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CAN EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICES
IMPROVE OUTCOMES FOR VULNERABLE
INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES?

TUESDAY, MAY 10, 2016

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 2:12 p.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Orrin G. Hatch
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Grassley, Crapo, Scott, Wyden, Stabenow,
Cantwell, Menendez, Bennet, and Warner.

Also present: Republican Staff: Chris Campbell, Staff Director;
and Becky Shipp, Health Policy Advisor. Democratic Staff: Joshua
Sheinkman, Staff Director; Michael Evans, General Counsel; and
Laura Berntsen, Senior Advisor for Health and Human Services.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ORRIN G. HATCH, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM UTAH, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. This hearing will come to order. Good afternoon,
everybody. I would like to welcome everyone to today’s hearing on
evidence-based practices and their potential impact on our child
welfare system.

According to the Social Policy Institute, “Evidence-based practice
is a process in which the practitioner combines well-researched
interventions with clinical experience and ethics, and client pref-
erences and culture to guide and inform the delivery of treatments
and services. The practitioner, researcher, and client must work to-
gether in order to identify what works for whom and under what
conditions. This approach ensures that the treatments and serv-
ices, when used as intentioned, will have the most effective out-
comes as demonstrated by the research. It will also ensure that
progress with proven success will be more widely disseminated and
will benefit a greater number of people.”

Over the years, in the effort to use taxpayer dollars more effi-
ciently, policymakers have attempted to incorporate more evidence-
based practices in order to improve outcomes for vulnerable chil-
dren and, of course, their families. Just looking at the jurisdiction
of the Senate Finance Committee, there are a couple of major ex-
amples, such as the Regional Partnership Grants and the Mater-
nal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting Program.

Many experts and observers agree that when implemented cor-
rectly and with strict adherence to the model, evidence-based inter-
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ventions can be an effective strategy to help vulnerable families
and at-risk individuals. They can also reduce bureaucracy and
eliminate the creation of perpetual and redundant programs that
do not work, and they can allow for local leaders to decide what
is best and inject private-sector creativity into social services.

Most important, evidence-based interventions help ensure that
taxpayers only pay for what works. In most programs, the Federal
Government and States pay for processes or simply reimburse for
costs, while evidence-based interventions, when implemented cor-
rectly, help guarantee that government pays for success in achiev-
ing a desired outcome.

This is particularly true in the context of a child welfare system.
For example, we know that untreated substance abuse and mental
health issues can lead to situations where children are neglected,
which is the most common impetus for removing children from
their homes and placing them in the foster care system.

However, if we can find ways to effectively address these condi-
tions, more children will remain safely at home. That is why Sen-
ator Wyden and I and others on this committee have been working
for some time now on a proposal to improve the child welfare sys-
tem.

A key component of the Hatch-Wyden proposal is that these
types of interventions must be evidence-based. Currently, we are
working with our House colleagues on bipartisan, bicameral legisla-
tion that we hope will provide more effective up-front services to
help vulnerable families.

As part of the discussion on evidence-based practices, we will
also focus on what some call social impact financing, sometimes re-
ferred to as social impact bonds, social impact partnerships, or pay
for success. I am a strong supporter of this approach, which is why
I am pleased to have been able to work with Senator Bennet to in-
troduce legislation that will foster the creation of public/private
partnerships that will harness philanthropic and other private-
sector investments to establish or scale up evidence-based social
and public health programs.

Furthermore, under our Social Impact Partnership bill, the Fed-
eral Government would establish desired outcomes to pressing so-
cial challenges that, if achieved, would improve lives and preserve
taxpayer resources. State and municipal governments could then
submit proposals to work towards those outcomes by establishing
or scaling up existing evidence-based interventions.

We believe this program would encourage private-sector inves-
tors to provide the necessary capital to establish or expand the
interventions. Then, if an independent evaluator is able to certify
that the desired outcomes are achieved at reduced costs, investors
would be paid back their initial investment plus a small return
from the realized government savings.

There are a number of reasons I believe that social impact fi-
nancing is key to providing or improving outcomes for vulnerable
children and families. For example, social impact financing pro-
vides for continual program improvement and ensures that all par-
ties remain focused on the performance of the program and have
the ability to make ongoing adjustments to ensure the outcomes
are realized.
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In addition, social impact financing gives local leaders the flexi-
bility to design and address programs to fit local needs in order to
ensure they have the desired impact. And, as I stated earlier, when
done correctly, social impact financing ensures that taxpayers pay
only for what works.

In most Federal programs, taxpayers are on the hook for set
costs of processes and/or reimbursements with little or no regard
for effectiveness. With social impact financing, success is measured
by the ability of the program to achieve a desired outcome, and tax-
payers only have to pay for whatever achieves that objective.

Now, some critics of social impact financing may point out exam-
ples where the proposed interventions have not produced the de-
sired results. They will raise examples of specific instances in
which an intervention did not achieve the desired outcome and try
to claim that it was failure, but I think these critics are missing
the point.

Make no mistake, there have been instances in which, under a
social impact financing model, a specific proposal has not produced
the desired outcome and was eventually discontinued. However,
that is precisely how the model is supposed to work. Indeed, pro-
grams and policies that are flexible enough to respond to out-
comes—recreating and disseminating successes while eliminating
failures—is our goal with social impact financing.

That said, I am willing to admit that there is much more that
we can and should learn about the implementation and delivery of
social impact financing. That is part of the reason for today’s hear-
ing.

Today we will hear from a distinguished panel of witnesses who
will discuss evidence-based policies and practices and share with us
some of their successes and warnings for the future. So I look for-
ward to an interesting and robust discussion of all of these issues.

With that, I will turn to Senator Wyden for his opening remarks.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Hatch appears in the ap-
pendix. |

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RON WYDEN,
A U.S. SENATOR FROM OREGON

Senator WYDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I com-
mend you for holding this hearing and also making reference to an
additional piece of legislation, the bill that you and I and our staffs
have been working on for quite some time, the Families First legis-
lation. My hope is that we will be able to make significant progress
on that even before the end of the session.

I would also like to start off by noting, Mr. Chairman, that this
may be the first ever hearing the committee has held on this
issue—the question of evidence-based delivery and funding for so-
cial welfare programs. I think it is good that we are setting a
precedent here, because it is long overdue.

I also want to single out Senator Bennet because, suffice it to
say, practically every meeting I go to when people turn to the issue
of policy, Senator Bennet comes back to the question of child wel-
fare. He comes back to it again and again and again. I want him
to know I appreciate it. He is the leader of this committee on this
issue, and we are glad he is doing it.
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Now, today is a good opportunity to dig into an issue that really
ought to be underpinning the work that the Congress does every
day. That is to say, asking whether the laws that are being written
are working as they ought to be. So the real question this afternoon
is, does the way the Federal Government funds social welfare pro-
grams obstruct or facilitate their improvement?

