
 

From: Todd R. Chipman, Ph.D.  

To: The House Child Welfare and Foster Care Committee of the State of Kansas 

Re: HB2311 Hearing on February 17, 2025 

I am here to testify on behalf of HB 2311. I wish to thank the House Child Welfare and Foster Care 
Committee and Representative Humphries for considering our perspectives concerning Kansas 
children. Your work for children and families casts a long shadow across Kansas, affecting multiple 
generations in each legislative session.  

I sometimes wonder what legislative committees were laboring in the Nebraska Unicameral in 1971 
when I was adopted as an infant. I grew up in a healthy family that enjoyed the support of a faith 
community. That faith community, in essence, adopted me. Their values and convictions made 
sense and shaped me into the man I am today. 

I have worked to pass the blessing of a safe and healthy home on to children in foster care. My wife 
and I are the bio parents of five children and have adopted two from foster care. As a pastor, my 
faith community rallied around my wife and family as we took two failure-to-thrive abused and 
neglected children into our home in 2016. Members of my faith community have mentored, taught, 
encouraged, challenged, comforted, trained, supported, and supplied my adopted daughters just 
as they did my bio children. So overwhelming was their support that I was compelled to write a 
book, Until Every Child is Home (Moody Publishers, 2019). I tell stories of faith leaders who have 
fostered and adopted and how their convictions have met the needs of vulnerable children.  

The faith community in which I was raised, the faith community that I lead, and many other such 
congregations offer loving support to families welcoming children into their homes. The individuals 
and families that constitute these communities sincerely hold their beliefs. This is the first of two 
reasons why I beseech this committee to pass HB2311. Suppose the secretary were to require an 
individual or family of faith convictions to compromise those convictions to serve the state by 
caring for vulnerable children. In that case, the secretary implicitly compromises that individual or 
family’s commitment to their faith community and support network. 

Second, suppose the secretary was to prevent otherwise eligible individuals or families from 
fostering or adopting simply because said families wish to maintain their sincerely held religious 
beliefs. In that case, the secretary will exclude a substantial number of individuals who might serve 
Kansas children. This is simply an argument from supply and demand. The demand for foster 
families is high. Why cut a large supply chain by excluding those with religious convictions about 
sexuality and gender from serving such a great need in the State of Kansas? 

Thank you for your service and patience in hearing me today. 


