeed, it has.  By way of example, it is 

now public knowledge that Child Placement Center, Killeen, Texas, has merged its foster 
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program with that of Caring Family Network, Austin, Texas.  Ms. Scheler now serves as 

the Site Director for Caring Family Network’s Killeen satellite office. 

I learned that Child Placement Center merged with Caring Family Network in 

October 2006.  The management of Child Placement Center believed that, under 

privatization, the ability of the company to survive would be greatly compromised.  This 

organization, in preparation for the realities of privatization, decided that it needed to 

increase its child population from the one hundred thirty children served at the time of the 

announcement, to over four hundred children, in order to remain financially viable.  To 

this end, the agency expended significant amounts of money and man hours in the 

recruitment of new foster, foster-to-adopt, and adoptive families.   

Prior to the transition to Caring Family Network, Child Placement Center had 

verified approximately fifty foster or foster-to-adopt families.  A large portion of the 

Center’s operating budget was earmarked for hiring of workers dedicated to the 

recruitment of quality families to join the program.  Although they were successful in 

more than doubling the number of verified families, placements were not occurring.  This 

may have been due to the State’s fears of losing children populations in their own State-

run homes.  Therefore, even though recruitment of families was successful, the budget 

became exhausted and could no longer hope to support the workers within the agency for 

any appreciable period of time.  After significant cutbacks and layoffs, the management 

deemed it best to begin negotiations with other agencies.  The one agency which Child 

Placement Center felt shared its philosophies and ideologies as to child care, both 

adoptive and foster, was Caring Family Network.  After lengthy negotiations, a deal was 

struck and CPC signed over all its families, workers and assets to CFN.  This has 
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provided the hoped for stability through numbers, while allowing the agency to live on.  

This has probably afforded the agency its best hope for success under the newly 

privatized system (Scheler 2006). 

 
Resistance To and Concerns About Change 

  When significant changes are mandated to any State run agency that has enjoyed 

a history of both power and leadership in certain arenas, there is generally a huge 

resistance by such State run agencies and their governmental counterparts to that 

mandated change.  “There’s resistance to change on the part of the Department staff 

because many of them don’t want it to change.  You have to have staff who really can 

embrace change to accept this and say, ‘Let’s move forward and let’s make the best [of 

it]’” (Heimlich 2006). 

Similarly, private concerns have been resistant to the changes mandated because 

of, for example, the lack of protection afforded by privatization, and the incident 

increases in insurance costs and staffing costs necessitated by privatization.   

“The IA won’t have immunity like the government has.  The government has 

immunity.  Well, private agencies and IA’s do not” (Jones 2006). 

In fact, deep concern was expressed that agencies will enjoy no immunity under 

privatization, and that there even exists a significant possibility that this [privatization] 

will open the floodgates to lawsuits that will leave small agencies powerless, and 

financially strapped (Cox 2006). 

There appears to be a discernible disconnection between private and State 

agencies’ principals who have differing views on the route Texas is taking towards 

privatization.   
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Attitudes in the private sector are mixed.  “In the private sector, you’ve got the 

same thing going.  You’ve got some people who are embracing it one hundred percent, 

saying ‘This is going to be much better for child welfare across the State; children are 

going to benefit more.’  They have reasonable anxiety over it.  They are ready to move 

forward.  And then you’ve got another segment that’s saying, ‘Hey, now, I’m pretty 

comfortable the way it was’” (Cox 2006).  

The State of Texas has historically provided every social service available for 

children and adults for decades, and has undertaken monitoring of those who are 

permitted to provide those services.  Any radical changes to any such program is resisted 

by all stakeholders who have been satisfied with the system before implementation of any 

such changes.   

The issues surrounding privatization have created an absolutely chaotic 

environment within the Department due to staff’s uncertainty as to their own future 

employment with the State as well as how their roles will be ultimately defined should 

they remain with the Department in some other capacity.   