In this committee, there are shining examples on both sides of
the spectrum. Home visiting grants fund a variety of models to
help parents of young children essentially improve their parenting
skills. More resources are available for programs that can dem-
onstrate the best results, with help along the way for newer, prom-
ising programs to build up an evidence base.

Home visiting models have had significant success. They have
led to healthier births, reduced child maltreatment, reduced crimi-
nal justice system involvement, and higher employment rates for
the parents.

On the other end of the spectrum is the Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families program. There are real questions about wheth-
er the way success is measured in TANF is leading to success for
the families it is meant to help and who urgently need this assist-
ance.

Instead of rewarding States for helping families find work or re-
duce poverty, TANF rewards States for simply reducing the num-
ber of families they serve regardless of need. While a small amount
of TANF dollars is reserved for welfare research, there is really no
process for collecting feedback to ensure that what is being paid for
is actually producing real results. Congress ought to be finding
ways to build programs that ensure continuous improvement.

Now, there are certainly limitations to this approach of funding
what works and not funding what does not. To start, researching
and evaluating programs can be expensive. In some programs, it
could be unethical to have a control group that is actually denied
services.

For example, it would be wrong to deny a child access to foster
care when he or she is being abused or neglected just for the sake
of scientifically evaluating the effects of foster care against a con-
trol group. Additionally, bringing evidence-based programs to a
larger scale can also be expensive. They often rely on a highly edu-
cated and trained workforce. So progress can be slow on these
kinds of programs.

Finally, reasonable people can differ on what it really means for
a program to be successful, using a variety of measures. For exam-
ple, there is no question the SNAP program has had success in re-
ducing hunger and food insecurity for many families across the Na-
tion, but others may place less value on those outcomes.

I know that witnesses today will speak to new approaches to
testing out and paying for innovation, especially social impact fi-
nancing or what has come to be called pay for success.

My home State of Oregon is exploring the feasibility of social im-
pact financing. Like many States, Oregon is witnessing firsthand
the challenges with deciding whether taxpayer dollars should be
used for this type of finance.

I look forward to discussion around the strengths and limitations
of the model.
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So, Mr. Chairman, again I commend you and Senator Bennet for
bringing the conversation about these innovative partnerships to
the Senate and to this committee with the Social Impact Partner-
ship Act. You have a lot to cover today.

I would say to our witnesses, we commend you for the breadth
of expertise you bring to the conversation. We look forward to hear-
ing from you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you, Senator Wyden.

[The prepared statement of Senator Wyden appears in the ap-
pendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. We have a very impressive group of individuals
here today. I would like to thank each of you for coming and lend-
ing your expertise to us.

First we will hear from Mr. Gordon Berlin. Mr. Berlin is the
president of MDRC, a nonprofit, nonpartisan research organization
based in New York City and Oakland, CA. The organization is
dedicated to learning what works best to improve the lives of low-
income individuals.

Before joining MDRC in 1990, Mr. Berlin was the Executive Dep-
uty Administrator for Management, Budget, and Policy of the New
York City Human Resources Administration. He has also served as
the deputy director of the Ford Foundation’s Urban Poverty Pro-
gram, and also worked as a program analyst and project officer in
the U.S. Department of Labor’s Employment and Training Admin-
istration.

Next, we will have the privilege of hearing from James Lee
Sorenson. Mr. Sorenson is a world-renowned entrepreneur, busi-
ness leader, societal innovator, philanthropist, and impact investor.
Mr. Sorenson serves as president of the Sorenson Impact Founda-
tion, which funds sustainable, scalable endeavors that maximize
the positive impact on the lives and the societies they touch and
have been very, very important.

In 2012, Mr. Sorenson contributed $13 million to the University
of Utah’s David Eccles School of Business for the creation of the
Sorenson Impact Center, whose mission is to accelerate sustainable
social change through the use of capital, innovation, data, and
cross-sector collaboration.

Mr. Sorenson has been instrumental in developing several new
industry innovations through his private-sector work. This has in-
cluded digital compression software that has helped usher in the
online video revolution and video relay services that transformed
opportunities for deaf and hard of hearing individuals. I am really
proud of what he has been able to do.

Our third witness will be Ms. Tesha Bright. Ms. Bright is a
nurse home visitor with the Nurse-Family Partnership, referred to
as NFP, of Essex County, NdJ.

For nearly 8 years, Ms. Bright has worked diligently to foster
long-term success for low-income first-time moms, their babies, and
the community at large by delivering the evidence-based NFP
model of maternal health, child health and development, and
breaking the cycle of poverty.

Prior to becoming an NFP nurse, Ms. Bright worked as a medical
surgical nurse with a neurology focus and as a pediatric home care
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nllinife’ which she continues to do in order to maintain her clinical
skills.

Finally, we will hear from Robert Doar. Mr. Doar is the Mor-
gridge Fellow in Poverty Studies at the American Enterprise Insti-
tute, or AEI, where he studies and evaluates how improved Federal
policies and programs can reduce poverty and provide opportunities
for vulnerable Americans. Specifically, Mr. Doar focuses on the em-
ployment, health, and well-being of low-income Americans and
their children.

Before joining AEI, he was Commissioner of New York City’s
Human Resources Administration where he administered 12 public
assistance programs.

We will hear from the witnesses in the order they were intro-
duced. So, Mr. Berlin, we will start with you. Please proceed with
your opening statement, then we will go across the table.

STATEMENT OF GORDON L. BERLIN, PRESIDENT,
MDRC, NEW YORK, NY

Mr. BERLIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

To ensure a positive rate of return for both taxpayers and bene-
ficiaries on the billions of dollars invested in the Nation’s social
education and health programs, Congress, first with the Bush ad-
ministration and then with the Obama administration, has quietly
forged a bipartisan consensus around the need to build evidence of
effectiveness. The most recent example is the Evidence-Based Pol-
icymaking Commission.

The commitment to evidence is paying off. We are beginning to
learn what works. Now the challenge ahead is learning what works
at scale and ensuring that Federal funds are spent on the evidence-
based programs found to work.

Perhaps the largest evidence-based program of the era is the Ma-
ternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting program, which
was largely crafted by this committee. As a model for future efforts,
several elements of that law are worth emphasizing.

Using a tiered funding structure, Federal funds can be spent only
on home visiting programs that meet an evidence-based designa-
tion, making it much more likely that program funds would make
a difference for families. And funds were set aside for research, in-
cluding a rigorous national evaluation to ensure continuous learn-
ing and to enable States to test innovative new approaches.

Congress has continued this focus on evidence in more recent leg-
islation, including the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act
and the Every Student Succeeds Act. Both laws contain provisions
for the use of pay for success, a promising new vehicle for evidence
building. The pending Social Impact Partnership Act would support
States and localities in the use of social impact bonds to tackle an
even wider range of social and public health challenges.

