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Texas CASA contracted Dr. Cynthia Osborne and the Child and Family Research Partnership to 
evaluate the Collaborative Family Engagement (CFE) process and over the first six years of CFE 
implementation we evaluated numerous aspects of CFE. In the current report, we provide an 
update on the extent to which the use of the CFE approach is associated with improved 
placement and permanency outcomes on child welfare cases. We also examine the application 
of CFE and placement and permanency outcomes separately for children by race and ethnicity 
to understand if children of different races and ethnicities have similar case experiences under 
the CFE approach. This report focuses on a sample of 1,094 cases from 18 CFE sites that were 
served by a CASA volunteer in 2018 and reached a final case outcome by April 30, 2020.  

We find that the number of CFE activities used on a case is similar regardless of child race and 
ethnicity. We also find that receiving more CFE activities is associated with more kin placements 
among Temporary Managing Conservatorship (TMC) and Permanent Managing Conservatorship 
(PMC) cases and more reunifications among TMC cases. However, the CFE approach is not 
associated with the amount of time children spend in congregate care or other specialized 
settings and not associated with higher rates of permanency, including reunification, 
permanency with kin, or any permanency overall. 

Introduction and Purpose 
Texas CASA (Court Appointed Special Advocates) contracted with Dr. Cynthia Osborne and the Child 
and Family Research Partnership (CFRP) at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at The University of Texas 
at Austin to evaluate the Collaborative Family Engagement (CFE) initiative. CFE was developed and 
implemented by Texas CASA in partnership with the Child Protective Services (CPS) division of the 
Department of Family and Protective Services (DFPS), with funding provided by the 84th through 86th 
Texas Legislatures. This report presents results from our analyses of the placement and permanency 
outcomes associated with CFE. 
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What is Collaborative Family Engagement? 
CFE is a Texas-specific approach that uses the Family Finding model to increase the involvement 
of family members and fictive kin (close family friends) in child welfare cases. Ultimately, the goal 
of the initiative is to provide the Texas CPS program and the Texas CASA programs with resources 
and skills to create a network of support for families and increase legal and emotional 
permanency for children during and after their time in substitute care.   

The primary objectives of CFE are to: 

1. Strengthen collaboration between CASA programs and local CPS staff to identify family 
members and fictive kin who wish to support children in care; and 

2. Establish a lifetime network of adults who provide ongoing support to children and 
parents while they are involved in CPS cases and afterward.   

CFE is built on the theory that strengthening the partnership between CPS and CASA and 
improving efforts to locate and engage family members and fictive kin, collectively referred to 
as “connections,” will lead to increased support for the children and families on CFE cases, 
which will in turn lead to better child and family wellbeing and permanency outcomes.  

The CFE approach involves four steps: CPS and CASA collaborate through Team Meetings to 
identify and cultivate new family and fictive kin connections, who convene at Family Meetings 
to pledge support for children and families, and then connect to provide support to the children 
and their parents and/or caregivers on an ongoing basis.1 The theory of change in Figure 1 
presents the main steps of the CFE approach and the outcomes targeted by CFE. 

Figure 1: CFE Theory of Change  

Note: Connections are defined as extended family and fictive kin (close family friends) who are close to or care about the 
children and family. 
 

The CFE approach is used on cases in which the child’s parents are working toward reunification 
(TMC) as well as for children in long-term foster care, whose parental rights typically have been 
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terminated (PMC). During TMC, the CFE approach is used to locate and engage family and 
fictive kin to create a network of support for children, substitute caregivers, and parents as the 
family works toward reunification. If reunification cannot occur, the children may be placed 
permanently with a member of the support network, who may already be serving as a kin or 
foster placement. On PMC cases, CFE is used to locate and re-engage family and fictive kin 
connections who often lose contact with children when they enter foster care, to re-connect 
children with important relationships, to look for permanent homes, and to provide support for 
older teens who are preparing to age out of care and begin living independently.  

CFE began at three local CASA programs in Texas in Fiscal Year 2016 and has rolled out progressively 
to more programs across the state each year. Currently, 51 CASA programs implement CFE and at 
least 8 new programs plan to begin implementing CFE in Fiscal Year 2022. 

CASA and CPS leadership at each CFE site work together to select a portion of cases with a CASA to 
receive the CFE intervention. Sites choose how many cases will receive CFE and develop their own 
process for selecting cases for CFE, including whether they prioritize CFE for TMC or PMC cases.  

Child Welfare in Texas 
Child Protective Services (CPS) 
In Texas, the CPS program within the Department of Family and Protective Services (DFPS) is 
responsible for providing services to children and families in their homes, placing children in 
foster care, providing services for youth in foster care, and placing children in adoptive homes.2  

In Fiscal Year 2020, of the 68,461 children with confirmed investigations of abuse or neglect 
statewide,3 DFPS removed 16,522 children from their homes.4 After Child Protective 
Investigations (CPI) takes legal custody of a child, CPS places the child in Temporary Managing 
Conservatorship (TMC), also known as substitute care, and for this period children live with 
relatives (kinship care) or in foster care. Parents have approximately 12 months to complete 
court-ordered services and plan for permanent placement. The primary goal during this period 
is to return the child to parental custody if the parent complies with the service plan and CPS 
determines it is safe. Legally, this case outcome is referred to as reunification.  

