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To The Honorable Sunset Commission 

At lightning speed the LPC Board fate is being determined and we are just now having an opportunity 
to give our input, which at this point feels like a need to defend and educate the Sunset Committee 
about our license. And, we have not had an opportunity to inject information into this process until the 
ninth hour. 

We are insulted, offended and deeply grieved by the lack of factual reporting of the Sunset Report to 
the Sunset Commission. We are delighted and thankful and relieved to expose the truth. 

Issue 1 ***The boards have had no control over the enforcement process or number ofoutstanding 
cases. DSHS hires staff including attorneys; investigators and management that makes the decisions on 
how to investigate and regulate the complaint process. Because of DSHS mismanaging appropriations 
given by the legislature the appropriate number of staff needed to perform routine functions the 
complaint process could not be handled adequately. This is no fault of the boards but ofDSHS. 
TDLR staff has no knowledge of the mental health field and is not the appropriate department to 
regulate the mental health boards. They should be grouped with the psychology board in a mental 
health agency. 

Issue 2***The LPC board executive director had authority to close complaints that were non
jurisdictional or no clear rule violation 681.16l(f). Shamefully and wrongly, making it public, the 
Sunset Report failed to read the LPC rules. 681.16l(f) If it is determined that the matters alleged in the 
complaint are non-jurisdictional, or if the matters alleged in the complaint would not constitute a 
violation of the Act or this chapter, the executive director may dismiss the complaint and give written 
notice of dismissal to the licensee or person against who the complaint has been filed the complainant, 
and the complaints committee. The other boards have not had that authority due to not being able to 
keep an executive director for more than a few years at a time. The LPC board had an executive 
director with 16 years of experience working with the board. Since 2001 there has been no board 
member involved in the investigation of complaints. The board has the authority to request further 
investigation of a complaint by the investigator if more violations are found during the initial 
investigation. 

Some of the staff at TD LR are past employees of DSHS and are the ones who caused the backlog of 
complaints due to their inability to manage properly. Abolishing the boards complaints or ethics 
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committees would only cause more harm to the public. Non-professional staff would be recommending 
actions on issues they have no knowledge of which would in tum harm the public. 

DSHS has a method of prioritizing the complaints but it was put in place by DSHS and the board had 
no input. Many times the boards would inquire about the process of prioritizing complaints but DSHS 
would only report what they wanted the boards to know, not how it was actually carried out 

Concerning the issue of the backlog of the 850 enforcement cases for all the boards, there is NO need 
to look further than the funding issue. Before we suggest a possible solution, please look at the 
structure. There were only a handful of investigators to investigate complaints for 23 boards. This 
caused a major backlog for the mental health boards. In short, this was created due to a lack of funding 
to DSHS to hire an adequate number of investigators. We believe a solution to this dilemma is to 
allow the mental health boards the same privileges as the psychology board. DSHS designed the 
mental health boards not to go to informals first. We were never informed that going to informals first 
was a option. Given that opportunity ofbeing with HHSC and staying an independent regulatory 
board will allow the backlog to go away. Going to informals first would take away the need for 
investigators to be present. Therefore, no wasted resources. 

Issue 3***News flash the BOARD does not change statutory authority. The legislature does. The 
writers of the Sunset report must have that confused. We have highly structured and stringent 
supervision guidelines because we prepare interns to enter into a career that deals with life and death 
decisions. 

It makes sense to put the mental health boards together under one umbrella - HHSC- a professional 
licensing agency. The Licensed Professional Counselor License is not an occupational license it is a 
professional license, which is a major problem with LPC being grouped under an agency like TDLR 
that only has experience with the occupational license. FOR PUBLIC SAFETY it is extremely 
important the LPC Board remain structured as an Independent Board and not be reduced to an 
Advisory Committee. 

The middle name of our license is "Licensed PROFESSIONAL Counselor". Please do not take our 
profession and tum it into an occupation. 

Glynda Corley, MA, LPC-S 
Board Chair 
Texas State Board of Examiners of 
Professional Counselors 

Steve Christopherson, MS, LPC, NCC 
Vice Chair 
Texas State Board of Examiners of 
Professional Counselors 
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From: Glynda Corley gcortey@ebcgloba!.net
Subject: LPCSUnset ... .... 