As Congress seizes the initiative on evidence building, it can
make the most of its investments in the following four ways. It can
create a culture of continuous improvement. Rather than being fo-
cused on up or down judgments about programs or policies, govern-
ment should focus on using research evidence to make programs
more effective over time, changing direction only when continuous
improvement does not yield expected results.
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Secondly, it can bolster agency-directed research capacity while
also supporting pay-for-success innovation. Both vehicles build evi-
dence, but in different yet complementary ways. One is not a sub-
stitute for the other. The agency research model is preferable when
the goal is to develop a reliable body of evidence about what works
to address a persistent problem.

The social impact bond or SIB model, with its focus on individual
deals, is an excellent vehicle to encourage local innovation tied to
strong evidence building and is a means of equipping local govern-
ment with the tools to assess program effectiveness.

Third, Congress can improve access to data for more efficient
evaluations while still protecting confidentiality. The public sector
collects a wealth of data that could be used to track progress and
enhance performance, yet for privacy and other reasons, Federal
and State agencies and their contractors are often not able to regu-
larly access and share data for evaluation purposes.

Fourth, we need to clarify Federal authority to conduct this kind
of research. Inconsistencies in Federal authority to conduct inde-
pendent research and evaluation as well as costly procurement, pa-
perwork reduction, and other contracting rules are often obstacles
to efficient evidence building.

Turning to social impact bonds, the SIB vehicle is a valuable tool
for stimulating experimentation, innovation, and the scaling of
promising approaches at the State and local level, and the SIPA
bill is an important step forward in the effort to support new deals.

The Federal Government could enhance the value of SIBs as a
learning-what-works tool by stating clearly that the goal is to build
reliable evidence about what works and by supporting the evalua-
tion costs of SIB projects only when they use rigorous research de-
signs capable of reliably attributing causality.

Secondly, government could signal its support for a benefit-cost
perspective that places equal weight not solely on government
budget savings, but also on economic returns to participants and
society as a whole.

Third, it could stimulate deals by supporting State and local pay-
for-success projects, but insist that State and local agencies—to the
maximum extent possible—commit to sustaining programs that
work after a SIB deal ends.

And fourth, it could ensure transparency by requiring public re-
lease of evaluation results, the payment terms of deals, and final
benefit-cost calculations including any lost savings that would re-
sult if a government did not continue to support effective initia-
tives.

In conclusion, the bipartisan commitment to building evidence
heralds better programs, more effective policies, and more respon-
sible use of taxpayer dollars. But there is more to be done, includ-
ing set-asides with funding streams to build evidence, continued
use of tiered funding structures, and rewards for localities to move
more of their formula funding into programs with evidence.

Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Berlin appears in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Sorenson, let us take your testimony at this
time.
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STATEMENT OF JAMES LEE SORENSON, CHAIRMAN, BOARD
OF DIRECTORS, SORENSON IMPACT FOUNDATION, SALT
LAKE CITY, UT

Mr. SORENSON. It is a pleasure and an honor to be with you
today and discuss a matter of great importance to me, which is:
how can we more effectively measure and direct social spending in
this country to produce successful outcomes?

I have been an entrepreneur for most of my life. During that
time, I have been greatly blessed and, as a result of that, have de-
cided to spend more of my time and efforts and financial resources
in giving back.

I was unsatisfied with traditional philanthropy in some respects
in that, compared to the business world that I came from, it was
inefficient, unaccountable, and really did not move the needle much
in t(elzrms of solving the problems that we face with those who have
needs.

Four years ago, I endowed an academic center at the University
of Utah’s Business School in order to help direct private and phil-
anthropic capital to help solve some of the most perplexing social
problems, both here in America and abroad, in more measureable
and scalable ways. Now since its inception, the Sorenson Impact
Center has facilitated over $100 million in funding to scalable, sus-
tainable solutions to problems like chronic unemployment, criminal
recidivism in the U.S., unsafe drinking water, access to health and
education, and in rural areas, poverty alleviation.

Over the past 2 years, the Center has also been engaged in struc-
turing nearly a dozen pay-for-success or social impact financing
projects around the country with a variety of stakeholders, includ-
ing State and local governments, nonprofit organizations, aca-
demics, philanthropists, and other funders.

These projects are aimed at addressing some of the most complex
and challenging issues facing our society today, including
intergenerational poverty, homelessness, foster care, mass incarcer-
ation, chronic unemployment, educational achievement gaps, men-
tal illness, and substance use disorders, to name a few. But most
importantly—and this is the key—they do it in a way that is more
effective because they employ evidence-based practices that are cor-
related to measured outcomes.

I would like to give just kind of a brief overview of how one of
these pay-for-success projects works.

It usually focuses—number one—on a social issue where a pre-
ventative intervention is less costly than the downstream treat-
ment or chronic care. It is a permanent fix as opposed to a tem-
porary stopgap. Pay for success also engages the private sector to
provide the risk capital in the funding intervention, which enables
more innovation and trial and error to be utilized.

Number two, meaningful measured outcomes are central to pay
for success—not activities, not the promise of outcomes, but actual
achieved outcomes that are measured and validated. An example
may be the number of homeless who obtain permanent housing, as
o}l?lplt)sed to those who may be off the streets but in a temporary
shelter.

Social investors, along with foundations and philanthropists, pro-
vide the up-front risk capital to fund the service providers that pro-
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vide the necessary interventions. You then have an independent
evaluator that conducts a rigorous evaluation in order to determine
whether the service produced specific, predetermined outcomes.

Finally, if the predetermined outcomes are achieved and the
project is successful as defined by all of the parties, which usually
means that the payer is saving as much or more money than they
would have otherwise, then and only then does the payer, which
could be a government, a hospital, or whichever entity promised to
pay back those who funded the interventions, only then do they
pay back the initial funders.

These projects are noteworthy for a number of reasons. They are
focused on definitive, measurable indicators of success that are fo-
cused on outcomes. There is greater transparency and accountabil-
ity. You learn what programs work, what programs do not work,
and can allocate scarce resources to more effective funding. They
also foster a competitive social services environment with a vir-
tuous race to the top for nonprofits and other service providers to
be impactful and have evidence-based programs that are eligible
for the funding.

Now, while the Federal Government has thus far played a role
by encouraging this developing of pay-for-success initiatives, it has
been conspicuously absent in one critical and important aspect. In
many of the State and local projects, the lion’s share of the societal
value and economic benefit generated actually accrues to the Fed-
eral Government, not the local budgets. We call this the “wrong
pockets” problem, in industry terms, because there is effectively a
mismatch between who gets asked to pay for the program and ulti-
mately who stands to benefit the most from that program.

This is why I am thankful to be here in support of this legisla-
tion that Chairman Hatch and Senator Bennet are introducing that
addresses this issue by enabling government to pay for a portion
of the project where the benefits are accrued by the Federal Gov-
ernment. This will enable these programs to be able to scale up,
because State and local governments cannot, in most cases, tap
Federal funding to pay for outcomes.