When reunification is not possible, CPS begins pursuing an alternative permanent placement for 
the child, which could include placement with a relative, adoption, or permanent custody granted 
to DFPS. If the child cannot safely return home and the child is not adopted (by family or other 
adoptive parents), the child is placed in Permanent Managing Conservatorship (PMC), which can 
be granted to a guardian or to the state. When PMC is granted to a guardian (PMC to kin), CPS 
responsibility for the child ends. When PMC is granted to the state (PMC to state), the child 
remains in state conservatorship, which is sometimes referred to as long-term foster care. A child 
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who does not reach permanency and remains in PMC until they turn 18 will “age out” of the 
custody of the foster care system. Figure 2 shows the CPS case process from the time of removal 
through the end of TMC, when the child either exits the system into a permanent placement or 
continues in state care in PMC. 

Figure 2: Outcomes of CPS Temporary Managing Conservatorship 

Source: DFPS Child Protective Services Handbook 

 

Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA) 
Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASAs) are community volunteers who serve as advocates 
for children who have been removed from their parents’ custody and placed in substitute care. 
Although practices vary in CASA programs across states, in Texas, CASAs are volunteers who are 
appointed by the judge to advocate for the needs of children, monitor placement conditions, 
and speak in court on behalf of the children on the case. CASA volunteers are tasked with 
promoting the best interest of the children on the case to which they are assigned and ensuring 
children are placed in safe, permanent homes as soon as possible.5  

Texas CASA is a statewide nonprofit organization that provides financial support, training, and 
services to local CASA programs, with the mission “to support local CASA volunteer advocacy 
programs and to advocate for effective public policy for children in the child protection 
system.”6 There are 72 local CASA programs across the state of Texas. In Fiscal Year 2020, 
11,066 volunteer advocates served nearly 30,000 out of approximately 51,000 Texas children in 
substitute care (including children in Temporary and Permanent Managing Conservatorship).7  

Overview of the Evaluation & Current Report 
Texas CASA contracted Dr. Cynthia Osborne and CFRP to evaluate the CFE process and over the 
first six years of CFE implementation we evaluated numerous aspects of CFE, including studying 
perceptions of early implementation; interim outcomes, including collaborating, convening, and 
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connecting; and placement, permanency, and wellbeing outcomes. We have collected data 
through more than 40 focus groups, six different surveys that included families, CASA 
volunteers, and CPS caseworkers, and CPS administrative data. CFRP evaluation reports from 
FY16, FY17, FY18, FY19, and FY20 elaborate on our prior results.  

In the current report, we provide an update on the placement and permanency outcomes 
associated with CFE. This report serves to update earlier placement and permanency outcomes 
we provided in FY19, which included final case outcomes data for 563 cases. Because the child 
welfare case process typically takes a minimum of one year to resolve, and often longer, a 
substantial portion of the sample we reported on in FY19 had not yet reached a final case 
outcome. The current report focuses on a sample of 1,094 cases from 18 CFE sites that reached 
a final case outcome by April 30, 2020. Specifically, this report focuses on placement and 
permanency outcomes for open cases with a CASA volunteer assigned between January 1, 2018, 
and December 31, 2018, including cases that already had a CASA at the beginning of 2018. We 
also conduct new analyses that disaggregate, or look separately, at the application of CFE and 
placement and permanency outcomes by child race and ethnicity. 

Methodology 
CFRP’s evaluation works to provide Texas CASA and CPS with an understanding of the extent to 
which CFE influences placement and permanency outcomes for children who receive CFE 
services. The current report addressed three key research questions: 

1. To what extent is the use of the CFE approach associated with better placement outcomes? 
2. To what extent is the use of the CFE approach associated with better permanency outcomes? 
3. To what extent are CFE activities applied equitably across children of different races and 

ethnicities? 

Data Sources 
To conduct the final outcomes analyses, CFRP analyzed data from surveys conducted by CFRP 
and DFPS administrative data from the IMPACT system.  

Child Connections Survey 
CFRP developed and administered the Child Connections Survey to compare case activities, 
collaboration, family engagement and support, and child wellbeing across cases that receive 
more of the CFE approach with cases that receive less of the CFE approach.  

Using program rosters obtained from CASA programs that contain child and CASA volunteer 
information on each case served by a CASA volunteer in 2018, CFRP sent 2,185 surveys to CASA 
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volunteers and received 1,209 completed surveys, for a 55.3 percent response rate.8 CASA 
volunteers participated in the Child Connections Survey online through Qualtrics after receiving 
an email containing a unique link to the survey. Each completed survey represents one child 
and one case served by a CASA volunteer.  

IMPACT Administrative Data  
CFRP used administrative data records of child, placement, and case outcomes from the 
IMPACT system to compare movement to kin care, proportion of time spent in congregate care 
or other specialized settings, reunification, permanency with kin or fictive kin, and any 
permanency by the CFE index score. The IMPACT data includes child welfare case management 
data current through April 30, 2020. 