“You see other staff saying, ‘I’ve got to get out of here.  I want to jump ship.’  So 

you’ve got staff who want to jump ship and you’ve got other staff who don’t believe it’s 

going to happen. 

“And you’ve got administrators who are having to try to manage that.  So they’re 

really in chaos.  They are really in chaos.   

“And with that kind of chaos, then, of course, that strains the relationship with the 

private sector, because they are some who are saying, ‘Okay, we need to do everything 
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we can to work with the private sector because that’s the way it’s going, and I might like 

to have a job over there.’ 

“Then you’ve got others that are saying, ‘I don’t believe this is going to happen so 

why should I invest my interest in working very openly with the private sector?  I like it 

the way it was and I’m going to do what I can—I’m just going to keep functioning the 

way I am.’   

“And then you’ve got your administrative level who are just stretched beyond 

belief, making really difficult decisions in an atmosphere where there’s not clear 

direction.  So it all impacts the working relationship between the private and the public 

sector.  It slows down the process” (Heimlich 2006). 

Devastation of the Department’s staff structure in the child placing area has been 

an issue facing State workers.  It generally appears that two messages have been given to 

State workers regarding privatization.   

“There are some real mixed messages out there, some real mixed emotions.  This 

has had a huge impact on the way the State is currently providing services.  I think the 

local, regional offices are getting mixed messages.  On the one hand, they’re being told, 

‘We’re going to move toward privatization; we need to move staff into investigation.  

That’s where our positions are’” (Heimlich 2006). 

The second message State workers receive is, “Oh, you need to continue 

providing services because your area is not privatizing yet.  So cut your staff or move 

your staff, but don’t show the public that you’re not providing services.  So I think that’s 

a mixed message.  This has caused an internal rift in the local/regional offices with 
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employees [who] fear losing their jobs.  So you’ve got the staff who, first of all, do not 

want to believe it’s happening.” (Heimlich 2006) 

There is no question that the relationships that exist between the private agencies 

and State employees have been strained due to the privatization process and the 

confusion about privatization which cannot be overcome due to the State’s unwillingness 

to discontinue their tacit stance on the issues.   

And with the Department requiring confidentiality of its employees (Burgess and 

Baumann 2006) as to all matters regarding privatization, they have effectively put a gag 

order on their own employees and have thus made it impossible for any meaningful 

dialogue to take place between the public and private sectors on issues pertaining to 

privatization.  In fact, any mention at all of privatization in any public setting or forum “is 

totally scripted.”  And no one is permitted to deviate from the script (Burgess and 

Baumann 2006).  It only make sense then that any efforts of the private and public sectors 

to form alliances to assist in the transition of the State’s child welfare system is being not 

only hampered, but disallowed by the very agency whose inabilities to manage its 

programs necessitated the very changes sought to be made. 

There exists a field of thought that, even under broken systems, as long as those 

systems function to a degree that maintains the status quo, the need or desire to make that 

change is deemed to be minimal.   

Rather than transferring families from the State to private agencies and reducing 

the number of State-run foster homes at the rate anticipated by the attendant mandates of  

Senate Bill 6, it is common knowledge that the State continues to actively recruit families 

to be verified as foster parents working under the Department.  And while many agencies 
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in the private sector have been uneasy with the Department continuing in such a fashion, 

not everyone objects.   

“They [the State] are, and I embrace that!  Some of the providers say, ‘Why don’t 

you give all the families to us.’  On the surface, that might make sense, but right now 

CPS is the biggest provider of that [recruiting services].  Why would we turn the biggest 

provider of that off” (Jones 2006)?  

Under privatization, the Department’s case management roles will disappear 

entirely by the end of the transition period, and the Department’s only role will be 

investigations.   

Direct care workers are not necessarily licensed social workers, and investigatory 

activities are certainly not what one might think of when considering social work.   