What is remarkable about this model is the level of bipartisan
support in State governments and city halls around the country.
People from across the political spectrum agree that it makes sense
to be more results-oriented, data-driven, and ultimately more ac-
countable in the way we address social problems.

Also, the level of bipartisan support is a tribute to the Senate bill
itself, in that it is a bipartisan effort led by Senators Hatch and
Bennet, and there are 41 cosponsors in the House. It is also sup-
ported by Chairman Ryan.

In my experience as an impact investor—as one who is seeking
for measurable, more effective ways to direct my philanthropy—
evidence-based policies and pay-for-success financing really make
great sense. They address the great social and health problems of
society today in a way that produces successful outcomes.

Thank you for this opportunity for me to offer my support for
this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, and we appreciate all of the efforts
that you are putting forward, all of you. We are just very appre-
ciative of all four of you here today.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Sorenson appears in the appen-
dix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Bright, we will take your testimony now.

STATEMENT OF TESHA BRIGHT, NURSE HOME VISITOR,
NURSE-FAMILY PARTNERSHIP OF ESSEX AND MORRIS
COUNTIES, NEWARK, NJ

Ms. BRIGHT. Good afternoon, Chairman Hatch, Ranking Member
Wyden, and members of the committee. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to testify on behalf of the Nurse-Family Partnership Pro-
gram serving Essex and Morris Counties, NJ in support of the life-
changing potential of evidence-based programs like NFP.

Additionally, on behalf of the mothers, children, and families
served by the Nurse-Family Partnership, I want to thank this com-
mittee for its commitment to improving the health and well-being
of at-risk families with dedicated funding for evidence-based home
visiting programs. Your work is paving the way for healthier,
brighter futures.

I am Tesha Bright and have worked as an NFP nurse home vis-
itor for nearly 8 years. As a nurse home visitor, I serve a regular
caseload of 25 first-time, low-income mothers and families.

A multitude of unfortunate factors in a community make Nurse-
Family Partnership a critical element of the counties’ continuum of
services for prevention and families in need. Still, we only reach
about 3 percent of the population who could benefit from our serv-
ices.

The Nurse-Family Partnership is a voluntary program that part-
ners a pregnant woman and her first child living in poverty with
a registered nurse who provides her with home visits beginning
early in pregnancy until her child’s second birthday.

Over that period of time, the nurse forms a trusted relationship
with each mom that empowers her to have a healthy pregnancy,
improve her child’s health and development, and set goals to
achieve economic self-sufficiency. By achieving these program ob-
jectives, many of the major risks for poor health and social out-
comes can be significantly reduced.

Over these years, I have worked with hundreds of young parents,
many involved with the New Jersey Department of Child Protec-
tion and Permanency. I have worked as part of the treatment team
providing a variety of services for this population, but most impor-
tantly, my role is to provide consistency and structure as we plan
and prepare for their first child.

Working with this population is especially trying, given the ex-
tensive mental health backgrounds, lack of trust, transient life-
styles, and histories of sexual and drug abuse. Throughout each cli-
ent’s involvement in NFP, she will experience many moments of
success, but also many challenges. I am a constant partner through
both of these periods.

I think of one of my 15-year-old clients who, at the time, was liv-
ing in a homeless shelter and was initially denied my services by
shelter staff. They believed that this client would not be parenting
her child, and that the baby would be placed in a foster home upon
discharge from the hospital until family could be located.
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Through persistence and a more flexible visitation schedule, I
was able to not only begin seeing the client, but I was also able
to deliver content in creative ways and encourage excitement about
motherhood.

I received a 3 a.m. call when she went into labor. Upon reaching
the hospital, I discovered she was being treated without compas-
sion. This experience had the potential to be quite traumatic for
this teen, but by advocating for her and pulling staff aside, I en-
sured she was treated fairly.

In the end, we delivered a healthy baby girl, and capturing those
first photos of mom and baby were priceless. Breastfeeding was ini-
tiated at that time. Sadly, further arrangements were not made,
and mom went home without her baby, but I worked with the cli-
ent to visit her infant. Over that time, this client continued to
pump and provide breastmilk for her baby. Our work encouraged
a continued bond until both were united at a group home shelter.

Another case involved pregnant sisters living in a foster home
where lack of communication and cultural differences made the
home a silent battleground of passive-aggressive behavior and dis-
respect. This example shows how my job is so much more than
nursing duties. My training in motivational interviewing and fam-
ily communication was instrumental in encouraging open commu-
nication and understanding between all parties, which afforded the
development of chore charts and house rules agreed upon by all.

I have learned many things over my years as a nurse home vis-
itor that have helped me serve my clients better. I believe that the
beauty of the model is meeting our clients where they are and
building on their own desire to change their lives.

NFP can help break the cycle of poverty by empowering young
mothers to become knowledgeable parents who are able to con-
fidently care for their children and guide them along a healthy life
course. NFP nurses use a client-centered approach, which means
the nurse is constantly adapting to the needs of the family, ensur-
ing that each visit is relevant and valued by the parents. This can
create positive, lasting change for the family that sustains long
after our time as a nurse home visitor ends.

NFP applauds Congress for their bipartisan, bicameral support
for the MIECHV program and, in particular, this committee for
your collective commitment to funding programs proven to work.
We also believe that pay for success represents an opportunity for
smart policy to incentivize the growth of evidence-based programs
like Nurse-Family Partnership.

The Nurse-Family Partnership thanks the committee for a con-
tinued interest in how evidence-based programs can improve the
daily lives of people who need them most. I hope that the com-
mittee will continue to support and expand funding streams that
promote evidence-based social programs.

Thank you again, Chairman Hatch, Ranking Member Wyden,
and members of the committee, for the opportunity to testify today.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you, Ms. Bright.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Bright appears in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Let us now finish with you, Mr. Doar.
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT DOAR, FORMER COMMISSIONER,
NEW YORK CITY HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION,
AND CURRENT MORGRIDGE FELLOW IN POVERTY STUDIES,
AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. DOAR. Thank you. Chairman Hatch and other distinguished
members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify
today on how the use of evidence-based policy can improve our
safety net and help low-income Americans move up.

Evidence-based policymaking entails compiling strong evidence
about what works and what does not, using administrative data
systems more effectively, and ending failing programs while scaling
up successful ones.

During my 18 years administering State and local social safety-
net programs, I have been a part of a number of efforts that mod-
eled this approach. Today I would like to share some lessons
learned in those experiences.

In New York City, we performed rigorous evaluations of over 30
new initiatives as part of Mayor Bloomberg’s Center for Economic
Opportunity. One initiative in particular received a lot of attention,
the first conditional cash transfer program in the developed world.

The program, Family Rewards, provided cash payments to indi-
viduals who took positive actions like going to the doctor and en-
suring their children regularly attended school. MDRC conducted
the evaluation of the experiment.