Analytic Approach 
For the current report, CFRP uses the data sources to examine the extent to which applying the 
CFE approach to cases is associated with improved outcomes. Because CASA volunteers and 
CPS caseworkers can use strategies learned at CFE training on any case, an evaluation that 
examined cases specifically selected for CFE compared to other cases (not specifically selected 
for CFE) would present an incomplete picture of how CFE works; cases not selected for CFE may 
still receive a substantial number of CFE activities. Therefore, CFRP developed a CFE index score 
for each case that measures the number of key CFE components that occurred on each case. 
This more nuanced approach allows us to better understand how CFE is associated with child 
and case outcomes based on the CFE activities a case actually receives rather than simply by 
whether the case was designated to receive CFE by the CASA program. Additionally, at some 
sites all cases are designated to receive components of CFE, and at the remaining sites cases are 
not randomly assigned to CFE. Focus group participants and CASA leadership report that more 
complex cases are often selected for CFE, indicating that CFE and non-CFE cases likely differ 
from one another at baseline, further emphasizing the importance of the CFE index approach. 

CFRP assigned each case a low or high CFE index score and used this score to assess the extent 
to which having more components of CFE is associated with better placement and permanency 
outcomes. A low CFE index score indicates none, or any one or two of the four CFE activities 
occurred on the case; a high CFE index score indicates that any three or all four CFE activities 
occurred on the case. The four components of the CFE index score are created from responses 
to Child Connections survey items are:  

1. CFE Training: CASA volunteer reports that they attended CFE training (online or in person). 
2. Strong Family Engagement Orientation: CASA volunteer strongly agrees that it is 

worthwhile to engage family and fictive kin to support children in care even if they 
cannot serve as a placement option. 
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3. CASA Participation in Family Engagement: CASA volunteer or other staff at the site 
searched for family or fictive kin who could support the child outside of serving as a 
placement at any point during the child’s case.  

4. Family Meetings: Two or more Family Meetings occurred for the case. 

Cases might receive all of these components, none of them, or any combination of the 
components. In addition to using the CFE index to better understand case outcomes in the full 
sample, we use the low and high CFE index to assess the extent to which CFE activities are 
applied equitably across children of different races and ethnicities. We assess equity by 
comparing the proportion of cases that receive three or four CFE activities (high CFE cases) 
across White, Black, Hispanic, and other race/ethnicity children. We also assess whether 
placement and permanency outcomes are similar across race and ethnicity groups by comparing 
case outcomes for low and high CFE cases separately for White, Black, and Hispanic children. 

To understand placement and permanency outcomes in the context of when CFE was 
implemented at a site, we created a variable called “CFE time” which is the amount of time that a 
case could have been exposed to CFE. For cases assigned to CASA before their CFE site 
implementation date, CFE time starts at the site implementation date and ends when the case 
reaches a final outcome or April 30, 2020, whichever is earlier. For cases that were assigned to 
CASA after the site CFE site implementation date, CFE time starts on the date the case is assigned 
to CASA and ends when the case reaches a final outcome or April 30, 2020, whichever is earlier. 

For each of the following placement and permanency outcomes described below, we analyzed 
IMPACT data to conduct two-sample proportions tests or bivariate linear regressions to examine the 
extent to which a higher CFE index score is associated with the outcome. We assessed each 
outcome separately for TMC and PMC cases by high CFE index score (“3” or “4”) and low CFE index 
score (“0”, “1”, or “2”). For the outcomes analysis by race and ethnicity, we focus only on TMC cases 
because the sample sizes become too small for this in-depth analysis of PMC cases. 

Movements into Kin Care 
To assess the extent to which a higher CFE index score is associated with movement from a 
non-kin substitute care placement into a kin placement, we limited the analytic sample to 
children who had been in substitute care for at least six months as of April 30, 2020 and were 
not in a kin placement as of January 1st of their CFE site implementation year or CASA program 
assignment date (as reported by the CASA program in the roster), whichever was later. This 
definition allowed for sufficient time for placement movements to occur.   

Evaluators constructed the movement into kin care outcome by assessing the placement 
history for each case using IMPACT placement history data to identify whether each individual 
placement was with kin or non-kin. Cases in which the child moved from a non-kin placement 
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to a kin placement during their “CFE time” are placed in the “movement to kin” group and 
cases without a movement into a kin placement are placed in the “no movement to kin” group.  

Time in Congregate Care 
To examine the association between a higher CFE index score and the proportion of “CFE time” 
a child spent in congregate care or other specialized substitute care placements,a we limited 
the analytic sample to all children who had been in substitute care for at least six months on 
April 30, 2020 and who spent at least some “CFE time” in congregate care or other specialized 
substitute care placements. 

Permanency Outcomes: Reunification, Permanency with Kin, and Any Permanency  
Evaluators assessed permanency outcomes using IMPACT discharge and legal status 
information to identify the child’s case outcome at the end of their case, or when the child 
spent at least six months in a PMC to state status, allowing time for pending adoptions to occur 
when a case transitions from TMC to PMC to state. Case outcomes include reunification with 
the home of removal, adoption to a relative, adoption to a non-relative, PMC to kin or fictive 
kin, PMC to another individual, state PMC, child ran away, and child aged out (indicating state 
conservatorship ended because the child turned 18).  

