
By Aaron Lamb 

At the 2021 Child Protec-

tion Law CLE, Dr. Bruce D. 

Perry will be the keynote 

speaker.  If you aren’t al-

ready familiar with the 

amazing and important 

work done by Dr. Perry, 

please allow me to intro-

duce him.   

Dr. Perry has spent 30 years as a 

clinician, researcher, and teacher 

working to advance our under-

standing of children’s mental 

health and development.  As a 

neuropsychologist, Dr. Perry has 

focused on how injuries or illness-

es of the brain affect cognitive 

functions and behaviors of chil-
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Dear Section Members, 

 

Thank you all for the work you do every day.  

It means so much to the children and fami-

lies across our vast and complex state.   

 

It is clear that the child welfare legal com-

munity is facing multiple unprecedented cri-

ses unlike any we have ever experienced.  

For the past year since the cancellation of 

our 3rd Annual Advanced Child Protection 

Law Seminar, the Child Protection Law Sec-

tion has addressed the COVID-19 pandemic 

head on.  Without question this global crisis 

has further exacerbated and exposed exist-

ing disparities in families across Texas and 

affected child welfare in dramatic ways.  Of 

particular note, families and children of col-

or have been disproportionately impacted 

by the health crisis and by an implicit bias 

that has remained pervasive for many years.   

 

Several members of the Council for our Sec-

tion have made outstanding and long-lasting 

contributions to the dialogue of these dispar-

ities, in particular State District Judge Aurora 

Martinez Jones and newly-appointed State 

District Judge Rhonda Hunter.   

 

All of the members of our Section Council 

have worked diligently over the past year to 

bring more educational opportunities and to 

open up 

the dia-

logue in 

child 

welfare 

practice.  With CLE webinars featuring such 

distinguished speakers as our own Founding 

Chair, Texas Supreme Court Justice Debra 

Lehrmann, we have examined the crisis and 

how it has affected our advocacy by providing 

free monthly seminars for Section members, 

including the following: 

 

 Handling Your CPS Cases During a Pan-

demic 

 

 Advocacy Tips for Dealing with Racial Dis-

parities in Child Welfare Cases 

 

 Recent Supreme Court Cases Child Protec-

tion Attorneys Should Know 

(Continued on page 7) 

“Without question this global crisis has 

further exacerbated and exposed existing 

disparities in families across Texas and 

affected child welfare in dramatic ways.”  

TCB 

Tiffany 

Crouch 

Bartlett:   

2020-21 Chair 

of the Child 

Protection 

Law Section of 

the State Bar 

of Texas 
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36th Supreme Court Order 

in Response to the COVID-19 Disaster 
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By Justice Debra Lehrmann 

 

On March 13, 2020, Governor Abbott issued 

a disaster declaration in response to the 

COVID-19 pandemic.  Approximately four 

hours later, the Supreme Court of Texas, 

joined by the Court of Criminal Appeals, 

used its emergency powers under Texas 

Government Code § 22.0035(b) to issue the 

first emergency order regarding 

the COVID-19 state of disaster.  

Since then, the Supreme Court has 

issued a total of 36 emergency or-

ders.   

 

The Court’s Thirty-Sixth Emergen-

cy Order (“EO 36”) was issued and 

took effect on March 5, 2021, three 

days after Governor Abbott issued 

Executive Order No. GA-34 (“GA-

34”), relating to the reopening of 

Texas in response to the COVID-19 

disaster, and several days before 

GA-34 was scheduled to take ef-

fect.  Because GA-34 did not rescind the dis-

aster declaration, the Supreme Court’s 

emergency orders remain in effect until the 

Supreme Court rescinds, amends, or allows 

the orders to expire.  This article highlights 

certain aspects of EO 36, including changes 

since the prior general emergency order. 

 

 Courts continue to have much discretion 

to modify or suspend deadlines and pro-

cedures (including those set by statute), 

except that all deadlines and procedures 

must be modified or suspended “to avoid 

risk to court staff, parties, attorneys, ju-

rors, and the public.” (EO 36, ¶ 3(a)). 

 Courts can allow or require any court par-

ticipant to participate remotely without 

consent. (EO 36, ¶ 3(c)). 

 

 Courts must allow remote participation by 

any court participant other than a juror “[u]

pon request and good cause shown.” (EO 

36, ¶ 5). This provision is new to EO 36.   

 

 Courts may take any reasonable 

action to avoid exposure, and EO 36 

makes clear reasonable action in-

cludes requiring social distancing 

and masks.  (EO 36, ¶ 3(g)).  In other 

words, courts do not have to require 

social distancing and masks, but 

they can.  

 

 EO 36 provides that courts 

“should” use reasonable efforts to 

conduct proceedings remotely. (EO 

36, ¶ 4).  This is a slightly lower 

standard than the prior general 

emergency order, which required 

courts to use reasonable efforts to conduct 

proceedings remotely.  

 

 Courts are not prohibited from having in-

person proceedings, but the local adminis-

trative district judge must consult with oth-

er judges in the county in developing 

“minimum standard health protocols” and 

“in-person proceeding schedule[s].” (EO 

36, ¶ 7)  EO 36 removed the requirement 

that courts have operating plans on file 

with the Office of Court Administration 

(“OCA”). 

(Continued on page 4) 

“In child protection 

cases, there 

continue to be 

specified limits on 

a court’s ability to 

extend the 

dismissal date in 

Texas Family Code 

§ 263.401.” 

https://open.texas.gov/uploads/files/organization/opentexas/EO-GA-34-opening-Texas-response-to-COVID-disaster-IMAGE-03-02-2021.pdf


Page 4 

36th Supreme Court Order 

(Lehrmann), cont.  

CPLS Newsletter — Spring 2021 

 The prior general emergency order pro-

hibited justice courts and municipal 

courts from holding in-person jury pro-

ceedings, including jury selection and 

jury trials.  Now, under EO 36, all courts 

may hold in-person jury proceedings if 

certain specified requirements are met:  

 

 The court wishing to conduct the in

-person jury proceeding must 

have COVID-19 communication 

protocols in place, obtain prior ap-

proval from the local administra-

tive judge, and hear all objections 

to proceeding on the record at 

least 7 days in advance of the pro-

ceeding.   

 

 The jury summons must contain 

information about health protocols 

and elicit information from pro-

spective jurors about their expo-

sure and vulnerability to COVID-

19.  The court wishing to conduct 

the in-person jury proceeding 

must excuse or reschedule COVID

-19 positive or exposed jurors and 

vulnerable jurors who request to 

be excused or rescheduled. (EO 

36, ¶ 8) 

 

 Courts continue to have the authority to 

conduct remote jury proceedings with 

certain limitations:   

 

 All courts must ensure that all po-

(Continued from page 3) 

tential and selected jurors have ac-

cess to the appropriate technology 

to participate remotely.  (OCA is as-

sisting with access issues and other 

issues related to conducting remote 

jury proceedings.) 