Date: octot>er 10, 2016 at 4;13 PM 
To: Glynda Corley gcorley3000®gma11.com 

ace: Glynda Corley gcorfey3000@gmail,com 

Sunset 

Interesting: NOT one remark about a group of Gubernalorial appointed volunteers caring about the safety of the public in tie State of 'rexas. 
Hundreds of hours of CARING about public safety by taking time away from family, work, using vaClltion time to attend Board meetings and 
not to mention the 001,mtless hours of reading, studying OQfTimlttea reports and llttt!lr'lding functions for &takehOlcters and Universities 
Counseling Programs representing the Board at our expense. · 

The Texas Legislature has seen fit to obviously not fund DSHS well enough, so this only affords the mMW heallti boards to have one staff 
person, an Executive Director to be over 22.000 LPC's and Interns. The community model of DHSH staff intrutruCture to help carry out the 
boards' functtona was created by DSHS and has NOT worked. The t:.o. has no authQrity over staff , with this mOdel, which has presented 
many major problems. Had !he structure of the division been different and the E.D. had their own staff. I believe, these serious problems 
WQUld not have 0¢0U1Ted. Again, laok of adequate funding from the Ulglslature and poor management from DSHS. 

11le reason tor a 60ard Attorney Is to help guide and let the Rulee Committee know the Statutes and laws when going through Rule Revisions. 
We need them doing their Job, But out Boa.rd get criticized. The two rules mentioned were oorrected immtdiately and ARE NOT In our rules. 

Rule 681. 1 s1 F did delegm authority to staff (E. O.) to dismiss baseiess and non jurf$(Jictional complaints. 

As tar as our Board protootlng lt1e public and enforcing the rules, we do care abOut the public being injured and IF sunset review sees due 
process endangered or if the investigators expose confidentiality then WG need our board attorney helping. 

Anr;i, yes whon appropriate we exercis!i using a •nondisoiplinary advisory letter" (which ts a help to tha licensee) rather than a reprimand, 
which would stay on the LPC web 8ite by the licensees name for seven years. OocasloMlly the licGnsee with a master or doctO!'aie degr99 
will turn In a paper not equlValem to tnese degrees and ttley will not be aooepted. Also, when plagiariZing occurs the paper will not be 
accepted and will nffd to b e redone. 

Most of the time Universities bring atudents from their Oounsellf\9 Programs to a Complaints or Applloa!lona/Supel'Vlslon Committee Meeting 
to ha\IQ a better understanding Of rules and supel'\/ision. This would be the only reason to explain a ruling whettier from the board or our bo6rd 
attorney. 

/ I 

Our Board has never rai!led Licensee fees to my knowledge. Going to the State Web Sites, Oklahoma's yearly tees are $80.00 annually, New 
Mexico's ill $150.00 annually and Louieiana's is $170.00 for LPC and for their BA_LPC it i1; $50.00. When attending NBGC's annual 
conference with other States Board Chairs and Executive Directors we are told our tees seem unprofesskmal. As far as rknow we have the 
lowest fees of wiy State. 

I am told we have mostly a. small number of CACREP applications. Also, any out of State CACAEP applloations will have to be checked, due 
to the fnci: they may not meet iexas requir9menta. 

I do agree and welcome some hlilalthY and helpful ohanges. I 00 NOT agree with a change to abolish the Independent boards' Into an 
acMsory committ*WS any more than I would think a medical or psychology board shoUld be abolished into an ecMsory eomrntttee. I do 
understand there would be no reimbursement or authority given tor a volunteer on an advisory committee. Ifully support the mental health 
board NEED to continue to be an independoot board with their own staff and with a different agency. It's horrifying, heart breakif\9 and 
embarrassing to us as Board Membetti to get staokG of old complaints and applications, from DSHS, to have to handle in oommtttee meetings. 
THIS has nothing to do with the good and hard work the Board Memben'I are doing as VOiunteers. 

I DO NOT AGREE WITH A MOVE TO TOLA. HHSC is a more fogicial home for the mental health boards. 

PIAaSe know the dedicated worf< that has been served by the LPC Board In keeping the publlo safe In our great State. Pleaee do not onry 
consider the criticizing and condemning. Mental health boards should halltil the same opporrunlty a& other independent boards who are 
appropriately funded and are with a well managed agency. 