To assess the proportion of cases with a specific permanency outcome we examined the 
proportion of children who 1) reunified with their home of removal; 2) reached permanency to 
kin or fictive kin including through reunification with their home of removal, adoption to a 
relative, or PMC to kin or fictive kin; and 3) reached any permanency including through 
reunification with their home of removal, adoption to a relative, adoption to a non-relative, 
PMC to kin or fictive kin, or PMC to another individual.  

Child Race and Ethnicity 
One new analysis that CFRP added to the current report and which was not included in previous 
evaluation reports is to examine whether the CFE approach is applied equally to cases across 
child race and ethnicity groups. We assess whether the proportion of low CFE index cases and 
high CFE index cases vary by child race and ethnicity. We include comparisons of the low/high 
CFE index score for four groups: White, Black, Hispanic, and Other race/ethnicities, as reported 
in IMPACT data. Additionally, for the three race/ethnicity categories with the largest sample 

                                                       
a Other specialized substitute care placements include the following living arrangements: State hospital; psychiatric 
hospital; hospital; substance abuse treatment center; city or county jail or TDC; emergency shelter; halfway house; 
DFPS supervision; TYC Institution; other juvenile detention; independent living arrangement; supervised 
independent living youth in an apartment, non-college dorm, college dorm, or shared housing; abducted by a 
known person; unauthorized placement; runaway; adult – basic; or other. 
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size (White, Black, and Hispanic), we examine whether placement and case outcomes vary by 
child race and ethnicity. 

Analytic Sample 

CFRP created an analytic sample of cases open and assigned a CASA volunteer during the year 
2018 that met the following criteria: CASA volunteer responded to and completed at least 89 
percent of the Child Connections Survey questions, CASA volunteer confirmed that they 
currently serve or have served the focal child named in their unique survey, CASA volunteer 
answered all four questions used to create the CFE index score, the data provided in the roster 
about the child and the child’s case matched with IMPACT administrative data, and the case 
reached a final outcome. For all analyses in this report, we exclude cases that ended with child 
death (n=4), cases that were still in TMC on April 30, 2020 (n=31), and cases that had been in 
state PMC for less than six months as of April 30, 2020 (n=27). 

We also only surveyed CASA volunteers one time if they served multiple cases (with one exception; 
when a CASA served two CFE-designated cases, we surveyed the CASA twice). The final analytic 
sample size includes 1,094 cases, out of 3,681 total cases served by CASAs across 18 CFE sites in 2018. 
Table 1 shows the case characteristics for the overall sample and for TMC and PMC cases separately. 

Table 1: Case Characteristics by Case Type 

 

Case Characteristic Case Type 
All TMC Cases PMC Cases 

N 1,094 860 234 
Child race/ethnicity       

White 42.5% 43.8% 37.6% 
African American 14.8% 14.9% 14.5% 

Hispanic 34.9% 33.0% 41.9% 
Other 7.8% 8.3% 6.0% 

Child’s age at removal       
Less than 13 years 81.8% 82.2% 80.3% 
13 years and older 18.2% 17.8% 19.7% 

Number of prior CPS removals       
0 88.5% 90.2% 82.1% 

1 or 2 11.5% 9.8% 17.9% 
Number of siblings on case       

0 or 1 67.8% 69.4% 62.0% 
2 or more 32.1% 30.6% 37.9% 
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Across the 18 CFE sites, 91 percent of the 1,094 cases received at least one of the four 
components of CFE, including having at least two family meetings or having a CASA volunteer 
who is trained in CFE, reporting a strong family engagement orientation, or participating in 
family engagement activities (not shown). However, only approximately five percent of all cases 
received all four components of CFE at the time of the survey. Among CFE-designated cases, the 
average CFE index score is 2.5, compared to an average CFE score of 1.8 among non-CFE-
designated cases. This indicates that, on average, although officially designated CFE cases 
receive slightly more CFE activities, cases that are not designated as a “CFE case” also receive 
CFE activities. For this reason, rather than using the official CFE designation for our analyses, we 
use the CFE index score to assess whether receiving more of the CFE approach on a case is 
associated with placement and permanency outcomes. Figure 3 shows the distribution of CFE 
index scores among CFE-designated and non-CFE-designated cases. More than twice as many 
CFE-designated cases have a high CFE index score of “3” or “4” (49.7%) compared to non-CFE-
designated cases (22.6%).   

Figure 3. CFE Index Score by Designated CFE Status (n=1,094) 

 
Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019). 

 

Nearly two-thirds of all CASA volunteer survey respondents report that they strongly support 
family engagement work by reporting on the Child Connections Survey that they “strongly 
agree” that “it is worthwhile to engage family and fictive kin to support children in care even if 
they cannot serve as a placement.” Similarly, almost two-thirds of CASA volunteers report that 
they, or another CASA volunteer or staff member at their program, participated in locating and 
engaging connections to build a support network on their case. Just under half of CASA 
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volunteers report that they attended a CFE training at any point since CFE began. Figure 4 
shows the proportion of cases that have each component of the CFE index. 

Figure 4. Proportion of Cases with CFE Index Components (n=1,094) 

 
Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019). 