 

 In criminal cases where confinement 

in jail or prison is a potential punish-

ment, courts must obtain the appro-

priate waivers and consents.   

 

 In all other cases, courts must hear 

any objections to proceeding re-

motely on the record at least 7 days 

in advance of the proceeding. (EO 

36, ¶¶ 9-10) 

 

 OCA will continue to issue best practices, 

but not the mandatory Court Operation 

Guidance they have been issuing.  (EO 36, 

¶ 11). 

 

 In child protection cases, there continue to 

be specified limits on a court’s ability to 

extend the dismissal date in Texas Family 

Code Section 263.401. (EO 36, ¶ 3(b)) 

 

 In child custody matters, possession and 

access are not affected by shelter-in-place 

orders or pandemic-related school clo-

sures. (EO 36, ¶ 12) 

 

To view all of the Court’s emergency COVID-

19 orders in full please click on either of the 

following links, 2020 or 2021.   

  

≈CPLS≈ 

“The people’s good is the 

highest law.”  
-Cicero 

https://www.txcourts.gov/supreme/administrative-orders/2020/
https://www.txcourts.gov/supreme/administrative-orders/2021/
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There is a joke about a farmer who finds an 

abandoned puppy along a country road and 

decides to bring him home.  The puppy 

won't stop his yapping, so the farmer names 

him “Lawyer.”  The farmer trains “Lawyer” 

to be an amazing hunting dog, and people 

begin to borrow “Lawyer” to go on hunting 

trips.  One day a guy stops by the farm and 

asks to borrow “Lawyer” for his hunting trip, 

but the farmer says, “I can't do that.  He's 

worthless."  The guy asks the farmer, “What 

do you mean?  What happened?”  The 

farmer explained, “Some guys borrowed 

him for a two-week hunting 

trip and forgot his name, so 

they started calling him 

“Judge.”  Now all he does is 

sit on his butt and bark at the 

other dogs ....”   

 

I have had a chance to test the 

parameters of that joke, since 

I recently accepted employ-

ment as a Regional Attorney 

for the Texas Department of 

Family and Protective Ser-

vices after retiring in 2019 

from serving 18 years as an Associate Judge 

in a child protection court in Central Texas.   

 

Now, please don't get nervous. My percep-

tions of judges hasn't changed. And here is 

my disclaimer: Since I have practiced in 

front of six different judges from the time I 

began work as a Regional Attorney, and will 

continue to practice in front of judges, I am 

not stupid enough to say anything that is go-

ing to alienate me from their good graces. 

(Well, maybe I should say alienate me “even 

more" from their good graces.) 

But there is a different perspective when you 

are standing in front of the bench, instead of 

sitting behind it, even when all of this is hap-

pening virtually, which is another story.  One 

of the changing realities is that judges make 

you nervous, unless you are one.  It is like the 

entire time you are in court, no matter how 

prepared you are, you are always waiting for 

the other shoe to drop.  You usually expect the 

judge will believe you are not prepared, take 

too long questioning a witness, or that you for-

got to put in a piece of evidence he expected.  

And you always know you will be admonished 

for your failures, either in a less-than-kind 

way, or in a way that makes you 

feel foolish and inept in front of 

your client and other attorneys.   

 

Attorneys who regularly appear 

in front of judges aren’t the only 

ones, however, who live in con-

stant fear, and that is particularly 

true in child protection cases.  

Child protection cases typically 

require its busiest participants, 

caseworkers, to regularly ap-

pear before a judge to accurate-

ly recite numerous facts, process-

es and updates in each of their many cases. 

Judges likely don't truly understand all the dif-

ficulties and complexities behind those case-

worker responsibilities.  And, of course, to be 

fair, caseworkers likely don’t understand or 

appreciate the difficulties and complexities 

experienced by judges in these cases.  I don't 

know if this is true for all of my judicial col-

leagues, but I was never afraid of anyone who 

appeared in my court, even the parents whose 

children were removed from their homes by 

my court orders.  I also generally knew peo-

ple feared judges, and probably knew case-

(Continued on page 6) 

“But in child protection 

cases, judges must be 

cognizant that the need for 

compassion and 

encouragement is 

necessary not only for the 

parents but also for 

caseworkers.”   
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workers felt that pressure, but I don’t be-

lieve I truly realized the extent caseworkers 

feared judges.   

 

It is probably understandable that if a case-

worker knows you are no longer a judge, or 

doesn't know you were ever a judge, as is 

the case of many of the caseworkers I work 

with now, they are more open to sharing 

their opinion of judges.  And since I have be-

gun as an attorney for the Department, case-

workers have shared their thoughts with me.  

And whether they are new, or whether they 

are seasoned veterans in child protection, 

the one consistency is their fear of judges. 

 

It is a fear not only of judges, but the whole 

court process, and how they believe they 

are perceived by attorneys, other casework-

ers and the families they serve who appear 

in court with them.  They see the struggles of 

wounded children and want to share on a 

visceral level the care and compassion they 

feel working to help families, but they feel 

almost tongue-tied and dumbfounded by the 

legal process and the stiff questions of pros-

ecutors and the usually angry questions by 

parents' attorneys.  They usually feel their 

deepest concerns in a case will never be 

heard or will be misconstrued under the 

barrage of pressured answers and unfair fo-

cus on their job performance rather than the 

situation of the child.  Given such fears, it is 

not surprising when a caseworker feels 

judges are only concerned with the techni-

calities and mystery of “the law” rather than 

the best interest of the children.   

 

Also, as judges, we are usually able to put 

(Continued from page 5) 

the daily toil of the bench behind us when we 

go home after a long day in court, but case-

workers don’t usually have that luxury.  Their 

job entails a never-ending list of tasks and 

documentation that must be performed in 

each case they are assigned.  And, on top of 

that, everyone knows that caseworkers are 

carrying a bigger caseload than should be ex-

pected.  As such, it is not surprising that case-

worker turnover is high.   

 

And in that connection, few recognize how the 

high turnover of caseworkers creates new 

problems for the caseworkers who remain.  

Namely, the caseworkers who remain and 

have to assume responsibility over the cases 

of former caseworkers are expected to identi-

fy and fix any problem the prior caseworker 

failed to address.  If the caseworker fails to 

identify and fix that problem quickly enough 

before being required to come to court, their 

inadequacy in failing to fix the problem they 

inherited usually will become the center of at-

tention and ridicule.  Such experience likely 

would dishearten anyone, but such discour-

agement is seriously difficult for a caseworker 

who really cares.  And that is not a situation 

this process should endorse. 