Thank you fOr you lime and consideration. 

The information contained In this correspondence is confidential and/or privileged, and is intended only for the individual or entity named 
above. If tho rGad9r I& not the intended rocipient, or the iamployee or agent responsible to deliver It to the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any review, dissemination, or copying of this correspondence or the infonnation contained herein is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received thll;; in error, please nottty 512-517-5999 Immediately: Thank you. 

http:gcorley3000�gma11.com
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Deluna,Cristina (DSHS) 

From: ·SteveChristopherson <schristophersorr123@me:com > 

Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 12:25 PM 
To: Deluna,Cristina (DSHS) 

l\'lay 
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ice Chair 
exas State Board of Examiners of Professional Counselors 

Sent from my iPad 
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November 9, 2016 

Sunset Advisory Commission 
P.O. Box 13066 
Austin, Texas 78711-3066 

Christopher S. Taylor, Ph.D. LPC-S 
Professional Board Member, TSBEPC 
11300 North Central Expressway 
Suite 610 
Dallas, Texas 75243 

Re: Comments regarding Sunset Advisory Commission report for Marriage and 
Family Therapists, Professional Counselors, and Social Work Boards, November 
2016. 

Esteemed Commission Members: 

First and foremost, I would like to thank the Sunset Advisory Commission on 
the development of this detailed and in depth report regarding the Marriage and 
Family Therapists, Professional Counselors, and Social Work Boards. As this report 
was divided into three core issues my comments will be divvied as such. However, I 
would be remiss if I did not begin my response by noting the dramatic and over the 
top language and tone of this report which clearly reads as a one-sided attack on 
licensing boards and an attack on professional and public oversight. 

Issue 1: Transfer to TDLR and an Advisory Committee 

The move to the Texas Department of Licensing and Regulation would be by 
far the worst possible restructuring of the behavioral health boards possible for the 
state. Advisory boards have absolutely no authority to assist in the development, 
advancement, and security of the mental health professions. Removing the boards 
authority to govern its own profession will only serve to increase harm to Texans. 
The administrators at TDLR have little to no advanced education into the inner 
workings of psychotherapy, professional counseling, or social work. They have no 
qualifications to judge clinicians on their ability to serve the population and the 
state. While it is true that the response times to complaints and licensure has grown 
to an unmanageable rate it is unfair to place the responsibility on the boards as they 
lack the authority to hire administrative staff and investigators. The same resources 
this report suggests be given to TDLR will allow the independent boards to function 
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efficiently and effectively when housed in HHSC. These boards do not prevent 
streamlining. 

The delays discussed in Issue 1 do not stem from the boards but rather from 
the bureaucracy and financial restraints place on DSHS. I fully agree that the process 
of having the independent boards administratively attached to DSHS is not working. 
Again, this is not due to the board's inability to govern but rather the department's 
restraints in regards to funding and staffing. A prime example of the fundamental 
misunderstanding inherent in this report can be found in Issue 1: 

"In two instances the board proposed exempting professional board members from 
continuing education based on their board service, which would have provided 
professional members with an economic benefit for service." 

First, I would like to know to which instances the commission is referring 
and why that material was not provider with the report? Additionally, board 
members like my self, give up a great deal of economic stability by taking time out of 
our service to our clients and our communities by transporting ourselves to Austin, 
amongst other cities, for board meetings in service to the state. As a board member I 
have no interest in receiving any kind of compensation or credit for my service to 
the state even though I voluntarily give up eight to 12 working days a year in my 
private practice. The idea that I would develop such a rule or vote for one serves as 
an example as to how misinformed this report is in regard to these issues. Further, I 
have spent countless hours in the past year developing continuing education 
programs for free in my regional area to aid in the continued professional 
development of my community for the advancement of public safety. The fact that I 
would do this for economic advancement is a far cry from the truth. 