While participants saw lower poverty levels as a result of the
program, most of the income gains came from the transfers them-
selves, and not from increased earnings. Once the program ended,
the treatments group’s incomes were not substantially different
from the control group.

We were also disappointed to see that these incentives did not
significantly change the behavior of participants in the vast major-
ity of outcomes sought in the program. As a result of these find-
ings, Mayor Bloomberg ended the program.

Just as programs failing to show results must be ended, pro-
grams backed by rigorous evaluations should see more resources
channeled their way. One idea that was the subject of rigorous
evaluations and consistently delivered positive impact on outcomes
was the Nurse-Family Partnership.

Critically, the creators of the program conducted three random-
ized controlled trials in different places to evaluate the program
and followed up with participants in the study regularly for dec-
ades. They found that it generated long-lasting benefits for both
mothers and their children.

Once the Nurse-Family Partnership model had developed this
strong evidence base, it warranted being adopted on a larger scale.
Mayor Bloomberg’s Center for Economic Opportunity made scaling
up the program a priority. The program grew by 383 percent be-
tween 2007 and 2011, and our program made a significant impact.

Children in the program are 16 percentage points more likely to
be current with their immunizations at 24 months, and teenage
mothers in the program are 15 percentage points more likely to ob-
tain a high school diploma or GED.

Similarly, pay-for-success models—also known as social impact
bonds—allow innovative social programs to receive funding from
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private investors, and, if they meet an agreed-on metric of success,
only then will government compensate this initiative and its inves-
tors. This approach has tremendous potential, but will also come
with administrative challenges, and has only been utilized in a
handful of trials in the United States.

Federal initiatives like the proposed Hatch-Bennet Social Impact
Partnership Act are worth pursuing as they offer help to States
and localities to manage such programs effectively.

In order to build the evidence base around policy ideas, research-
ers need high-quality data, but there are inherent flaws in govern-
ment survey data, our primary tool for collecting information about
safety-net programs. Dr. Bruce Meyer of the University of Chicago
has documented in several studies that misreporting of income and
benefit receipt are common in surveys.

In one recent study that matched State administrative records to
Census Bureau survey data, he and a coauthor found that the Cur-
rent Population Survey missed program receipt for 40 percent of
SNAP recipients and 60 percent of TANF and general assistance
recipients.

Administrative data is important not only because it provides
more accurate information, but also because it enables new ways
of evaluating policies and practices. For instance, randomized con-
trolled trials are expensive and time-consuming. After separating
participants into treatment and control groups and administering
the treatment, researchers must keep up with the recipients for
years, tracking their life outcomes through surveys.

In recent years, an alternative has emerged called low-cost RCTs,
in which researchers can use existing administrative data already
collected for other purposes as the basis for their evaluations. Ad-
ministrative data is also key to a similar evidence-based policy-
making technique: rapid-cycle evaluation.

Rapid-cycle evaluation helps policymakers make tough decisions
about the best way to implement programs and whether reforms
and tweaks make sense.

In New York City, we performed a number of rapid-cycle evalua-
tions. We piloted a child support initiative that invited noncusto-
dial parents to an initial meeting at the customer service center in
hopes that we could increase the number of orders established by
trying to reach an agreement in a friendlier environment than a
courtroom. We tested incorporating different messages into the
SNAP online education that behavioral economics evidence sug-
gested would improve accuracy and honesty from applicants.

While all policymakers believe their decisions are backed by evi-
dence, evidence-based policymaking is about following a specific
process. New and existing programs must be evaluated in a way
that establishes impact over a counterfactual.

Programs that rigorous evaluation show to be effective should be
scaled up, while initiatives failing to have success must be phased
out. Administrative data should be used to make it easier to con-
duct evaluations and to enable incremental improvements in pro-
gram administration.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Doar appears in the appendix.]
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, thanks to all four of you. I have a few ques-
tions here I would like to ask, and others as well may have ques-
tions.

Mr. Sorenson, let me just start with you. I want to thank you so
much for being here today and for the incredible work you are
doing out there in Utah, my home State.

There is no question in my mind you are truly an innovator and
a thought leader in moving social impact financing forward. Now,
you mentioned that you began the Sorenson Impact Center, in
part, out of dissatisfaction with traditional philanthropy. Can you
elaborate on that dissatisfaction, and how do you hope the Sor-
enson Impact Center could change, challenge, and help the field?

Mr. SORENSON. First of all, I want to say that I think traditional
philanthropy does really good things. I do not mean to in any way
impugn what they do. I just feel that because there is not always
a culture where measurement is involved and transparency in
what they do, that it is not as effective as it could be.

As one who is interested in really moving the needle in terms of
solving problems, I think every dollar is a scarce resource, and I
want to see it, in many cases, magnified, and, ultimately, I would
like to see models that are more self-sustaining and scalable.

So that is why I have been involved in what is called “impact in-
vesting;” that is, looking at the use of for-profit, as well as non-
profit business models that have a cash flow component to them,
that help in the scalability and self-sustainability of the enterprise
that addresses social problems.

This is an area that is of real interest, now increasingly so, in
the capital markets—impact investing, that is—investing in busi-
nesses that produce not only positive social benefits or address so-
cial problems, but also generate a financial return because they can
become self-sustaining. They can also attract more capital in the
capital markets than traditional philanthropy.

So much of the work that is done at the Sorenson Impact Center
is really focused on how to facilitate impact investing and how to
educate those in the field and advocate for this new tool to help ad-
dress the many problems that we face in society.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I appreciate the work that you are
doing. I am very pleased that you support this bill, S. 1089, The
gociaci Impact Partnership Act, which Senator Bennet and I intro-

uced.

You have testified that this legislation is needed, in part, to ad-
dress what is referred to as the “wrong pocket” problem. Can you
discuss the current implications for the States of this “wrong pock-
et” problem and how the Hatch-Bennet bill would ameliorate this
problem?

Mr. SORENSON. Yes. I think that the problems that we are ad-
dressing are fairly complex in terms of the different constituencies
that bear the cost, particularly in the area of Medicaid, health care,
for example. There could be an intervention that saves more money
than it costs, but the beneficiary of that is the Federal Government
as opposed to the State and local governments.

So, by being able to engage in this legislation, to pay for that por-
tion of the benefit that accrues to the Federal Government, it helps
for the Federal Government to be able to underwrite these initia-
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tives, and that in turn helps them to really become more prevalent
and scalable around the country. So it is a very important aspect
to enable these to work, to be able to have the various constitu-
encies that are benefitting involved.

An example of this is, in the health-care area, a preventative
intervention for asthma. Now asthma is a condition that has pre-
ventative interventions that will often prevent a much more costly
care or acute situation that happens if people have to go to the hos-
pital and you have emergency room visits and you have physicians
involved in very expensive services.

Well, Medicare covers the hospital part, and that is about 70 per-
cent of the benefit in terms of cost savings, where State and local
governments that would be expected to pay for the intervention are
only getting 30 percent in that equation.