 

I know. Get to the point. Well, the point is sim-

ple:  Judges needs to do a better job of being 

compassionate and understanding to case-

workers by giving encouragement whenever 

possible.  That being said, I acknowledge that 

judges may feel they can't be compassionate 

or express appreciation to caseworkers in 

court because the court’s fairness and objec-

tivity will be questioned.  At least, that is how I 

felt.  And all advice is really autobiographical 

(someone famous said that, but I don't remem-

ber who).  But in reality, if a judge tells a case-

worker he appreciates the good job demon-

strated by the caseworker’s outstanding work 

in a case, how does that result in an unfair or 

nonobjective result in the case?  Judges typi-

(Continued on page 7) 
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cally have no problem telling mothers and 

fathers who show up in court that they’re do-

ing a good job.  Why is the perspective dif-

ferent when a caseworker does good work?   

 

And, please, believe me:  I understand all 

the principals behind being a good judge – 

the moral integrity, the importance of pa-

tience and courtesy, the virtue of impartiality 

and being decisive.  But it is sometimes our 

faith as judges in our own “blind impartiali-

ty” that detaches us from the real pains, and 

yes, the real fears that those appearing be-

fore us are suffering, and it has to be bal-

anced with compassion and an understand-

ing heart.   

 

That pretty much sums it up.  I know that 

judges care.  I know that.  I have seen it and 

heard the caring that comes out of judges' 

consciousness while rubbing elbows with 

them for 18 years.  But in child protection 

cases, judges must be cognizant that the 

need for compassion and encouragement is 

necessary not only for the parents but also 

for caseworkers.  And though I hate to admit 

it, the reality is I failed in that way more often 

than I succeeded, and it haunts me. Please 

do not let it be the regret that haunts you.   

≈CPLS≈ 

(Continued from page 6) 

 My Life in Foster Care: Was Race a Factor? 

with Zoe Jones Walton 

 

 Prevention and Intervention Before Re-

moval: The Role of Lawyers 

 

 Making History with the First Termination 

Jury Trial by Zoom 

 

The pandemic has affected us all – young and 

old, rich and poor, urban and rural.  In the 

drastic changes in day-to-day life, perhaps it 

has affected our children the most.  The Child 

Protection Law Section continues to seek to 

create a dialogue of education and critical 

thinking amongst our members and, as a re-

sult of our efforts, enact change for the better 

for children and families in our courtrooms 

across Texas.  It is our hope in the Section to 

continue to build an architecture of education 

for child welfare attorneys and judges for 

both the immediate and the distant future.   

 

Seeing hundreds of lawyers, judges and poli-

cy experts gather together at our seminars 

and webinars to find solutions to make life 

better and safer for the children and families 

in our state is truly inspiring and fills me with 

optimism as we move forward.   

 

We hope that this newsletter from Sandra 

Hachem and her team of authors and editors 

will further assist the communication and dia-

logue amongst our members.   

 

We have much more to do.  And with your 

continued support, energy, and enthusiasm 

as Child Protection Law Section members, we 

can do it together.   

≈CPLS≈ 

(Continued from page 2) 

A Different Perspective 

(Van Orden), cont. 
Message from the Chair 

(Crouch Bartlett), cont. 

“In recognizing the 

humanity of our fellow 

beings, we pay ourselves 

the highest tribute.”  
-Justice Thurgood Marshall 
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By Judge Bill Harris, 

 Lamar County Court at Law 

 

This paper provides the bill numbers and de-

scriptive titles of legislation relating to child 

protection issues.  Closer review of any of the 

delineated bills may be obtained by going to 

the Texas Legislature’s webpage.   

 

This paper is provided for informational pur-

poses only.  It does not reflect a position with 

respect to any of the proposed bills by the au-

thor or the Child Protection Law Section.   

 

 

HOUSE BILLS 

 

HB 68:  

Relating to the definition of abuse of a child.   

 

HB 135: 

Relating to notifying an alleged perpetrator of 

child abuse or neglect of the person's right to 

record an investigative interview.   

 

HB 147: 

Relating to the powers and duties of guardi-

ans ad litem and volunteer advocates repre-

senting children in the managing conserva-

torship of the Department of Family and Pro-

tective Services (“TDFPS”).   

 

HB 564: 

Relating to trauma-informed care for children 

in the conservatorship of the TDFPS, trauma-

informed care training for certain department 

employees, and the establishment of the 

Trauma-Informed Care Task Force.   

 

 

 

HB 565:   

Relating to required training regarding trau-

ma-informed care for certain judges and at-

torneys.   

 

HB 566:   

Relating to requiring trauma training for cer-

tain attorneys.   

 

HB 567:   

Relating to the procedures and grounds for 

terminating the parent-child relationship, for 

taking possession of a child, and for certain 

hearings in a suit affecting the parent-child 

relationship involving the TDFPS.   

 

HB 576:   

Relating to the time for rendering a final or-

der in certain suits affecting the parent-child 

relationship involving the TDFPS.   

 

HB 682:   

Relating to notifying an alleged perpetrator 

of child abuse or neglect of the person's right 

to request an administrative review of the De-

partment's findings after an investigation by 

the TDFPS.   

 

HB 702:   

Relating to minimum education requirements 

for child protective  services caseworkers.   

 

HB 722:   

Relating to payments made to certain foster 

parents. 

 

HB 1098:   

Relating to reports of child abuse or neglect 

and certain preliminary investigations of 

those reports.   

(Continued on page 9) 

https://capitol.texas.gov/Home.aspx


Volume 2, Issue 2 Page 9 

HB 1149:   

Relating to the protection of the rights of con-

science for child welfare service providers.   

 

HB 1187:   

Relating to the eligibility of a person to serve 

as a relative or other designated caregiver 

for a child.   

 

HB 1190:   

Relating to the procedures required before 

an individual’s name is added to the central 

child abuse or neglect registry.   

 

HB 1204:   

Relating to the procedures required before 

an individual’s name is added to the central 

child abuse or neglect registry.   

 

HB 1237:   

Relating to adverse disproportionalities with-

in the child protective services system.   

 

HB 1315:   

Relating to the duration of an appointment of 

a guardian ad litem or an attorney ad litem 

for a child in the conservatorship of the 

TDFPS.   

 

HB 1317:   

Relating to neglect of a child and the grounds 

for termination of the parent-child relation-

ship and possession of a child by the TDFPS. 

 

HB 1318:   

Relating to a petition or motion filed in a suit 

for termination of the parent-child relation-

ship.   

 

HB 1319:   

Relating to the time for rendering a final or-

der in certain suits affecting the parent-child 

relationship involving the TDFPS.   

 

(Continued from page 8) HB 1387:   

Relating to the storage of firearms and am-

munition in the same locked location in cer-

tain foster homes.   

 

HB 1641:   

Relating to the rights of a foster parent.   

 

HB 1790:   

Relating to the notice provided to certain in-

dividuals on termination of the parent-child 

relationship and on placement of a child in 

the managing conservatorship of the TDFPS.   

 

HB 1843:   

Relating to emergency possession of certain 

abandoned children by designated emer-

gency infant care providers.   

 

HB 2055:   

Relating to investigations of child abuse and 

neglect and the procedures for adding 

names to or removing names from the central 

registry of child abuse and neglect.   