One of the several accounts of contradiction mentioned in this report is the 
attempt of the professional counseling board to raise professional fees for the sole 
purpose of making our fees "comparable to other behavioral health occupations." 
Currently, the professional counseling license fee is set a modest fee of $106 per 
every two years. A meager $53 per year for a professional license is completely 
affordable, provides no barriers to entry, and would fully fund the board's along 
with the department's needs should the board be allowed to keep more than 41% of 
the collected fee. As this report well stated the professional counseling fees collected 
in fiscal year 2015 totaled $1,492,076, just short of 1.5 million dollars. However, the 
board was only funded by $612,801 while the remaining $879,275 was deposited 
into general revenue for the state. The argument made within this report is that 
licensing fees will need to be increased to support the new staff and startup cost for 
TDLR. On one hand the board is reprimanded for attempting to raise licensing fees 
to cover additional costs for staff yet on the other hand this report states additional 
fees will be required to cover the cost of additional staff at TDLR. Which 
recommendation does this report intend to make clear? Should we raise fees or 
should we not raise fees? Additionally, one of the recommendations raised in Issue 3 
of this report is to remove the statutory limitations restricting the board's authority 
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to lower fees. Again, I ask, does the report intend to recommend that the boards be 
disciplined for attempt to raise fees, or that TDLR be given authority to raise fees, or 
that the fees be lowered? Further, should we lower professional fees how will this 
affect the board's already limited budget? 

Issue 2: The Boards' Dysfunction 

To begin this response I must again return to my original argument which is 
that the board is not dysfunctional and that the "waste [of] investigative resources" 
stems from the departments best efforts to use the few investigators they have 
available to service all three boards. It is true that these investigators are highly 
taxed and often unable to keep up with the expanding demand placed on them. 
However, this is not an issue the boards are able to resolve, as we do not have the 
ability to determine our own funding or hire additional staff when necessary. The 
complaints and application processes could be streamlined to aid in efficiency that 
we hope will be a by-product of the transfer to HHSC, increased staff, along with 
increased funding. 

Board members do not engage in the investigation process. Rather, our skill 
sets as clinicians and members of the professional community are enlisted to review 
complaints and the information gathered by investigators. Board members may 
request more information when necessary, however, the board is not an 
investigative body and does not attempt to act as one. Additionally, it should be 
made clear that the boards did note create the complaint committee hearing 
process. The complaints process was established by the department and DSHS 
attorneys have advised the board to followthese pre-developed procedures. The 
board has no attachment to the complaints process and remains open to developing 
a more efficient procedure. However, removing the boards for the complaints 
process will only serve to endanger the public. 

Another major issue this report offers as a contradictory recommendation is 
in regards to sanctioning and informal settlement conferences. Part of the move to 
TDLR will require the complete removal of the board's participation in the 
complaints process. Instead of utilizing the expertise of experienced mental health 
professionals the report recommends the use of a sanction matrix. While at first 
glance the use of this sort of matrix may seem to streamline the complaints process 
the report contradicts itself when it states that sanctions are regularly reduced 
when taken to an informal settlement conference. The primary recommendation of 
this report is the adoption of an informal proceeding, much like the informal 
settlement conference. By this report's own admissions this process often results in 
"deals" which radically reduce the original response. If TDLR is to generate a 
response matrix it seems the informal conference proceeding will be developed to 
help reduce the response, which will result in an increased potential harm to the 
public. Again, in one breath this report repudiates the boards while in another 
breath saying TDLR will act in a similar way just without professional and public 
oversight. While a penalty matrix may be positive step forward professional and 
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public judgment must be apart of its development and implementation as these 
cases affect people, members of the public, and not numbers on a page. 

Issue 3: Rules and Policies 

What I find most egregious in this report can be found in Issue 3 in the Time 
Limits section. The idea that candidates with degrees older than 10 years of age 
should be allowed to enter the profession without being vetted demonstrates a clear 
lack of concern for public protection. The fact that an individual can pass the 
national counseling exam is simply not enough to demonstrate their ability to keep 
up with the rapidly changing filed of mental health and fails to ensure public safety. 
Every day new studies are published and new research unearthed advancing the 
field of psychotherapy. This new knowledge is instrumental in the advancement of 
our field and our service to the public. The idea that this report does not view this to 
be a topic of concern, a topic the board should review before handing out a license, 
demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of how complex and intricate the 
filed of mental health care truly is. If this is to be the position of TDLR, as well, the 
counseling field will quickly be filled with individuals who have a 15 year old 
Human Resources degree calling themselves professional counselors. The public 
will have no way of knowing and will be found subject to outdated techniques and 
misguided theory. 