“It [the job as investigator] is about building a case and working with law 

enforcement and the courts; you can’t get a case through the DA that’s [of a] child crime 

[nature] without CPS inclusion in the process” (Rivers 2006).  The Department (CPS 

Investigations) determines the risks to the child, past, present and future, and make 

recommendations to the courts as to how that can be controlled, if at all (Heimlich 2006).   

Once their investigative role is complete, they are virtually out of the picture on a 

case-by-case basis.  This will naturally lead to reassignment or layoffs of vast numbers of 

CPS workers who currently provide case management services.  Offices in every region 

will prepare themselves for this change by slashing jobs and/or moving employees to 

different positions. 

Lutheran Social Services (“LSS”) executives agree that the organization will be 

taking over many new services not previously provided by LSS.  Under privatization, the 
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organization is prepared for the reality that the Independent Administrator with whom 

they contract will not, themselves, provide case management services.   

The general mood at LSS is, however, “We will live with what we get.  Agencies 

right now are maneuvering in terms of hookups, mergers, and sellouts simply due to the 

nature of what the future may look like” (Heimlich 2006). 

There is consensus among the child placing agencies as well that the smaller 

agencies will be greatly disadvantaged under the new system due to the specialized foster 

or adoption services that they provide.  Even though they may be real good at a specific 

area of child care, under privatization they will be forced to add those, for example, court 

services and family services, from which they have been heretofore excluded and not 

permitted participation, and at the same time add staff to maintain those services 

(Heimlich 2006).  

Some believe that the private sector is set to provide services more efficiently due 

to the lack of bureaucracy and because the private sector is not hampered by the worker 

turnover the State endures (Heimlich 2006).   

There was concern expressed that the State chose not to begin their privatizing 

efforts on a statewide basis, but rather decided to select a test Region, in this case, Region 

8, to begin the process.  The complete set of services needed to succeed and its single 

region layout poses too many risks.  There is a huge learning curve in transitioning these 

services.  Karalyn believes the CPS in San Antonio has functioned very well, and the 

State is starting in a region that does not have a strong provider network.  CPS in San 

Antonio lacks adequate structure, which in turn magnifies both the positive and negative 

aspects of the proposed privatization (Heimlich 2006). 
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Word among stakeholders on the private side of the privatization fence is that, 

“We’ve even got upper level administrators at CPS who do not believe this 

[privatization] is going to happen, or it’s going to fail and everything will go back the 

way it was” (Heimlich 2006). 

But the system metamorphosing to the state it was in prior to the public outcries 

which led to passage of Senate Bill 6 seems unlikely.  “I don’t think, no matter what 

happens, everything will go back the way it was.  I think we’ve crossed that bridge.  That 

bridge has been burned.  We won’t be going back” (Heimlich 2006). 

The fear that only large agencies will survive this change has caused many 

different battles to emerge among private agencies.  Most are attempting to gain market 

share by investing heavily in the recruitment of families to hold children.  Others seek to 

merge, form alliances, or move on from an ever increasingly complex system.  With such 

fear and reservation about the future, the relationships among private organizations have 

become even more competitive than it has in recent years. 

Yet, some people see only the positive in what the future of child welfare in Texas 

has in store.  Helping Home Foster Center continues to explore avenues by which it can 

aid in this difficult process.  The organization’s leaders are continuously involved in 

information sharing and even assisted Providence Service Corporation (“Providence”) in 

submitting recommendations deemed potentially helpful in the efforts.  Currently, 

Helping Home Foster Center is looking at changing its policies and procedures in order to 

add additional services.  “Everything beyond investigations is likely to be contracted out” 

(Jones 2006).  
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The Request For Proposal (“RFP”) for the Independent Administrator 

  The Request For Proposal for bids for entities to become the Independent 

Administrator in Region 8 was released to the public on February 21, 2006.  According to 

SB 6, the State had until October 31, 2006, to announce the award but, at this writing, 

that date has long passed and no award announcement has been made.   