 

HB 2058:   

Relating to age-appropriate normalcy activi-

ties for children in the managing conserva-

torship of the state.   

 

HB  2123:   

Relating to requiring training in cultural com-

petence for certain employees of the TDFPS.   

 

HB 2153:   

Relating to the definition of abuse of a child.   

 

HB 2200:   

Relating to certain procedures in suits affect-

ing the parent-child relationship involving 

the TDFPS.   

 

HB 2286:   

Relating to the waiver of fees and costs asso-

ciated with driver education and safety 

(Continued on page 10) 

http://www.legis.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=87R&Bill=HB1237
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courses and driver's license examinations for 

foster children or youth, former foster chil-

dren or youth, and youth experiencing 

homelessness.   

 

HB 2298:   

Relating to notifying an alleged perpetrator 

of child abuse or neglect of the person's 

rights in connection with an investigation 

conducted by the TDFPS.   

 

HB 2308:   

Relating to procedures in certain suits affect-

ing the parent-child relationship filed by the 

TDFPS.   

 

HB 2550:   

Relating to services provided by the TDFPS.   

 

HB 2551:   

Relating to certain placements for children in 

the conservatorship of the TDFPS.   

 

HB 2552:   

Relating to certain TDFPS procedures during 

an investigation of child abuse or neglect.   

 

HB 2528:   

Relating to the contracting authority of the 

Health and Human Services Commission for 

the volunteer advocate for children program.   

 

HB 2536:   

Relating to neglect of a child and the grounds 

for termination of the parent-child relation-

ship and possession of a child by the TDFPS.   

 

HB 2632:   

Relating to the Preparation for Adult Living 

Program and other services for foster chil-

dren transitioning to independent living.   

 

 

 

(Continued from page 9) 

HB 2680:   

Relating to certain procedures relating to 

children placed under a parental child safety 

placement.   

 

HB 2712:   

Relating to the admissibility of certain evi-

dence in a suit affecting the parent-child re-

lationship.   

 

HB 2737:   

Relating to notifying an alleged perpetrator 

of child abuse or neglect of the person's 

rights in connection with an investigation 

conducted by the TDFPS. 

 

HB 2924:   

Relating to certain grounds for the involun-

tary termination of the parent-child relation-

ship.   

 

HB 2932:   

Relating to certain procedures in suits affect-

ing the parent-child relationship filed by the 

TDFPS.   

 

HB 2970:   

Relating to contacting certain relatives of a 

child in the managing conservatorship of the 

TDFPS.   

(Continued on page 11) 

“Laws are like sausages.  

It is better not to see 

them being made.” 
-Otto von Bismarck 

http://www.legis.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=87R&Bill=HB2550
http://www.legis.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=87R&Bill=HB2551
http://www.legis.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=87R&Bill=HB2552
http://www.legis.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=87R&Bill=HB2528
http://www.legis.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=87R&Bill=HB2536
http://www.legis.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=87R&Bill=HB2632
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HB 3011:   

Relating to the contents of a petition in cer-

tain suits affecting the parent-child relation-

ship.   

 

HB 3035:   

Relating to the evaluation of family-based 

safety services.   

 

HB 3041:   

Relating to the procedures and grounds for 

taking possession of a child and authorizing a 

family preservation services pilot program 

as an alternative to removal in suits affecting 

the parent-child relationship.   

 

HB 3103:   

Relating to creating a database of individuals 

found by the TDFPS to have abused or ne-

glected a child two or more times.   

 

HB 3127 (identical to SB 1156):   

Relating to contracts for family support ser-

vices.   

 

HB 3231:   

Relating to the rights and duties of parents 

and the protection of parental rights in suits 

affecting the parent-child relationship. 

 

HB 3245:   

Relating to eliminating the court-appointed 

advocates.   

 

HB 3379:   

Relating to the duty to report child abuse and 

neglect.   

 

HB 4041:   

Relating to a suicide prevention policy in res-

idential child-care facilities and child-placing 

agencies.   

 

(Continued from page 10) HB 4055:   

Relating to reporting and investigating cer-

tain cases of child abuse or neglect involving 

a pregnant woman's use of a controlled sub-

stance.   

 

HB 4244:   

Relating to the appointment of a representa-

tive payee or fiduciary for a child in the con-

servatorship of the TDFPS.   

 

HB 4324:   

Relating to preventing discrimination in fos-

ter care.   

HB 4446:   

Relating to a program to provide certain chil-

dren with character development opportuni-

ties, career advancement assistance, and ac-

cess to certain extracurricular and wellness 

services.   

 

HB 4476:   

Relating to assessment and oversight of chil-

dren placed by the TDFPS in a residential 

treatment center.   

 

HB 4479:   

Relating to employee caseload-limit goals for 

child and adult protective services and child-

care licensing services and call processing 

goals for certain of those services.  

 

HB 4476:   

Relating to assessment and oversight of chil-

dren placed by the TDFPS in a residential 

treatment center. 

 

 

SENATE BILLS 

 

SB 52:   

Relating to age-appropriate normalcy activi-

ties for children in the managing conserva-

torship of the state.   

 

(Continued on page 12) 
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SB 185:   

Relating to the time for rendering a final or-

der in certain suits affecting the parent-child 

relationship involving the TDFPS.   

 

SB 443:   

Relating to emergency possession of certain 

abandoned children by designated emer-

gency infant care providers.   

 

SB 452 :   

Relating to prevention and early intervention 

programs and practices.   

 

SB 642:   

Relating to the provision of mental health ser-

vices for certain children at risk of relin-

quishment.   

 

SB 647:   

Relating to notifying an alleged perpetrator 

of child abuse or neglect of the person's 

rights in connection with an investigation 

conducted by the Department of Family and 

Protective Services.   

 

SB 904:   

Relating to requiring trauma training for cer-

tain attorneys.   

 

SB 910:   

Relating to implementation options for the 

provision of community-based family preser-

vation services and certain other health and 

human services by certain state agencies or 

contractors and to the repeal of a prior pilot 

program for family-based safety services.   

 

SB 1084:   

Relating to the Preparation for Adult Living 

Program and other services for foster chil-

dren transitioning to independent living.   

 

 

(Continued from page 11) SB 1109:   

Relating to requiring public schools to pro-

vide instruction and materials and adopt pol-

icies relating to the prevention of child 

abuse, family violence, and dating violence.   

 

SB 1156 (identical to HB 3127):   

Relating to contracts for family support ser-

vices.   

 

SB 1528:   

Relating to prevention and early intervention 

services by the TDFPS.   

 

 

SB 1575:   

Relating to assessment and oversight of chil-

dren placed by the TDFPS in a residential 

treatment center.   

 

SB 1576:   

Relating to the procedures and grounds for 

taking possession of a child and authorizing a 

family preservation services pilot program 

as an alternative to removal in suits affecting 

the parent-child relationship.   

 

SB 1578:   

Relating to the use of opinions from medical 

professionals in making certain determina-

tions relating to the abuse or neglect of a 

child.   