So clearly this would enable, for this initiative, that portion of
the savings that accrued to the Federal Government to be recov-
ered in the pay-for-success formula.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you so much. Senator Bennet, let us
turn to you.

Senator BENNET. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you very
much for your partnership on this bill and your leadership on this
bill. You and your staff have made it much better. I am grateful
for that.

I am grateful for the testimony we had today. Particularly, I
want to thank Ms. Bright for sharing with us the work she is doing
with Nurse-Family Partnership. The Nurse-Family Partnership is
headquartered in Denver, CO and is doing important work
throughout the country. Its use of evidence-based intervention is a
model for all public and private social service organizations. So,
thank you.

My interest in this began after I was in business, and then I
found myself being superintendent of the Denver Public Schools
and realizing that very few of the incentives or disincentives
around that system were related to the outcomes that we wanted
for kids. Now I am in the Federal Government and realize it is
even worse when the funding source and the service provider are
not the same entity, because it is even harder to figure out how to
hold people accountable.

These are the early days of this kind of work, but I wonder if—
to me, it seems that this will rise or fall based on our ability to ac-
tually establish rigorous metrics for outcomes. The risk is that we
will not establish those rigorous outcomes. I do not mean “we” the
Federal Government; I mean the investors and others.

I wonder—starting with you, Mr. Sorenson—based on your expe-
rience, if you could talk a little bit about that, how you set those
rigorous outcomes so we really do get a felicitous race to the top
as you described it, instead of the reverse. Then I might ask Mr.
Berlin and Mr. Doar.

Mr. SORENSON. I think that that is one of the important elements
to this, and I would just say that I think, because there is engage-
ment and collaboration from the social scientist, as well as the
service providers, as well as the governments, as well as investors,
that there is a level of rigor and a framework for the potential for
much greater scrutiny in terms of the evidence and the outcomes
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and the validation that ultimately define how these will run and
be assessed. In the case of the first pay-for-success project in this
country—on Rikers Island in New York City—it was determined
that is was not successful.

The government did not pay. The investors ultimately ended up
taking the loss, and we learned what did not work in the process.

Senator BENNET. Is there anybody else who would like to get in
on this?

Mr. BERLIN. I think this is the central question. The promise
that government will only pay for success depends entirely on the
metrics that we use, but also on the evaluation designs that we
use.

It is easy to get improvements in outcomes, for example, by
changing who participates or whom you recruit into the program.
So it is important to think through how to ensure that you are ac-
tually getting the effects that you promised, above and beyond
what might have happened otherwise.

So I think combining the right metrics together with the right
kind of research design to give you a sense about the net value
added is really essential. Otherwise, government could end up pay-
ing for things that did not really make a difference at all.

Mr. DoARr. I agree with Gordon. The key thing is to be sure that
you set up a structure so that you make sure that the outcome
would not have happened otherwise without the intervention. That
is an impact evaluation, and it takes a certain rigor.

The other is defining what success is. I think in the example that
I gave, it was important to the city to have human capital develop-
ment and self-sufficiency as opposed to just an income effect. I
think that, as we work through this, we have to define that early
as we go into it.

Senator BENNET. I only have 1 minute left for a second question.
Mr. Sorenson, I will start with you again. Could you explain to the
committee what level of interest there is in the private sector
around this? Is it developing? Is it growing? Who are going to be
the investors in this world, do you think?

Mr. SORENSON. Well, I think that is an interesting question for
me, because I came to this from the investment world, the impact
investment world, where I was looking at potential investments
that had a double bottom-line potential, and I was contacted by my
wealth manager at Merrill Lynch with the first one that I got in-
volved in and saw right off the bat the potential for this. It cap-
tured my imagination and interest because it was data-driven, it
was much more accountable, and it was really based on outcomes—
all of the issues that I faced as a philanthropist wanting to find
better ways to deploy my capital.

Now having said that, I think there are other investors—outside
of philanthropy—who are also very interested in this model. We see
within the Sorenson Impact Center about a dozen of these that are
in the early stages of being set up in the western United States,
and there are another 50 across the country. So we are seeing real-
ly, I think, not only an interest by investors, but by communities
in setting these up and structuring them and moving forward in
the issue areas that are really important.
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Senator BENNET. Thank you. I am out of time. I thank the chair-
man, again, for his partnership.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I appreciate all of the effort you are
putting forward.

Senator Wyden?

Senator WYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just one question, if
I might, for you, Mr. Doar, and you, Mr. Berlin.

Obviously, right at the heart of an effective strategy is to figure
out what is going to work best, particularly for folks like TANF cli-
ents who are unemployed or are looking for better jobs. They face
barriers to employment. What do you believe are the best measures
now to be considered in terms of trying to help these disadvantaged
populations find and hold jobs? Why don’t we hear from Mr. Berlin
and Mr. Doar?

Mr. BERLIN. Thank you. In terms of measures, I think we really
want to see increases in employment and earnings so that people
can be self-sufficient and really move forward.

I feel like we are getting a little too pessimistic. There is a really
long history of the Welfare-to-Work experiments that were under-
taken in California and many other places. Eventually all of the
States did it under the various welfare reforms in 1988 and again
in 1996, in which we invested in mixed strategies that provided job
search assistance for those who were employable, but also edu-
cation and training for those who needed to develop their skills.

We saw pretty substantial increases in employment and earnings
and income, and also some savings in welfare. In addition, what we
call the Making Work Pay experiments really made sure that when
low-income people went to work, they were truly better off. They
also produced pretty dramatic increases in employment and earn-
ings, but also benefits for their children. They did better in school.

Senator WYDEN. Now, I understand that you all are advocating
some sort of inventory for information that you think is most prom-
ising to help these youngsters. What do you do with the informa-
tion and the inventory? Where does it go? How does it work?

Mr. BERLIN. So, when we build evidence about programs that
work, the challenge is really to make sure that that evidence gets
used at the local level. So one process is to create these “what
works clearinghouses” that begin to pull together all of the infor-
mation that we have about what is working. Another part of the
process which we work hard at at MDRC is working with localities
to help them actually use that evidence to move things forward.

Senator WYDEN. So if I was explaining this at a town hall meet-
ing, what I would say is that I can use this inventory to find pro-
grams that seem particularly promising in terms of earnings and
employment, and those kinds of opportunities that really lend
themselves to being replicated elsewhere. Is that something resem-
bling English that I could convey?

Mr. BERLIN. That would work. We are building a body of evi-
dence that I think, pretty convincingly, demonstrates in each of
these categories—for welfare recipients, for TANF recipients, for
disadvantaged youth—that we are beginning to see really clear evi-
dence about the kinds of strategies that work.

We are further behind for youth, but there are a number of mod-
els that have been promising. We just released results not too long
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ago on a program for young people maturing out of foster care—
youth villages—which showed some positive gain for them in terms
of their mental health, less likelihood of being homeless, and we
have several others like that that are in the pipeline.