 

Across the full sample, a similar proportion of TMC and PMC cases have a low CFE index score 
(approximately 70%) and the remaining TMC and PMC cases have a high CFE index score 
(approximately 30%). However, because of the differences in how CFE is used on TMC and PMC 
cases and the differences in the characteristics and circumstances of these cases, we conduct 
separate analyses for TMC and PMC cases. Because cases change from TMC to PMC over time, 
we use the date that a site began implementing CFE (January 1 of the first year the site 
implemented CFE) as a reference point to assign cases to the TMC or PMC groups. All new cases 
that were assigned to CASA after the site began implementing CFE are assigned to TMC or PMC 
based on their status on the day of CASA appointment. For cases that were already open when 
CFE began, we consider a case a “TMC case” if the case remained in TMC for at least 90 days 
after CFE implementation began.b A case already open when CFE began is considered a “PMC 
case” if the case was already in PMC when CFE began or moved from TMC to PMC within 90 
days of CFE’s start. 

                                                       
b There is one exception to this definition. A case was in PMC when it was assigned to CASA and only spent one day 
in PMC after being assigned to CASA before going back to TMC. We have categorized this one case as a TMC case. 
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Findings 
The Collaborative Family Engagement approach aims to improve wellbeing, placement, and 
permanency outcomes for children in substitute care through increasing family and community 
supports for the child and family. Specifically, placement goals of CFE include identifying kin 
placements for children in care and decreasing the time spent in congregate care or other 
specialized substitute care placements. CFE also aims to facilitate safe reunification, identify 
permanent placements with family and fictive kin when reunification cannot occur, and, if no 
placements are available with family or fictive kin, to identify another permanency option for 
children in care.  

In prior evaluation years we provided preliminary outcomes results, including in the FY19 
evaluation report in which we presented placement, permanency, and wellbeing outcomes for 
cases that had reached a final case outcome as of November 30, 2019. In the following section, 
we use an additional 17 months of IMPACT data and present placement and permanency 
outcomes for cases that were open at any point during the year 2018 and reached a final case 
outcome as of April 30, 2020. 

Across races and ethnicities, children receive a similar number of CFE activities.  
One new question we address in this report is whether the decision to use CFE activities on a case 
appears equitable across child race and ethnicity groups. Across the full sample, when all race 
and ethnicity groups are combined, approximately three-fourths of cases are assigned a low (“0”, 
“1”, or “2”) CFE index score and the remaining one-fourth of cases are assigned a high (“3” or “4”) 
CFE index score (low CFE index: 72.8%, high CFE index: 27.2%; not shown). We find that the 
proportion of cases assigned a low or high CFE index score are similar across four race and 
ethnicity categories (White, Hispanic, Black, and other race/ethnicity) and each group looks 
similar to the full sample. Within each race or ethnicity group, approximately three-fourths of 
cases are low CFE cases and the remaining one-fourth of cases are high CFE cases. In Figure 5, we 
show the proportion of low and high CFE cases for White, Hispanic, Black, and other 
race/ethnicity children. Though measuring the use of CFE activities on a case is only one of many 
ways to consider equitable treatment, finding no association between race/ethnicity and the 
number of CFE activities applied to a case is one important step to ensuring that CFE serves all 
children equitably. 
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Figure 5. CFE Index Score by Child Race and Ethnicity (n=1,094) 

 
Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019) and DFPS IMPACT data current through April 30, 2020. Note: 
Race/ethnicity is defined by IMPACT data; “other” includes Native Hawaiian, Alaska Native, and more than one race. 

 

Among TMC cases, more children with a high CFE index score move from non-kin into kin 
placements compared to children on cases with a low CFE index score.  

One important goal of the CFE approach is to locate family and fictive kin who might be able to 
care for the child or children so that the children do not have to remain in foster care with 
caregivers who they do not know. In addition to helping children feel more comfortable and at 
home while they are in CPS conservatorship, identifying relative caregivers during the case is 
also important because these relative caregivers may be able to provide a permanent home for 
the children if they are unable to return home to their parents.  

Among TMC cases, a significantly higher proportion of high CFE index cases move from non-kin 
placement into kin placement compared to low CFE index cases (73.2% vs. 60.4%). In Figure 6, 
we show the proportion of low and high CFE cases that move into kin care separately for TMC 
and PMC cases. On TMC cases with a CFE index score of “0”, 57.6 percent of children who did 
not begin in a kin placement moved into a kin placement, compared to 82.1 percent of children 
on cases with a CFE index score of “4”. 

Additionally, when we assess whether movement into kin care varied by child race and 
ethnicity for TMC cases, we see a similar trend for White, Black, and Hispanic children 
compared to the overall group. This finding indicates that more children moved into kin care 
among high CFE cases than among low CFE cases regardless of race and ethnicity (not shown).  
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Among PMC cases, the proportion of children who move from non-kin placement into kin 
placement is not statistically significantly different between low and high CFE cases. However, 
the number of PMC cases in the sample is relatively small, and we see a trend among PMC 
cases similar to that among TMC cases; more high CFE cases moved from a non-kin placement 
into kin care compared to low CFE cases (39.7% vs. 27.4%; Figure 6). Because of small 
subsample sizes among PMC cases, we are unable to assess whether movement into kin care 
varied by child race and ethnicity for low and high CFE cases. 