Again, this report's evaluation of supervision as "disproportionate" and 
11 cumbersome" highlights the grave misperception and the depth of 
misunderstanding. Without the internship process and without the minimum 
requirements for supervision we will have thousands of counselors with little to no 
practical skills and a public that would be at an ever-expanding risk to harm. While 
it is true that these processes can be streamlined without endangering the public it 
seems this report has a fundamental misunderstanding of why these processes are 
so complex, which is to ensure public safety. Moving the board to TDLR with 
advisory status will only serve to fan the flams of public endearment in regards to 
academic requirements, practical skills, experience and supervision for the 
therapist. 

Further, the idea that providing continuing education to individuals that 
attend board meetings primarily benefits licenses that must attend said meetings 
for "business" reasons is a sad misunderstanding of why these credits are made 
available. They are provided to only individuals that attend the board meetings 
voluntarily, not those that are required to attend. This is an incentive for those 
individuals that want to be more proactive in learning about the profession. 

Conclusion 

In summation, I find this report to be one sided and lacking in the necessary 
documents to support many of the conclusions reached. I, personally, spent well 
over an hour with Sunset staff and found none of my comments in the report. I am 
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disparaged by the lack of time I was given to craft a proper well thought-out 
response to this report and the unnecessary bourdon placed on me to attend an exit 
interview of which I knew very little about. Had I been given ample time I would 
have gladly prepared a point-by-point response for the exit interview. This report is 
more of an attack on licensing boards than it is an investigation into public safety. 
Should the boards be restructured to TDLR as advisory commissions the public will 
be left to suffer the most harm. The move to HHSC, along with increased funding, 
staff, and investigators will provide the boards with the necessary means to increase 
efficiency while ensure that public safety remains the highest regard. In short, the 
proposed move to the Health and Human Services Commission and for the 
continued use of the board as independent bodies remains the best option to ensure 
public safety and the board's ability to govern its own behavioral health profession. 

Again, I thank the Sunset Advisory Commission for their time and 
consideration in this report and in accepting my comments. I only regret that I was 
not given more time to prepare a response more deserving of the public. 

Respectfully, 

Christopher S. Taylor, Ph.D. LPC-S 
Professional Board Member 
Texas State Board of Examiners of Professional Counselors 

c: 	 Christina DeLuna, Executive Director 
Texas State Board of Examiners of Professional Counselors 
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From: Bradley, Loretta ·~=~:::::,:,,:;=~,~~~s;;;;,,e==~, 
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 3:25 PM 
To: DeLuna,Cristina {DSHS) 
Cc: Bradley, Loretta 
Subject: Sunset Commission Report 

I am a new member of the Texas Board of Examiners of Professional Counselors. Further, I have been a 

Counselor Educator in Texas for more than 20 years. Additionally, I hold the LPC and LPC-Supervisor 

credentials/licenses. 

My statements below are based on my reading of the Sunset Advisory Commission Staff Report as well as 

my observations as an LPC-Supervisor and during Board meetings. 

First let me say that I appreciate the Commission spending the time and effort to write a thorough report. 

While there are aspects of the report with which I agree, I do not agree with many of the 

recommendations. 

My comments are listed as follow: 

1. I believe that the Boards should remain as autonomous boards. These Boards serve a different group 
of clients with diverse professional needs. 
2. I disagree with the recommendation that the Boards should be placed under TDLR for many reasons, 
the most salient being: 

The Texas Board of Examiners of Professional Counselors works with some of our most fragile 
and disenfranchised citizens. In contrast, the Texas Department of Licensing and Regulation (TDLR) 
has no experience in working with these individuals. In addition, TDLR has no experience in regulating 
health or mental health professions. For me this is a vital issue, and following my review of the report, 
this issue appears to have been neglected. 
3. In my reading of the report, it is my impression that the report failed to address an important issue 
(perhaps the most important issue), namely that of allocation of resources. My impression is that a very 
fundamental issue has been omitted. Specifically DSHS has not allocated sufficient resources for the 
Board to operate. The DSHS staff with whom I have worked are competent, caring workers, however, 
there are not enough staff for them to do their work. If DSHS had provided the needed financial 
resources, then I do not believe that the problems cited in the report would have existed. 