Senator WYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Warner?

Senator WARNER. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank you and Senator Bennet for your interest in this subject. I
simply want to make the point that this is an area that I have
enormous interest in, and I commend all of the panelists.

A couple of comments, and a couple of questions. One, I think it
is important that we get the rigor, but I also think it is important
that we do not spend another decade trying to perfect the models.
There will be gaming, there will be mistakes. But when we are
thinking about pay for performance, for example in job training,
there are pretty easy metrics.

Did you get a job? Did it pay? Did you stay in that job for a pe-
riod of time?

The social value that we can add—I sometimes worry that we try
to set so many different metric posts along the way that we study
forever, as opposed to trying, trying new programs, trying what ac-
tually works, and then rewarding it in a meaningful way.

I think Mr. Sorenson has been too generous sometimes with his
comments about philanthropy. I think at times philanthropy has
been reluctant to put its money where its mouth is. They want to
one-off programs, but actually having programs that are incented
based upon pay for performance or social impact bonds—I think we
really need to be more aggressive.

Mr. Chairman, there are a series of things—if we are going to
get serious in this area—that we could do. For example, the DOL
recently changed part of their regulations for ERISA-managed
funds around fiduciary duty. For a long time we had a fiduciary
duty definition that said that if you are a State pension fund or a
private pension fund that wanted to do the right thing, you could
not make these social double bottom-line investments if they did
not show the same EPS on a short-term basis that I think a lot
of our investment strategies are plagued with.

A lot of the social double bottom-line investments require maybe
a slightly longer time horizon than a quarter-to-quarter-based in-
vestment change. There was a change by DOL that said ERISA-
managed funds can now look beyond simply EPS, and they can in-
clude the workers, and they can include other factors, and we
ought to accelerate that.

I think one of things we talked about in the past is many of
the—I am going to want your comments on this—philanthropic
funds are restricted in their ability to make project-related invest-
ments with their own corpus. So you will have some of the big phil-
anthropic funds around that are brand names that are unable to
invest in programs that are social double bottom-line-based because
of, frankly, an arcane, backward-looking regulatory environment.

Now on a bolder basis, if we were to look at portions of the cap-
ital gains rate based upon longer-term holds in this field to get that
social double bottom line, it might take a 3- or 5-year time horizon,
not a 1-year time horizon. We could incent, through usages of the
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tax code, much greater experimentation in this field. But we are
going to need to be, quite honestly, thinking about a capitalism
that works for a broader group of people. I think your whole sector
of investing here offers enormous comment.

I know I have laid out a lot of points there, but I would like any
of you, but particularly Mr. Sorenson, if you want to start with
those, and any of the others who want to comment.

Mr. SORENSON. I think there are a lot of really great thoughts
that you put forth there. First of all, let me just say that the whole
area of impact investing—or in the foundation world it is often re-
ferred to as mission-related investing—is really capturing the
minds and the imaginations of the investment world, and I think
creating a tremendous opportunity to address problems and benefit
society that has a much greater potential than I think has ever
been thought.

Senator WARNER. There are regulations now that preclude——

Mr. SORENSON. There are regulations. You talked a little bit
about program-related investments in the foundation world.
Program-related investments are investments that foundations can
make—and they typically are made at the very early stage, the
high-risk experimental stage—where commercial capital does not
typically make investment because of the risk factor.

It is a good place for philanthropic foundation money, but be-
cause of the ambiguity in the tax code, many foundations do not
participate with program-related investments because they are con-
cerned about whether or not they would qualify by IRS definition.
If there were a way to remove that ambiguity—and we have ideas
that would really be helpful in that regard—I think it would help
to really provide a much more welcoming environment for founda-
tions as it relates to program-related investments and looking at
investing in more scalable self-sustaining solutions.

Mr. DoAR. I would just say that it is not just government that
needs to apply evidence-based policymaking to their interventions.
The not-for-profit world also could benefit from being more rigorous
in evaluating their impact.

My friend, Professor Sullivan at Notre Dame, has set up a lab.
He 1s partnering with not-for-profits around the country to bring
that kind of rigor to that world. It is very much needed.

So the extent to which this legislation or this discussion sets an
example for that world to be as rigorous about impact as we need
to be 1s a good thing.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Senator Scott?

Senator SCOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to the
panelists. Senator Warner, I look forward to getting my legislation
over to your office as soon as possible.

Literally what you were talking about is my new legislation
which is investing in opportunity, which allows for a deferral of the
capital gains tax beyond 1 year in an attempt to give investors an
opportunity to make good decisions about how to invest the re-
sources necessary to grow entrepreneurs in some of the distressed
communities around the country.

It would be central from my perspective for us to continue to
work together to find those opportunities to encourage the private
sector to do what the private sector would prefer to do, which is
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have that capital reinvested in communities that desperately need
the resources, as opposed to paying a higher and higher capital
gains tax.

But this only defers the capital gains tax. It does not eliminate
it. So we, the government, would see the resources coming back to
the government, but it would give a window of opportunity for
those dollars to be redeployed into the communities that have the
greatest need. Fifty million Americans around the country in all 50
States would benefit from the legislation. I will ask Mr. Doar to
talk about that in a few minutes.

One of the things I appreciate about this hearing so much is that
we have so many Americans who are suffering, who are working
very hard, and find themselves unable to crawl out of the pit of
poverty. We have scarce resources to be used effectively to help
these Americans.

One of the things I find exciting and encouraging about this
hearing is that we are trying to figure out how to have measurable
progress in a reasonable time, how to fuse together the private sec-
tor and the public sector to joint venture in these communities and
help the very people who have grown up or who are growing up in
very similar fashion or similar places that I did when I was a kid,
growing up in poverty.

So I am encouraged that we are having a conversation that needs
to be had, that perhaps, looking at some of the programs and the
overhead expense within the government, we should have had a
very long time ago.

I remember serving on a nonprofit board of directors about 15
years ago in South Carolina. We stopped funding agencies and or-
ganizations and we started funding specific programs within those
agencies and organizations that could provide the outcome that we
were looking for.

I think that approach is just common sense, and while we are
having a hearing on it, I certainly hope that most of us recognize
that this really should have been the model that we were using for
a very, very long time, because the very people who need the help
the most are the people who seem to be stuck and still suffering
because of the lack of outcome focus.

Mr. Doar, since the focus of today’s hearing is on delivering social
services and support to vulnerable families, I wanted to raise the
issue of how we actually change the economic ecosystem of dis-
tressed communities. In addition to more effective delivery of social
services, I believe that we must do more to spark economic condi-
tions necessary to provide real economic opportunities in these
communities, which is why I was talking about the Investing in
Opportunity Act.

I am curious to know how you would characterize the need for
greater investment and access to capital in struggling communities,
and whether those issues should be prioritized alongside the issues
we are discussing today. Do you believe we are effectively engaging
the private sector towards this goal, and what could we do better?