Figure 6. Proportion of Cases with a Movement into Kin Care, by CFE Index Score (n=830) 

 
Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019) and DFPS IMPACT data current through April 30, 2020. Note: A 
higher CFE index score is significantly associated with movements into kin care among TMC cases, as indicated by a 
two-sample test of proportions (p=0.003). There is no association between CFE index score and movements into kin 
care among PMC cases. The sample for this measure is limited to cases that did not begin in kin care. 

 

Among children who spend any time in congregate care, children on low and high CFE cases 
spent similar amounts of time in congregate care.  

Another placement goal of CFE is to decrease the amount of time that children and teens spend 
in congregate care or other specialized placement types, such as psychiatric hospitals or juvenile 
detention. The theory is that an increase in family and fictive kin support to the child will facilitate 
more stable behavior that will allow the child to move into less restrictive and more family-like 
settings, including kin placements. Considering that fewer than 30 percent of children spend any 
time in congregate or other placement types, we compared time spent in congregate settings 
among only children who ever had a congregate or other specialized placement.  
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Among both TMC and PMC cases, we find that the amount of time children spend in congregate 
care is similar for cases with a high CFE index score and a low CFE index score (Figure 7). The 
sample of children who spent any time in congregate care is relatively small (TMC n=208; PMC 
n=120), indicating that a larger sample may be needed to better assess the association between 
CFE and time in congregate care and other specialized settings. 

Figure 7: Median Proportion of Case Spent in Congregate Care or Other Settings, by CFE Index 
Score (n=311) 

 
Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019) and DFPS IMPACT data current through April 30, 2020. Note: 
Among TMC and PMC cases, the CFE index score is not significantly associated with the proportion of time spent in 
congregate care or other specialized settings among cases in which the child spent at least one day in congregate 
care or another specialized setting. 

 

Among TMC cases, more kids on high CFE cases reunify than kids on low CFE cases. The CFE 
approach is not associated with permanency with kin or fictive kin or with any permanency 
among TMC cases. 

The ultimate goal of the CFE approach is to find a safe and loving permanent home for each 
child in care. The top priority for CFE cases (as with all child welfare cases that CPS and CASA 
work on) is to reunify families when it is safe to do so. If reunification is not possible, the next 
goal is to find children a safe permanent placement with family or fictive kin connections, 
followed by identifying another permanency option if no family or fictive kin are available.  

To address our research question about the extent to which the CFE approach is associated 
with better permanency outcomes, we first present the overall distribution of case outcomes 
for TMC and PMC cases that have reached a final outcome, or for which at least six months in 
PMC to state has passed (Figure 8). For the purpose of this report, we consider cases that have 
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been in PMC to state for at least six months as a final case outcome because enough time has 
passed for pending adoptions to occur and to provide opportunity for family engagement work 
to occur.  

Figure 8. Case Outcome by Legal Status (n=1,094) 

Source: DFPS IMPACT data current through April 30, 2020. 

 

Next, to address the case outcomes research question, we look at the proportion of cases that 
reach three specific case outcomes and compare the proportions for low CFE cases and high CFE 
cases. We find that among TMC cases, significantly more children with a high CFE index score 
reunify than children with a low CFE index score (35.5% vs. 28.0%). This finding indicates that, 
among children in TMC, receiving more of the CFE approach may facilitate family reunification.  

However, for children on TMC cases, a similar proportion of children reach permanency with 
family or fictive kin regardless of the CFE index score (approximately two-thirds of children on 
TMC cases). This finding indicates that receiving more of the CFE approach may not facilitate 
finding a permanent placement with family or fictive kin over and above the casework activities 
that occur on low CFE cases. Similarly, we find that among TMC cases, the proportion of 
children that reach any permanency is similar for cases with a low or high CFE index score 
(approximately 80 percent of children on TMC cases). The vast majority of children on TMC 
cases found permanency during our analysis timeframe, and this finding indicates the CFE 
approach may not facilitate higher overall rates of permanency. In Figure 9, we show the 

3.4%

30.0%

29.9%

24.8%

8.6%

24.5%

26.9%

4.8%

31.2%

15.9%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

PMC
(n=234)

TMC
(n=860)

Reunited Adoption (to Relative or Non-Relative)
PMC to Kin, Fictive Kin, or Other Aged Out
PMC to State



 

 

 

 

childandfamilyresearch.utexas.edu | 17 

CFE Evaluation Final Outcomes Report 

July 2021 

proportion of cases with low and high CFE index scores that reach reunification, permanency 
with kin or fictive kin, and any permanency overall, separately for TMC and PMC cases.  

For TMC cases, we also assessed whether case outcomes vary by child race and ethnicity. 
Among TMC cases, we find that case outcomes for White, Black, and Hispanic children analyzed 
separately are similar to each other and the group overall (not shown). Additionally, CFE 
activities seem to have a similar influence on TMC cases across child race and ethnicity groups 
(not shown). The group sizes become very small when assessing race and ethnicity and children 
of color, particularly Black children, are concentrated among a few CFE sites; therefore, these 
trends should be interpreted with caution and monitored on an ongoing basis over time.  