 

SB 1603:   

Relating to the procedures required before 

an individual's name is added to the central 

child abuse or neglect registry.   

 

SB 1628:   

Relating to the authority of the division of the 

ombudsman for children and youth in foster 

care.   

 

 

 

(Continued on page 13) 
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SB 1672:   

Relating to investigations of child abuse and 

neglect and the procedures for adding 

names to or removing names from the cen-

tral registry of child abuse and neglect.   

 

SB 1897:   

Relating to the appointment of attorneys ad 

litem for children in the managing conserva-

torship of this state and funding those attor-

neys ad litem through an instant-ticket lot-

tery.   

 

SB 2015:   

Relating to neglect of a child and the grounds 

for termination of the parent-child relation-

ship and possession of a child by the TDFPS.   

SB 2033:   

Relating to reports of child abuse or neglect 

and certain preliminary investigations of 

those reports.   

 

SB 2049:   

Relating to guardians ad litem for children 

who are in the juvenile justice system and the 

child protective services system.   

 

SB 2054:   

Relating to the waiver of fees and costs asso-

ciated with driver education and safety 

courses and driver's license examinations for 

foster children or youth, former foster chil-

dren or youth, and youth experiencing 

homelessness.   

 

SB 2067:   

Relating to a plan to address the substitute 

care capacity needs in certain Department of 

Family and Protective Services regions.   

 

≈CPLS≈ 

(Continued from page 12) 

Dr. Bruce Perry, Keynote 

Speaker, cont. 

dren.  Through his neuroscience research, 

Dr. Perry has examined the effects of prena-

tal drug exposure, neglect, and abuse on 

brain development.  With a focus on high-

risk children, Dr. Perry’s work has been sig-

nificant in determining and describing how 

childhood experiences, particularly those 

that are adverse, change the biology of the 

brain.   

 

Dr. Perry’s work to help children does not 

end in the laboratory.  Using the knowledge 

gained through his integration of develop-

mental neuroscience with clinical practices 

to aide at-risk children and their caregivers, 

the Neurosequential Approach was devel-

oped.  The Neurosequential Model can be 

applied in areas of caregiving, education, 

and in planning therapeutic interventions.  

Using real-life problem solving with foster 

and adoptive families, this practical ap-

proach has been successful in helping care-

givers better understand trauma, and their 

children.   

 

To learn more about Dr. Perry and his in-

credible work, he has written several books, 

including, “The Boy Who Was Raised as a 

Dog:  And Other Stories from a Child Psy-

chologist’s Notebook,” “Born for Love: Why 

Empathy Is Essential—And Endangered,” 

and his upcoming book written with Oprah 

Winfrey, “What Happened to You? Conver-

sations on Trauma, Resilience, and Healing.”  
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By  Robert J. Hazeltine-Shedd, 

 Assistant Harris County Attorney 

 

This article discusses the use of § 264.203 of 

the Texas Family Code in child protection 

proceedings brought by the Texas Depart-

ment of Family and Protective Services.  This 

section allows a court, on request of the De-

partment, to order a parent, managing con-

servator, or other member of a child’s house-

hold to participate in services the Depart-

ment provides in order to alleviate the ef-

fects of abuse or neglect that has occurred, 

or to reduce the likelihood that a child may 

be abused or neglected in the immediate or 

foreseeable future.1  If a person fails to par-

ticipate as ordered, the court may impose 

appropriate sanctions to protect the child, 

including the removal of the child as speci-

fied by Chapter 262 of the Family Code.2  

One apparent purpose of this provision is to 

allow the Department to provide services to 

a family in the effort to make a child safe ra-

ther than removing the child from the home. 

The alternative process, outlined in Chapters 

262 and 263 of the Family Code, involves 

granting the Department temporary manag-

ing conservatorship to secure the child’s 

safety while the court orders the parents to 

do services in a suit that could result in im-

pairing parental rights under a limited 

timeframe.3   

 

I remember several years ago when I repre-

sented the Department in proceedings at the 

trial level, the judge to whose courtroom I 

was assigned made it clear he did not favor 

petitions filed under § 264.203.  His objec-

tion, as I recall, was that these petitions by 

their nature involved parents who had al-

ready refused to cooperate or participate in 

services the Department had offered them.4  

Too frequently, he believed, parents who re-

fused to cooperate with the Department 

would refuse also to cooperate with the 

court.  So, filing a petition for services failed 

to improve the situation, but would lead ei-

ther to a dismissed suit or a removal under 

Chapter 262 and then, essentially, the begin-

ning of another case in which the parents 

would, again, be ordered to participate in 

services.5  Meanwhile, the children involved 

would have their experience under the De-

partment’s supervision extended, and their 

permanency delayed.   

 

I understood the judge’s point but have al-

ways hesitated to condemn the practice of 

filing petitions under § 264.203.  The facts of 

child protection cases often blur together 

given the volume that flows through the 

courts, but I learned from my own mistakes 

that treating each case like one you’ve seen 

before too often precludes consideration of 

creative solutions that might lead to family 

reunification rather than termination of pa-

rental rights.  The legislature plainly intend-

ed § 264.203 of the Family Code to offer one 

such possible solution.6  That said, there are 

concerns regarding the provision that in 

some ways support my former judge’s objec-

tions to utilizing the statute.   

 

First, the language is not easy to construe. 

The statute clearly authorizes the Department 

to petition the court, and the court to make 

orders requiring a parent, managing conser-

vator, or other member of the child’s house-

hold to participate in services.  However, it is 

unclear what proof is necessary to support 

the courts making such an order.  The statute 

(Continued on page 15) 
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states the purpose of the services must be 

“alleviating the effects of the abuse or ne-

glect that has occurred,” or, “reducing the 

likelihood that the child may be abused or 

neglected in the immediate … future.”7  So, 

presumably, the Department must prove that 

abuse or neglect has occurred or is soon 

likely to occur. The passive phrasing of this 

language, however, leaves open the ques-

tion of whether the Department must prove 

who perpetrated the abuse, or if only those 

who participated in harming the child could 

be subject to an order requiring them to par-

ticipate in services.  Given the primary pur-

pose of the statute is to alleviate the effects of 

or prevent imminent harm to a child, it is 

conceivable under the language of the stat-

ute that members of the child’s household 

who never hurt the child could still play a 

role in aiding or protecting the child, and 

thus be ordered to participate in services.  

Additionally, the statute allows the court to 

“impose appropriate sanctions in order to 

protect the health and safety of the child” 

should the person ordered to participate in 

services fail to comply.8  This provision, how-

ever, again fails to clarify whether only those 

involved in harming the child could be sub-

ject to such sanctions.   