Further, the Department’s mandated naming of the organization granted the 

contract to become the Independent Administrator in rollout Region 8 has been, 

according to the Department, “temporarily postponed” (Scheler 2006).  

To date, there have been only two bids on the Request For Proposal (RFP) which 

have been submitted to the State for consideration, by Providence Service Corporation 

and Center for Health Care Services.   

Providence Service Corporation (“Providence”) was formed in January of 1997, 

in response to increasing governmental initiatives to privatize human services.   

Providence was quickly labeled the "Human Services Company Without Walls," 

due to the fact that the company does not own or operate any type of institution.  

Providence specializes in providing direct services and case management to children, 

adolescents and young adults with behavioral health needs, and those supervised by 

programs which receive federal and/or State subsidies.  Although the details of their 

Texas RFP have not yet been made public, Providence is considered to be the front 

runner in Region 8 to take on the role as Independent Administrator as the privatization 

pilot rolls out (Providence Service Corporation 2006). 
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The second and final agency to submit a bid on the RFP is the Center for 

Healthcare Services.  They are a non-profit mental health, mental retardation, and 

substance abuse services provider located in the Bexar County area in Region 8.  

Concern was expressed that the RFP seemed to be designed as if to say to the 

potential bidders, “Okay, you said you wanted this.  Let me just show you how hard this 

can be” (Gibbons 2006). 

“There is an ungodly amount of detail that we are not familiar with and the Center 

for Healthcare Services is not familiar with, and I guess not even Providence is familiar 

with because they haven’t worked in the State of Texas, and a lot of things that happen 

routinely without any thought are all of a sudden going to become big deals or just be 

overlooked” (Gibbons 2006). 

There is a significant amount of cases which might enjoy more flexibility and 

latitude of budget to be able to custom shape services to better aid children to get back 

home.  The State is well prepared and perfectly positioned to monitor its contracted 

dollars, and they may indeed be a good choice for the Independent Administrator of 

Region 8 (Jones 2006).   

In order for agencies to be successful under privatization, it would likely be 

efficacious for agencies to look towards redesigning their programs to focus upon 

achieving specific outcomes.  Those outcomes, for example, can range from a child’s 

time in care, to how many foster parents an agency has, to how many times a child is 

transferred for whatever reasons from home to home.  Under privatization, in order to 

maintain success, agencies will by necessity be forced to redesign their programs to 
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ensure the stated outcomes are met, or they will risk the possibility of not having their 

contracts renewed by the IA.   

The IA will fulfill the role of case management in Region 8, but will disburse the 

contracted dollars to the agencies.  Also, the IA will be the gatherer of outcomes.  In 

essence, the IA will be leading a quality assurance portion of the privatization efforts, but 

no other direct services will be delivered by the IA (Jones 2006). 

Under the IA, billing will be much different than as it exists currently.  Contracts 

to child placing agencies and other entities who provide services for children and hold 

contracts with the IA will be rewarded based upon outcomes.  In order to achieve 

outcome based services, the child placing agencies will want to organize their services 

with a view toward maintaining those outcomes for children (Jones 2006). 

“I think it’s going to be painful.  If we do select an Independent Administrator and 

we move to this kind of animal, if you will, I think there will some pretty serious bumps 

along the road,” based upon information received from other States that have attempted 

to do this.  “I think Texas has made something of an effort to try to avoid some of those 

mistakes by going to visit places like Kansas and Florida, but I think that it’s just, by the 

nature of this beast, it’s going to be a challenge” (Gibbons 2006).   

 
Information Technology 

 
The State of Texas currently utilizes an information technologies system they call 

IMPACT (Information Management for the Protection of Adults & Children in Texas).  