Figure 9. Key Permanency Outcomes by Legal Status and CFE Index Score (n=1,094) 

 
Source: DFPS IMPACT data current through April 30, 2020. Note: “Low CFE” TMC n=632; “High CFE” TMC n=228; 
“Low CFE” PMC n=164; “High CFE” PMC n=70. Among TMC cases, a higher CFE index score is significantly 
associated with higher rates of reunification (p=0.03). Among TMC cases, the CFE index score is not associated with 
rates of permanency or permanency with kin. Among PMC cases, a higher CFE index score is significantly associated 
with lower rates of permanency (p=0.007). Among PMC cases, the CFE index score is not associated with rates of 
reunification or permanency with kin. The sample for this measure is limited to cases that have a final outcome or 
have been in a PMC to state status for at least six months as of April 30, 2020. 

 

Among PMC cases, fewer kids on high CFE cases reach any permanency than kids on low CFE 
cases. The CFE approach is not associated with reunification or permanency with kin or fictive 
kin among PMC cases. 

On PMC cases, the goals of CFE include re-engaging family and fictive kin connections who may 
have lost contact with the child, reconnecting children with important relationships, looking for 
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a permanent home, and providing support for older teens who will be living independently 
once they age out of care. When reunification is not possible – and this is typically the point at 
which cases move into PMC - the next priority is to find children a safe permanent placement 
with family or fictive kin, and if that is not possible, to identify another permanency option, 
including adoption to non-family.  

We examined whether children on high CFE cases reached better PMC permanency outcomes 
than children on low CFE cases. We find that among PMC cases, significantly fewer children on 
high CFE cases than low CFE cases reached any permanency (28.6% vs. 47.6%). One possible 
explanation for fewer children reaching permanency among those that receive more CFE 
activities compared to those that receive less CFE is case selection; PMC cases are often 
selected for CFE specifically when the case has one or more teens, often teens who are 
preparing to age out, and thus have limited opportunity to find permanency. For many PMC CFE 
cases, rather than focusing centrally on permanency, the primary focus of CFE work is on 
developing connections and forming a lifetime network of adults who can support the teen 
particularly for these older teens. 

Similarly, although not statistically significant, we observe a trend among PMC cases that 
indicates the CFE approach is associated with fewer children finding a permanent placement 
with family or fictive kin. This finding may also be explained by the fact that many PMC cases 
selected for CFE may have limited time to find permanency and CFE activities may be more 
focused on preparing a teen for independent living.  

The proportion of PMC cases that reunify is very small and is similar for low and high CFE cases. 
This finding is not surprising given that reunification is generally not a goal for PMC cases. 
Lastly, we are unable to assess whether case outcomes are different by child race and ethnicity 
among PMC cases because the sample sizes for the low and high CFE subgroups are too small 
for this more in-depth analysis. 

Limitations 
The data used in this report and our analyses have a few limitations. One limitation is related to the 
timing of when the data were collected. We collected the second round of Child Connection Survey 
data in March 2019 for cases that were open prior to or in 2018 and reached a case outcome at any 
point before April 30, 2020. Because the CFE index score is based on the survey data responses at 
one point in time, we may underestimate the number CFE activities that occurred on cases, 
especially for cases that were assigned a CASA volunteer in the last few months of 2018.  
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Case selection is another limitation of our analyses. Many sites often select their most complex 
cases to receive CFE. Because CFE activities are not applied randomly to cases, cases that 
receive more CFE activities may be systematically different from cases that receive less CFE 
activities. These case selection effects may be particularly important to consider when 
interpreting the findings for case outcomes among PMC cases. Targeting limited resources to 
the most complex or hardest to serve children is an important strategy for maximizing the 
benefits of CFE, however, the implementation strategy of CFE limits the extent to which we can 
determine a causal relationship between CFE and case outcomes. Similarly, because cases are 
not randomly assigned to CFE, we cannot determine any causal impact of CFE on our target 
outcomes. We cannot say for sure, for example, whether more CFE activities caused more kin 
placements or whether, perhaps, cases that are suited for kin placements are also well-suited 
to complete more CFE activities. 

A third limitation of the data used in this report is related to the distribution of cases across the 
18 CFE sites and the distribution of race and ethnicity by CFE site. Across the full sample of 
1,094 cases, sites contribute a wide range of cases. On the low end, two sites contribute 10 and 
11 cases, and on the high end two different sites contribute 154 and 193 cases to the sample. 
Furthermore, the distribution of child race and ethnicity varies from site to site. For example, 
Black children make up approximately 15 percent of our sample. However, the CFE site 
contributing the largest total number of cases to our full sample also contributes more than 40 
percent of the Black children to the full sample, which is disproportionately more than their 
share of total cases. Therefore, it is difficult to disentangle patterns by race and ethnicity from 
site-related factors. 

Conclusion 
The Collaborative Family Engagement initiative is a partnership between Texas CASA and CPS 
that aims to build a lasting support network for youth in the foster care system. Many youth 
become disconnected from their communities when removed from their homes, and CFE works 
to build, strengthen, and maintain ties to extended family and fictive kin who can support 
children while in care and during their transition to adulthood. The team-based approach 
provides CASA volunteers and CPS caseworkers with a variety of tools to understand the child’s 
and family’s existing relationships and cultivate new connections. 