 

Furthermore, it is not entirely clear in the law 

how a person ordered under § 264.203 to 

participate in services might seek appellate 

review.  The rules covering the finality of 

judgments are easily stated but often not as 

easily applied.9  In general, one may appeal 

only from final judgments or if specifically 

allowed by statute from interlocutory or-

ders.10  And, a judgment is deemed final if it 

“actually disposes of every pending claim 

and party or…clearly and unequivocally 

states that it finally disposes of all claims and 

parties.”11  For present purposes, assuming 

the Department files a petition in which the 

(Continued from page 14) only relief it requests is an order requiring a 

parent to participate in services under § 

264.203, a judgment granting that request 

and putting in place such an order would ap-

pear to finally dispose of all claims and par-

ties.  Under those circumstances, a parent 

subject to such an order should have the 

right to appeal it.  

 

Nonetheless, the only two appellate courts to 

have confronted that circumstance disagree.  

In 2018, the El Paso Court of Appeals issued a 

brief decision addressing a party’s attempt 

to appeal an order requiring him to partici-

pate in services pursuant to § 264.203.12  

Without discussion, the court announced its 

finding that the order was interlocutory, and 

therefore, not subject to appeal.13  There is 

little to glean from this decision as it fails to 

indicate the basis for its finding. It is possi-

ble, presumably, that the suit involved other 

claims left unresolved by the trial court’s or-

der.  As it stands, however, the opinion sheds 

little light on the question of why an order 

rendered under § 264.203 is not final.   

 

The Court of Appeals in Amarillo came to the 

same conclusion in 2019 in a similarly brief 

opinion.14  In that case, a mother also at-

tempted to appeal an order rendered under 

§ 264.203, requiring her to participate in the 

Department’s services.  Similar to El Paso’s 

opinion, the Amarillo court’s opinion is 

sparse.  Without analysis it states, “An order 

directing a parent to participate in child and 

family services pursuant to §264.203 of the 

Family Code is not a final order or an order 

that is subject to interlocutory appeal.”15  As 

a basis for this conclusion, the Court cited 

only to the earlier El Paso decision.  There is 

one lone sentence in the Amarillo opinion 

that distinguishes it from the El Paso case, 

but not one that provides much more clarity.  

It states that the trial court’s order “also 

scheduled further hearings on the matter.”16  

(Continued on page 16) 
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This fact should not make the court’s order 

interlocutory.  By necessity, trial courts that 

order parents to participate in services will 

schedule ongoing hearings to monitor the 

parents’ progress and enforce their orders.  

But retaining jurisdiction to enforce an order 

should not preclude finality of the order for 

purposes of appeal.17   

 

The language of § 264.203 thus leaves some-

thing to be desired.  Clearer drafting with 

well-defined elements and remedies would 

likely invite increased reliance on the stat-

ute.  As it is written, it has always struck me 

as something of a misunderstood second 

cousin in the family of interventions the De-

partment has at its disposal.  Getting to know 

it better, however, reveals a purpose and po-

tential worth consideration in the effort to 

make families whole.   

 

It was enacted in 1989 as part of a senate bill 

that added subchapter C to what was then 

chapter 34 of the Texas Family Code.18  The 

subchapter, called “Child and Family Ser-

vices,” was intended to respond to a need 

identified by the Senate Select Committee on 

Juvenile Justice to address gaps in services 

for abused and neglected children and runa-

way youth.19  A clear part of the purpose of 

this bill was to set in place services that 

would maintain family unity.  Among the 

Committee’s recommendations was that the 

Department establish minimum standards for 

the services it provides, and develop out-

come measures to determine which services 

are most effective in preventing and treating 

the effects of abuse.20  One provision enacted 

as part of the subchapter with language that 

remains in the statute today states:  

 

When the Department provides 

services directly or by contract 

to an abused child and the 

(Continued from page 15) child’s family, the services shall 

be designed to prevent further 

abuse, to alleviate the effects of 

the abuse suffered, to prevent 

removal of the child from the 

home, and to provide reunifica-

tion services when appropriate 

for the return of the child to the 

home.21   

 

In line with the intent to intervene early and 

maintain children in their homes, the bill’s 

analysis talks about identifying pre-

delinquent behavior in young children and 

addressing circumstances in which parents 

refuse to allow children back into their 

homes.  It also describes that, at that time, 

child abuse cases were simply closed when 

parents refused services offered them by the 

Department, and discusses the Committee’s 

recommended solution to authorize courts to 

require parents to participate.  Moreover, the 

provision at that time did not include remov-

ing children from their homes as a possible 

sanction should parents fail to cooperate.22   

Rather, it empowered courts to impose com-

munity services as a sanction for contempt.23  

It is plain from this analysis that the Senate 

Committee’s focus was prevention, support-

ive intervention, and family preservation.   

 

There have only been minor amendments to 

the statute since it was enacted, but what indi-

cation those amendments provide demon-

strate that the purpose of the provision has 

largely remained consistent.24  In 1995, § 

264.203 was modified only slightly as part of 

Senate Bill 262, enacted as part House Bill 

655, which recodified Title 2 of the Family 

Code.25  However, the minor change to § 

264.203 was made as part of a greater effort to 

keep families together.  The analysis attached 

to the legislation noted that at that time a De-

partment representative or other person au-

thorized by the statute to remove a child was 

(Continued on page 17) 
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not required to make efforts to place the 

child in the child’s home.26  Moreover, the 

Department was not required during an in-

vestigation of abuse or neglect to attempt to 

keep the child in his or her home should cri-

sis-intervention be necessary.27  The changes 

implemented by this Bill therefore prioritized 

keeping families together, making “every 

reasonable effort to place the child in the 

child’s home,” and “maintenance of the par-

ent-child relationship.”28   

 

Later, a 2005 amendment to the provision 

was, again, only one small part of more ex-

tensive bill.  That year, S.B. 6 was enacted to 

address widespread problems in “the State’s 

existing systems for protecting children and 

vulnerable adults from abuse and neglect.”29  

More specifically, the stated purpose of the 

bill was to “strengthen investigations, sup-

port quality casework, improve the effective-

ness of ongoing services, increase private 

sector involvement, build community part-

nerships, improve management and account-

ability, and support families’ rights.”30  As 

part of this bill, § 264.203 was amended to 

remove from its possible sanctions that a par-

ent could be ordered to participate in com-

munity supervision, and to add instead the 

option to  remove the subject child as al-

lowed under Chapter 262 of the Family 

Code.31  The specific purpose of this compar-

atively small change was not detailed in the 

several hundred pages of legislation and 

analysis attached to the bill.  And, on its face 

including removal of a child as a sanction ap-

pears to undercut the original intent of the 

provision to compel participation in services 

in order to avoid family separations.   