This system is an Internet based system that currently is being used primarily by State 

workers in order to track the progress made on any child’s case when that child is in care 

and a ward of the State, temporarily or permanently. 
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Texas’ previous system, called CAPS (Child & Adult Protection System), was not 

an Internet based system, but rather an Intranet system utilized solely by the Department 

and other governmental entities who had legitimate interests in the data contained therein.  

Under CAPS, workers internally maintained all the children’s files and services that were 

provided to them.  Everything from case management to the medical and court docu-

ments could be located on this system to allow the workers easy access to critical 

information that would aid the decision making processes (Burgess and Baumann 2006).  

 The State currently utilizes the Internet based system, IMPACT.  This Internet 

version on the software will allow workers in the field the unique ability to view 

documents and records previously reserved for internal Departmental use only, to help 

take care of the children and adults in need of State services.   

State workers are provided laptop computers in order to access IMPACT from the 

field as well as from the office.  The State is currently in the process of purchasing 

laptops for investigative workers in order that they will be able to physically write upon 

and submit documents to the State via the Internet.  This allows State workers to make 

immediate and informed decisions on each case that should aid in the betterment of 

children in the State of Texas (Rivers 2006).   

However, among the problems inherent in operating this type of technology is the 

assimilation of data between the different private agencies.  Many agencies have their 

own stand-alone computerized systems and even paper-based methodologies which they 

employ to enter, verify and maintain data related to the children in their care.  And while 

some offices have been successful in largely becoming paperless (to the extent possible 

under the current laws), many agencies, particularly small agencies, rely heavily on the 
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paper files and documents received to represent any child or foster or adoptive family’s 

files.  The systems of the varying agencies seemingly accomplish the same tasks, yet they 

are wholly incompatible with each other and certainly with the IMPACT system the State 

has developed and put into statewide use (Burgess and Baumann 2006).   

In addition, there is concern among the agencies that, should privatization become 

a reality and should the IMPACT system be required to be utilized by all child placing 

agencies operating under any Independent Administrator, information shared from their 

data bases with the IMPACT system will result in a denigration of confidentiality of 

children’s information that is specifically disallowed by the federal Health and Insurance 

Portability & Accountability Act (HIPAA).  There is legitimate concern also that by 

sharing any such information, the information will become fair game to all entities in the 

social services environment of Texas and may be used to the detriment of any child or the 

agency who serves him or her (Cox 2006). 

Secondly, a real concern agencies have is the independent administrator’s ability 

to use such information to their own gain.  Under privatization, the independent 

administrator can be an agency located in that region with an interest in the foster and 

adoption business.  However the independent administrator will have administrative 

rights to that system and be able to administer payments as well as punishments 

depending on their interpretation of the data therein.  So for instance, should an agency 

not adhere closely to the standards of the independent administrator, their contract will 

not be renewed with that administrator and then those children will then reside under the 

care of the independent administrator (Cox 2006).   
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There is concern by Lighthouse Family Network executives, for example, that the 

information pertaining to the organization will essentially reside with the State in a server 

farm.  In the event then that this agency should be unable to provide those services 

needed due to unavailability of funds, all of the information pertaining to the 

organization’s activities remains readily available to be transferred to another agency 

(Cox 2006).   

Currently, Baptist Child and Family Services (“BCFS”) utilizes no computerized 

managed information system, and normally maintains paper files of the children they 

serve.  However, BFCS is in the process of moving to a managed information system 

called “Social Solutions,” which is purportedly designed to track each and every aspect of 

any child’s history in real time through an Internet based system.  No one at the agency 

knows at the current time how the existence of IMPACT will affect their move to the 

Social Solutions data base, if at all (Gibbons 2006).   

Helping Home Foster Center utilizes a managed information system called 

Kaleidoscope.  This Internet based system purportedly tracks all paperwork and outcomes 

which are desired by that agency to maintain the care of the children.  This information is 

then passed onto the State in Helping Home Foster Center s’ format.   

“If there is a problem with our interfacing our database with their database, there 

will be an answer very shortly.  There is no way I would let a database issue not let me do 

the work I would like to do” (Jones 2006).  