CFRP conducted several implementation and outcomes studies over the first six years of CFE 
implementation, and throughout the course the evaluation staff who were trained in and 
implement CFE, particularly CASA volunteers and staff, continued to share the importance of 
CFE to their work. CFE can facilitate new opportunities for collaboration between CASA and CPS 
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and provides a helpful toolkit to support family engagement work. CFE can also provide an 
opportunity to adopt a perspective on child welfare work that is more family-centered and 
family-engagement-oriented, specifically for CASA volunteers who may not have had as much 
exposure to this way of thinking in the past. CFE can also create additional opportunities for 
family and fictive kin connections to participate in the case process and meaningfully connect 
with the child or children on the case. 

Over the course of the CFE evaluation, we demonstrated that CFE is an effective tool for 
promoting collaboration between CASA and CPS, getting CASA volunteers involved with family 
engagement work, and bringing additional family and fictive kin to the table to support the 
case. Although CFE is not associated with decreased time in congregate care, improved 
permanency outcomes for PMC cases, or permanency with kin or overall permanency for TMC 
cases, we see that CFE is an important tool for promoting positive casework practice. 
Additionally, CFE may move the mark on other key placement and permanency outcomes. 
Specifically, building from these positive casework practices, we find that CFE can facilitate kin 
placements on TMC and PMC cases, as well as support reunification on TMC cases. Additionally, 
the number of CFE activities applied to a case is equitable across child race and ethnicity 
groups. We also find that for TMC cases, trends in placement and permanency outcomes are 
similar across race and ethnicity groups as compared to the full TMC sample; however, a larger 
sample size would allow a more in-depth analysis of equity for case outcomes. 
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	Figure 3. CFE Index Score by Designated CFE Status (n=1,094)
	Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019).
	Figure 4. Proportion of Cases with CFE Index Components (n=1,094)
	Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019).

	Findings
	The Collaborative Family Engagement approach aims to improve wellbeing, placement, and permanency outcomes for children in substitute care through increasing family and community supports for the child and family. Specifically, placement goals of CFE ...
	In prior evaluation years we provided preliminary outcomes results, including in the FY19 evaluation report in which we presented placement, permanency, and wellbeing outcomes for cases that had reached a final case outcome as of November 30, 2019. In...

	Across races and ethnicities, children receive a similar number of CFE activities.
	One new question we address in this report is whether the decision to use CFE activities on a case appears equitable across child race and ethnicity groups. Across the full sample, when all race and ethnicity groups are combined, approximately three-f...
	Figure 5. CFE Index Score by Child Race and Ethnicity (n=1,094)
	Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019) and DFPS IMPACT data current through April 30, 2020. Note: Race/ethnicity is defined by IMPACT data; “other” includes Native Hawaiian, Alaska Native, and more than one race.

	Among TMC cases, more children with a high CFE index score move from non-kin into kin placements compared to children on cases with a low CFE index score.
	One important goal of the CFE approach is to locate family and fictive kin who might be able to care for the child or children so that the children do not have to remain in foster care with caregivers who they do not know. In addition to helping child...
	Among TMC cases, a significantly higher proportion of high CFE index cases move from non-kin placement into kin placement compared to low CFE index cases (73.2% vs. 60.4%). In Figure 6, we show the proportion of low and high CFE cases that move into k...
	Additionally, when we assess whether movement into kin care varied by child race and ethnicity for TMC cases, we see a similar trend for White, Black, and Hispanic children compared to the overall group. This finding indicates that more children moved...
	Among PMC cases, the proportion of children who move from non-kin placement into kin placement is not statistically significantly different between low and high CFE cases. However, the number of PMC cases in the sample is relatively small, and we see ...
	Figure 6. Proportion of Cases with a Movement into Kin Care, by CFE Index Score (n=830)
	Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019) and DFPS IMPACT data current through April 30, 2020. Note: A higher CFE index score is significantly associated with movements into kin care among TMC cases, as indicated by a two-sample test of proporti...

	Among children who spend any time in congregate care, children on low and high CFE cases spent similar amounts of time in congregate care.
	Another placement goal of CFE is to decrease the amount of time that children and teens spend in congregate care or other specialized placement types, such as psychiatric hospitals or juvenile detention. The theory is that an increase in family and fi...
	Among both TMC and PMC cases, we find that the amount of time children spend in congregate care is similar for cases with a high CFE index score and a low CFE index score (Figure 7). The sample of children who spent any time in congregate care is rela...
	Figure 7: Median Proportion of Case Spent in Congregate Care or Other Settings, by CFE Index Score (n=311)
	Source: Child Connections Survey B (March 2019) and DFPS IMPACT data current through April 30, 2020. Note: Among TMC and PMC cases, the CFE index score is not significantly associated with the proportion of time spent in congregate care or other speci...

	Among TMC cases, more kids on high CFE cases reunify than kids on low CFE cases. The CFE approach is not associated with permanency with kin or fictive kin or with any permanency among TMC cases.
	The ultimate goal of the CFE approach is to find a safe and loving permanent home for each child in care. The top priority for CFE cases (as with all child welfare cases that CPS and CASA work on) is to reunify families when it is safe to do so. If re...
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