 

However, the change suggested an alternate 

use for the provision that fell in line with its 

original intent.  Rather than encourage re-

moving children from parents, the inclusion 

(Continued from page 16) of removal as a sanction should parents fail to 

comply with ordered services indicated that a 

petition for an order under § 264.203 might 

instead be used to avoid removals.32  In other 

words, if there were insufficient evidence to 

support removing a child, then the court 

would not be able to impose that sanction if a 

parent failed to comply with ordered ser-

vices.  The only time that sanction would be 

appropriate is when the Department discov-

ered evidence that supported a removal.  In 

that circumstance, rather than remove the 

child, it could instead request an order for the 

parents to participate in services and put in 

place support services that might preserve 

the family unit.  If the intervention were suc-

cessful, then what might have been a lawsuit 

involving removal and the potential termina-

tion of parental rights would be avoided.  If 

the services were unsuccessful, then the De-

partment could move forward with removing 

the child if necessary to keep the child safe.   

 

The most recent amendments to the statute 

made in 2007 demonstrate the same, continu-

ing intent that it be used as an alternative to 

removing children and placing them outside 

their homes.33  That year, the analysis at-

tached to the amending legislation indicated 

it was a follow-up to the changes enacted in 

2005 to address ongoing problems in Texas’ 

protective services and foster care systems.34  

The change to § 264.203 was to add to the stat-

ute’s purpose that it not only alleviate the ef-

fects of the abuse or neglect that have oc-

curred, but also reduce the likelihood that the 

child may be abused or neglected in the im-

mediate or foreseeable future.35  While, 

again, the intent of this change is not specifi-

cally noted in the documents attached to the 

legislation, it is plain from the language itself 

that its purpose was to broaden the utility of 

the statute and its role in preventing harm and 

providing an alternative to separating chil-

dren from their families and placing them in 

(Continued on page 18) 



Volume 2, Issue 2 Page 18 

the Department’s care. 

 

Following the path from the enactment of § 

264.203 as part of subchapter C, through its 

amendments, each of which was made as 

part of an effort to keep families together, to 

the language as it stands today led me to re-

think the place and purpose of this statute in 

our State’s child protection system.  Like my 

judge, the issues presented by the many 

hundreds of children and families who found 

themselves in the courtroom with me day in 

and day out sometimes blunted my desire or 

ability to consider alternative approaches.  

For practitioners in this area of the law, it is a 

useful exercise to step back from the rush of 

cases and remind oneself of the reason we 

do it and how often we succeed.  If keeping 

families together is any part of the metrics 

we use to measure that success, it follows 

that any tool which might achieve the goal of 

keeping abused or neglected children both 

safe and in their homes is one warranting se-

rious consideration.   

 

Plainly, § 264.203 is not a cookie-cutter solu-

tion for all cases in which there is evidence 

showing a child has been abused or neglect-

ed.  It, like all interventions in child protec-

tion suits, has to be thoughtfully implement-

ed given the facts of a particular case.  And, 

there are problems with the statute.  What 

proof is necessary to support its use?  Who, 

exactly, may be ordered to participate in 

services and is it necessary to show that a 

person so ordered, participated in harming 

the child?  If the parent wishes to contest the 

order, how do they?  Notwithstanding these 

concerns, however, most of which could be 

addressed with further amendments to the 

statute, § 264.203, offers an alternative, the 

potential success of which supports contin-

ued consideration as one of the many ap-

proaches the Department has at its disposal 

(Continued from page 17) for making children safe and keeping families 

whole. 

1 Tex. Fam. Code § 264.203.   

 
2 Id.   

 
3 See Tex. Fam. Code §§ 262.001, 

262.010, 262.011, 262.101, 262.102, 262.104, 

262.105, 262.113, 262.201, 263.101, 263.102, 

262.103, 263.105, 263.106, 263.201, 263.304, 

and 263.401.    

 
4 The Department’s policy handbook 

states that caseworkers may seek a court or-

der for participation in services when a family 

has already refused or is not cooperating with 

the Department’s services, or the weight of 

the court’s authority would likely increase the 

family’s willingness to participate.  Texas De-

partment of Family and Protective Services, 

Child Protective Services Handbook, § 5160, 

at this link.   

 
5 The statute states expressly that, if the 

person fails to participate fails as ordered, the 

court may impose appropriate sanctions in-

cluding the removal of the child under Chap-

ter 262.  See Tex. Fam. Code § 263.101 

(requiring the Department to create a family 

service plan for parents who children were 

placed in the Department’s temporary man-

aging conservatorship).   

 
6 See Tex. C.S.S.B. 262, 74th Leg., R.S. 

(1995); Act of April 10, 1995, 74th Leg., R.S., 

ch.20, § 1, Tex. Gen. Laws 279 (noting that, 

until that point, there was no law requiring the 

Department to make efforts to keep the child 

in the home should the Department determine 

that abuse has occurred, or crisis intervention 

is necessary).   

 

(Continued on page 19) 
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7 Tex. Fam. Code § 264.203(a)(1).   

 
8 Id. at (c).   

 
9 See, e.g., Lehmann v. Har-Con Corp., 

39 S.W.3d 191, 195 (Tex. 2001) (“From the 

beginning, however, certainty in determin-

ing whether a judgment is final has proved 

elusive.”).   

 
10 Id. at 195; Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code 

§ 51.014.   

 
11 The Court applied this statement of the 

rule to a situation in which an order is ren-

dered without a traditional trial on the merits.  

Lehmann v. Har-Con Corp., 39 S.W.3d at 205.  

While a hearing held on a request by the De-

partment for a parent to participate in ser-

vices under § 264.203 may or may not take 

the form of a traditional trial on the merits, 

the rule as stated by the Court would apply 

either way.   

 
12 In re N.N., No. 08-18-00049-CV, 2018 

WL 1790483 at *1 (Tex. App.—El Paso Apr. 

16, 2018, no pet.).   

 
13 Id.   

 
14 In re A.S., No. 07-19-00093-CV, 2019 

WL 1389365 at *1 (Tex. App.—Amarillo Mar. 

27, 2019, no pet.).   

 
15 Id.   

 
16 Id.   

 
17 See, e.g., Garcia v. Tex. Cable Partners, 

L.P., 114 S.W.3d 561, 568 (Tex. App.—Corpus 

Christi 2003, no pet.) (“The retention of juris-

diction to enforce the judgment or to modify 

injunctive provisions does not preclude the 

(Continued from page 18) finality of the judgment.”).   

 
18 Act of May 31, 1989, 71st Leg. R.S., Ch. 

1265 (S.B. 1698), § 8, Tex. Gen. Laws 5852.  

The provision was recodified in 1995 and 

moved to Chapter 264 of the Texas Family 

Code.  See Texas C.S.S.B. 262, 74th Leg., R.S. 

(1995), enacted as part of Act of April 10, 

1995, 74th Leg., R.S., ch.20 (H.B. 655), § 1, 

Tex. Gen. Laws 279.   

 
19 Bill Analysis, Tex. S.B. 1698, 71st Leg., 

R.S. (1989).   

 
20 Id.; see Tex. Fam. Code § 264.202.   

 

21 Act of May 31, 1989, 71st Leg. R.S., Ch. 

1265 (S.B. 1698), § 8, Tex. Gen. Laws 5852; see 

also Tex. Fam. Code § 264.201.   