More than likely, Helping Home Foster Center is in the process of updating its 

databases for compatibility with the State’s IMPACT system.  “If they didn’t, they would 

die.  I would bet they have a team” (Jones 2006).  Everyone that does this sort of work 
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has taken a long hard look at what we have to do to be successful.  Helping Home Foster 

Center is one of the largest providers in San Antonio.   

Lutheran Social Services maintains an internal database and networks, but does 

not utilize an Internet based managed information system.  However, they are already 

utilizing some pieces of the IMPACT system in order to submit medical information on 

the children they serve. 

The policies and procedures in the managing of children’s information will be 

changed significantly under privatization.   

Previously, while private agencies adhered to the minimum standard’s 

requirements in reporting information on children, they still had the flexibility to create, 

setup, and maintain their own methods for reporting such information.  Under 

privatization, however, agencies will be required to change their policies and even culture 

when it comes to the reporting of information on foster and adoptive children.  Under 

IMPACT, agencies utilize a real-time Internet based system to report information and get 

paid for their services and those of their verified homes.  Although this seems, at first 

blush, like a possibly good idea, to unite under one common system to report 

information, agencies have difficulty entrusting their information over to data warehouses 

owned, operated and managed by the State.   

And while the State is tasked with focusing primarily on the investigative portion 

of the work, IMPACT, as well as the data therein, will continue to be owned, operated 

and maintained solely by the State.   

Also, due to the ever-changing minimum standards, the need to change the system 

and modify documentation therein, there remains a constant process requiring numerous 
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coding and aesthetic changes.  “How can they maintain IMPACT to adhere to the State 

minimum standards? There is no doubt that we will maintain our own system in the 

likelihood IMPACT doesn’t meet our requirements” (Cox 2006).  

There is a genuine concern that there will be a duplication of services, particularly 

in the area of data management.  Due to the inability of private agencies to comfortably 

forecast the ultimate success of privatization or the IMPACT system, all private agency 

personnel interviewed for this study stated that their organizations will continue to 

maintain their own version of records, just in case this system fails.  This may lead to a 

decrease in time caseworkers will have to spend with the children in the homes; at the 

same time, duplicate data and services to match the needs of the State will continue to be 

created and maintained.   

Concerns abound regarding ongoing training on the IMPACT systems.  On one 

hand, employees at the Department’s State office maintain that training is ongoing, 

particularly to field personnel (Burgess and Baumann 2006).  However, field 

representatives have found that training has been minimal, that the workers have 

essentially had to teach themselves and each other how to use the system, and that 

suggestions regarding the system have thus gone unanswered, and there appears to be 

little hope in the field that their concerns will ever be addressed (Rivers 2006). 

Yet, in order for changes in the reporting methods the State mandates to be 

successfully implemented, the training of employees in all private and public agencies 

will be required in order to fully utilize and realize the benefits of IMPACT.   

During the course of interviews, among the six private agencies interviewed, only 

one reported having received any training whatsoever on IMPACT.  This particular 
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training was by invitation only to the heads of agencies, and not for the workers.  In the 

training, the agency was provided a thirty-minute training session on the basics of 

IMPACT, but there were no efforts made to go into details on the various features of the 

system.  “It is definitely a ‘feel your way through it’ process.  What’s worse is we have to 

teach this to our workers, and we hardly know anything about it” (Cox 2006).  

There is a major amount of concern that training agency employees to utilize 

IMPACT or any such system will be time consuming and very inefficient.  “Our workers 

do not have degrees in technology.  We will do our best to train them, but old-time social 

workers like myself won’t be able to use this system very easily” (Cox 2006). 