Loretta J. Bradley, PhD, LPC, LPC-S, NCC 



Deluna,Cristina (DSHS) 

Front · Brerfda compagnone- <compagouslriess@yahoo.com>· ··· 


Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 12:29 PM 

To: Deluna,Cristina (DSHS) 

Subject: Re: TSBEPC: Immediate - Review/Response to Sunset Staff Report pr Board Chair Corley 


Cristina, 

I am concerned with Sunsets recommendations. It makes us sound like the complaints and rules committee did a lousy 

job. It makes us sound like we are more dictators than board members. I am dumbfounded, upset and not sure what to 

say. Thafs all I have to say now. 


Very respectfully, 

Brenda Campagnone, M.Ed.LPC-S 

Consulenza Familiare, LLC. 

President 

401 Holland Avenue, apt 125 

San Antonio, Texas 78212 

(210) 790-0838 

On Nov 10, 2016, at 9:08 AM, Deluna,Cristina (DSHS) wrote: 

naorr"'""" Board 

This is reminder that I need responses 10:00 a.m. Please me know if you have 
or concerns. 

Texas State Board of Examiners Professional Counselors 
and Certification Unit 

Health Services 
Email:=~==~~===== 
Phone: 2-834-6791 
Fax: 512-834-6677 

Mail Code 1982. P.O. Box 149347 
Austin, Texas 78714-9347 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This rnmrmrnicatiPn b int.:nded Cnr the of the individual ,Jr tn wbich it is 
confidential. and exempt from disclosure under law. If you 

received this email in e!Tor lhe email. deiele and and its aHachments. If you are 
not the intended you are notified that any dissemination. distribution. or of the communication is 

From: Deluna,Cristina (DSHS) 
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2016 12:39 PM 
To: Deluna,Cristina (DSHS) 
Subject: TSBEPC: Immediate - Review/Response to Sunset Staff Report pr Board Chair Corley 
Importance: High 

Esteemed Board Members, 

1 
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Perkins,Kathy (DSHS) Kathy.Perkins@dshs.state.tx_us From: 
Subject: FW: [TACES) Wait time for license when hours are completed 

__.. Date: May 16, 2016 at 2:49 PM 
~ To: Jgfl f=ri~sf;}~Jan~TX'.CAORG 

Hello Jan, 

I appreciated our recent phone call. As I indicated, please don't hesitate to contact me in the 
future if other issues arise. And, you indicated the same for me. As such, the following email 
was forwarded to me. A lot of the points you and I discussed are included, but I would like to 
provide a couple of clarifications/points. 

At no time was the Board without an Executive Director. When Bobbe Alexander 
retired, Sarah Faszholz was appointed as the interim. While she did have multiple 
duties, she did a great job and is now helping to orient the new ED. 

I have approved my staff to continue to work overtime as they are available. Please 
note that this is not a magic bullet to the delays and creates other issues for us, such as 
for every hour they work, they earn 1% hours of overtime to take in the future. 

I have pulled staff from other parts of the Division to work basically permanently for the 
next few months; then we will re-evaluate. 

We have implemented other strategies to address the backlog, but unfortunately, we 
are currently in the busy time for most of the occupations we regulate: college 
graduations. 

In regards to writing notes about callers in their file; we do follow that practice, but only 
to keep track of communications in case questions come up in the future. It would be 
my expectation that any such notes would be professional and that my staff not, in any 
way, denigrate any licensee or applicant in a public meeting. 

The new DSHS website is targeted to go up in early June. It can't come soon enough. 

Finally, I would like to emphasize again: 

o 	 DSHS provides the LPC Program with staff, facilities, and infrastructure to 
accomplish the Board's mission and functions; we do this within the 
appropriation provided to DSHS for all Health Care Professions. 

o 	 DSHS is res onsible for the 
investigating comp amts an 

ac ion. 


o 	Any problems wit ocesses or th · ssociated timelines is the 
_Lesponsibility o SHS. TJle Board does not perform these functions and should 

1 
not be held to account for1fiem. 	 • 

Again, thanks for the recent call, Kathy 

mailto:Kathy.Perkins@dshs.state.tx_us