 
22 See Act of May 31, 1989, 71st Leg. R.S., 

Ch. 1265 (S.B. 1698), § 8, Tex. Gen. Laws 

5852.   

 
23 Id.   

 
24 Texas C.S.S.B. 262, 74th Leg., R.S. 

(1989), enacted as part of Act of April 10, 

1995, 74th Leg., R.S., ch.20 (H.B. 655), § 1, 

Tex. Gen. Laws 279; Act of May, 31, 2005, 79th 

Leg., Ch. 268 (S.B.6), Sec. 1.55, Tex. Gen. 

Laws 643; Act of May 29, 2007, 80th Leg., R.S., 

Ch. 1406 (S.B. 758), Sec. 20, Tex. Gen. Laws 

4822.   

 
25 The 1995 amendments deleted refer-

ences to an “abused child,” and replaced 

them instead with just the word “child.”  Act 

of April 10, 1995, 74th Leg., R.S., ch.20 (H.B. 

655), § 1, Tex. Gen. Laws 279.  Additionally, 

they altered the language regarding the pur-

pose of the statute from alleviating the effects 

of abuse” to “alleviating the effects of abuse 

that may have occurred.”  Id.  These changes 

may have been intended to broaden the utili-

(Continued on page 20) 
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ty of the statute to cover circumstances in 

which it could not be proven that abuse actu-

ally occurred, but only may have.  Regard-

less, this particular language was amended 

again in 2007 to read, as it does today, 

“alleviating the effects of the abuse or ne-

glect that has occurred; or … reducing the 

reasonable likelihood that the child may be 

abused or neglected in the immediate or 

foreseeable future.”  Act of May 29, 2007, 

80th Leg., R.S., Ch. 1406 (S.B. 758), Sec. 20, 

Tex. Gen. Laws 4822.   

 
26 Act of April 10, 1995, 74th Leg., R.S., 

ch.20 (H.B. 655), § 1, Tex. Gen. Laws 279.   

 
27 Id.   

 
28 Id.   

 
29 Act of May, 31, 2005, 79th Leg., Ch. 

268 (S.B.6), Sec. 1.55, Tex. Gen. Laws 643.   

 
30 Id.   

 
31 Id.   

 
32 The Department’s policy discusses re-

questing an order for required participation 

in services as one alternative among many to 

removing a child from the home. Texas De-

partment of Family and Protective Services, 

CPS Policy Handbook, § 5100 et seq., see 

LINK to POLICY.   

 
33 Bill Analysis, Tex. S.B. 6, 79th Leg., 

R.S., (2005).   

 
34 Id.   

 
35 Act of May 29, 2007, 80th Leg., R.S., 

Ch. 1406 (S.B. 758), Sec. 20, Tex. Gen. Laws 

4822.   
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Interested in serving on the CPLS Newsletter Commit-

tee? 

 Committee appointments last one year from Octo-

ber 1 of every year 

 Position Descriptions: 

 Editor-in-Chief (“EIC”):  Coordinates efforts 

with committee to produce the Section’s 

newsletters; assists in administrative 

tasks to ensure production of at least two 

newsletters per year.   

 Submission Editor (two needed):  Obtains 

at least two legal articles for each newslet-

ter; completes editing assignments given 

by EIC by March 1 and August 1. 

 Section-Update Editor:  Produces and pro-

motes articles about the Section, including 

pictures for historical and celebratory con-

text.   

 Technical Editor:  Coordinates with Web-

site Committee to ensure that newsletters 

are properly posted on the website; works 

with State Bar rep. and EIC to ensure 

pleasant and proper newsletter format.   

 Staff Editor (two or more needed):  Re-

views legal articles and section updates 

submitted, makes appropriate grammar 

and stylistic corrections.   

 All candidates interested in serving on the News-

letter Committee should contact Editor-In-Chief 

Sandra Hachem at  sandra.hachem@cao.hctx.net.   

https://www.dfps.state.tx.us/handbooks/CPS/Files/CPS_pg_5000.asp#CPS_5100


A Geographic Breakdown of the Membership of the 

Child Protection Law Section 

Volume 2, Issue 2 Page 21 

By  Mark Briggs, 

 Membership Chair 

 

I have included below a chart and a map 

showing the distribution of the Child Protec-

tion Law Section’s membership.  The chart 

identifies the counties with the largest mem-

bership numbers.  Unsurprisingly as it is in 

our State’s most populous county, Houston is 

strongly represented having 122 members.  

Austin is closely behind in second place with 

112 section members.  The DFW Metroplex 

and other more densely-populated areas, 

such as Lubbock and El Paso, are also well-

represented in the top 10 cities for member-

ship.  The map on the following page pro-

vides a graphical representation of our mem-

bers’ residences.   

 

While many attorneys routinely cover coun-

ties outside of their own, the Child Protection 

Law Section is always looking to grow our 

numbers so that all Texas child welfare attor-

neys can learn from one another.  If you have 

an idea of how to encourage your colleagues 

to join our new section, please reach out to 

me, Membership Chair Mark Briggs at 

mark@briggslaw.org.  
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Where We Live: 

LEGEND 

Number of 

Members: 
Dot Color: 

13 or more Red 

4-12 Purple 

2-3 Green 

1 Blue 



Newsletter Committee Contact 

Info: 

 

Sandra Hachem 

1019 Congress, 15th Fl. 

Houston, TX  77002 

 

713-274-5293 (T) 

713-437-4700 (F) 

 

sandra.hachem@cao.hctx.net 

 

OR 

CPLS Newsletter 

Committee: 

 

Editor-in-Chief: 

Sandra Hachem 

 

Articles Editors: 

Alma Benavides 

Andrea Frye 

 

Section-Update Ed.: 

Aaron Lamb 

 

Technical Editor: 

Michael Hull 

 

Staff Editors: 

Summer Benford 

Rhonda Hunter 

Sydney Keller 

Dates to Remember: 

 April 1-2, 2021:  CPLS Annual Child Protection Law Conf. (Virtual) 

 (Registration Deadline:  April 1, 2021 at 11:30 A.M.) 

 Apr. 12 — May 31, 2021:  Texas Dist. & Co. Attn’ys Crimes Against 

Children Conference (Virtual) 

 May 1-31, 2021:  Tex. Dist. & Co. Att’ys Civil Seminar (Virtual) 

 Jun. 22, 2021:  State Bar Legislative Update:  Fam. Law  

 Aug. 1, 2021:  Family Law 101 

 Aug. 2-5, 2021:  State Bar Advanced Fam. Law 

 Aug. 4, 2021:  Adv. Fam. Law Child Abuse Workshop 

 September 22-24, 2021:  TDCAA Annual Criminal & Civil Law Confer-

ence (Live) 

Please let us know: 

• If you are interested 

in contributing an 

article to the CPLS 

newsletter; 

• If you have any dates 

or information that 

you think might be 

helpful or interesting 

to our CPL Section 

members;  

• And how we’re do-

ing! 

 

 Thank You!!! 