Due to the privatize agencies’ lack of confidence and knowledge of the system, all 

will continue to maintain their own forms of information technology, data gathering, and 

culture.  “Although we have to use IMPACT, there is no doubt we will still keep our own 

systems.”  And while this may lead to duplication and redundancy of data in many 

agencies, most will likely find that problem at least palatable as long as they are able to 

continue their work under their own systems (Cox 2006).   

 



 

CHAPTER SIX 

Conclusions 

 

There is no question there are many positive potential results with privatizing 

foster and adoptive care in the State of Texas.  With adequate flexibility and latitude of 

funding sources, private agencies have demonstrated their ability to provide top quality 

services to the children served in these programs within the State of Texas.  

The most difficult problem with the entire process thus far has been clearly an 

issue of polarization between the State, private sector, and also the Texas Legislature. 

Instead of all sides coming together to solve the clearly identified serious issues of the 

failing system, all parties appear to have delved into self-preservation mode that has had 

the unfortunate result of redirecting the focus of privatization from the children to the 

agencies (public and private) that serve them. 

This has lead to a high level of resistance on both sides of the privatization 

equation.  The success of privatization is clearly jeopardized by the inability and 

unwillingness of the three stakeholders to come together and reach mutual consensus and 

understanding of the severity of the problems that exist and how to most effectively deal 

with them. 

Although there seems to be a moderate amount of communication between the 

public and the private sectors on the issues at hand, neither side has come openly to the 

table without fear or anger towards the other side.  The private sector feels that any 

argument or difference of opinion with State workers will be met with repercussions that 
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can cost them severely in both the short- and long-term.  The State workers feel that the 

private sector is being positioned to take their jobs, and their very livelihood.   

However, the focus was never intended by the Legislature to fall upon either of 

these parties, but on the children whom they are tasked with protecting, the ones with the 

most to gain or lose, the truest stakeholders.   

Although there is no question that both private and State agencies have a sincere 

commitment and desire to care for children of unfortunate situations who are the product 

of abuse and/or neglect and other social difficulties, the inability or unwillingness of the 

private and public sectors has resulted in huge bipolarization between them.  The needs 

of Texas’ most vulnerable children have been placed second to that of preservation of 

State and private interests. 

And while there is no guarantee that privatization will cure all the problems 

identified in the current system, for the sake of Texas’ children, both the public and 

private sectors must come to a meeting of the minds and begin to work as partners in 

these efforts to improve the quality of lives for the children in their care.  

The data collected during this study was entirely qualitative in nature.  Although 

there is no question that the professionals interviewed for this study demonstrate clear 

expertise in the field, and each hold valid opinions, there are more sides to this story than 

could be covered in this thesis.  If the experts working with the State had only had the 

ability to communicate freely during the interview process, these additional opinions 

would have then been available for inclusion in this paper.   

There is no question that there is a pervasive attitude of fear and self-preservation 

inherent within both the private and public based agencies.   
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Unfortunately, rather than focus on the changes that need to be made for the 

betterment of children, the very heart and foundation of Senate Bill 6, both private and 

public sectors continue to look after their own interests.   

Thus, the real losers in this situation continue to be the children.   

If privatization can ever succeed, both sides must revamp the way they look at 

and deal with each other, and find new ways to assist our abused population.  Only by 

doing this can the program developed be one that protects the children of this great State, 

and assures that those needs and services will be met with the interests of the children, 

the most important stakeholders of all, in mind. 

In order to better guarantee the care and safety of the foster and adoptive children 

in the State of Texas, it is up to the agencies, public and private, to put aside their 

differences and come together to aid the failing system that has had some dangerous 

results on children’s futures.  Although the privatization plan was developed with 

children’s safety and future in mind, the details of the plan were clearly established with 

political, social, and technological desires at its center.  

The Legislature, Texas Department of Family Protective Services, and the private 

agencies must discover a forum that will allow for the free flow of communication and 

ideas between them without the constant fear of reprisal.  Until all three parties can come 

together and leave their fears of change behind them, the probability of success for 

privatization may well be greatly minimized.  
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