Mr. DoAR. Well, I certainly believe that economic development
and economic stimulation are very much a part of an anti-poverty
effort, and people in social services who forget that a stimulated
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economy providing jobs is wind at your back in helping low-income
Americans are making a mistake.

So efforts that would bring that kind of greater economic activity,
through legislation like you are proposing, if they are evaluated
carefully and monitored carefully, are much needed.

The other thing that is coming out a lot in the recent data is the
extent to which poverty is often place-based. There are distressed
communities where there are high concentrations of poverty. We do
have to turn our attention to those specific communities and give
them greater attention, as opposed to broad-based solutions that
attempt to cover the whole country.

So I think that efforts to stimulate jobs and economics are very
much a part of an anti-poverty effort. I also think that lessons that
are in this hearing about the importance of doing very rigorous
evaluations are important too.

Senator SCOTT. I am running out of time. Mr. Chairman, if you
would allow for one more question? Thank you, sir.

Mr. Sorenson, my Governor in South Carolina, Governor Nikki
Haley, announced in February of this year a $30-million expansion
of the Nurse-Family Partnership program in South Carolina, the
Nation’s first pay-for-success initiative focused on improving the
lives and health outcomes of mothers and children living in pov-
erty. More than half of the expansion will be paid for by private
donors, included an $8-million gift from the Duke Endowment.

Nurse-Family Partnership has a lot of data and evidence that
demonstrates their ability to produce successful outcomes for
women and children living in poverty. Because of this, Governor
Haley could feel confident about expanding the Nurse-Family Part-
nership in South Carolina through a pay-for-success initiative.

Can you talk about the importance of evaluating programs based
on the outcomes instead of just the money that we are putting into
those programs, and can you also speak to the importance of
leveraging private capital to invest in programs that could supple-
ment or even replace government social programs—with a lower
overhead expense from my perspective?

Mr. SORENSON. Well I think, as we have talked about today,
there are a lot of social services and funding for social services that
are not measured or focused on outcomes or looking at account-
ability that focuses on a result that ends up potentially saving
money. The potential for the type of delivery and procurement that
we are talking about here, in evidence-based procurement for social
services, is being able to develop models that determine, first of all,
those metrics that measure successful outcomes and then being
able to develop a framework and structure that rigorously meas-
ures them. That, I think, is pretty basic.

If I am in a business in the business world, that seems very intu-
itive to me. Yes, it is not as common a practice as it should be in
the procurement of social services.

I think the other really innovative thing in what we are doing
here is really engaging the private sector in the collaborative in-
volvement between investors who take risks and the efficiency that
is in the business world in measuring and underwriting invest-
ments and bringing that to bear in this structure. I think that that
enables, really, solutions to problems that are difficult for State
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and local governments to address because their resources are
scarce and they are really focused on the downstream costs as op-
posed to innovative interventions, preventative interventions that
could ultimately save a lot more than what they cost.

That is really the whole, I think, opportunity for the private in-
vestors, whether they be foundations or other investors, to really
engage.

Senator SCOTT. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Menendez?

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me first start off by thanking my fellow New Jersian, Tesha
Bright, for coming to testify before the committee today. It is al-
ways a privilege to hear from a constituent, and I read your testi-
mony. I was at another event, but I read your testimony, and I ap-
preciate what you had to say, especially in a program that I have
long championed, which is home visiting.

Nobody knows the needs of the families in Essex and Morris
Counties, especially the young at-risk families that you work with,
more than I do. I want to commend you and the work that the
Nurse-Family Partnership is able to accomplish on behalf of the
families you serve.

When we talk about evidence-based successes, this is one, Mr.
Chairman. It is because of the needs facing these communities and
communities like them all over the country that I have been such
a strong supporter of home visiting programs like the Maternal, In-
fant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting programs.

Because these are evidence-based programs, we know exactly
how successful they have been at helping families by reducing in-
fant mortality, improving language development, reducing child
abuse and neglect, enhancing parental engagement, and even de-
creasing children’s exposure to the juvenile justice system during
adolescence years after the home visits have stopped. That is a
pretty good track record, Mr. Chairman.

I want to take the opportunity to thank my colleague from Iowa,
Senator Grassley. I know he could not be here. Together he and I
have been able to ensure that the MIECHV program has been ex-
tended and the funding continues to flow to these programs, be-
cause they work.

I want to thank him for his commitment and continuing to work
with me to ensure that the program’s funding, which is currently
set to expire at the end of fiscal year 2017, is again continued and,
as my hope is, expanded to ensure that more home visits can occur,
more mothers have the opportunity to learn from nurses like
Tesha, and more children are able to benefit from the evidence-
based practices that have already proven so successful.

So thank you for joining us today. As you know, I think it is al-
ways great for the members of Congress to hear firsthand accounts
about how the policies we discuss in this committee actually trans-
late to work on the ground, people back at home. Sometimes there
is a bit of a disconnect there. I always like to bring it back to home.

In your written testimony, you talk about a couple of memorable
clients with whom you worked, a teenage mother and a pair of sis-
ters in a foster home. I am hoping you can describe for us how the
training for this particular model helped you connect with them,
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and how your interactions might have differed compared to non-
evidence-based models.

Ms. BriGHT. Well, I can only speak to this evidence-based model.
The training that I received, like I mentioned, the motivational
interviewing, was painful at times, going through this training,
learning not to give our opinion, but to encourage our clients to
make up their own minds, just to restate and rephrase, encourage
them to solve their own problems just by listening, and encourage
them to talk.

The communication, family communication that I mentioned in
the testimony—we have facilitators that we use in our program,
and it is at the nurse’s discretion when you need to bring them out.
I think that having done them so many times over the last 8 years,
when I noticed that this incident was going on in the family, just
sitting everyone down and having them air their grievances and
discuss everything was very important for the foster mother who
really could not connect with the two Haitian sisters, and then just
getting their voice out because they felt that they had to do every-
thing on their own and they had no one to help them. Because they
trusted me, it helped to facilitate that between the sisters and the
mother.

In that instance, I think that the training I received with the mo-
tivational interviewing through the Nurse-Family Partnership was
really important.

Senator MENENDEZ. So in these 8 years that you have been
working at this, would you say there are successes in the families
that you have dealt with that, but for your participation and that
of the program, might not have been achieved?

Ms. BRIGHT. I am not going to say I can come in and change a
fillmily, but I could definitely make them think about different
things.

A good example would be nutrition. If I see that the majority of
the family is overweight and I am discussing nutrition and healthy
eating with the mom of the toddler, I can be creative with it and
bring in smoothies, and bring in a blender and show them how you
can make smoothies and use vegetables so that your child is get-
ting fresh vegetables, using the WIC checks to buy fresh vegetables
from the local farmers’ market and then using those vegetables,
and then just encouraging them to try one new thing every month,
and bringing something new. I think that impacts the whole fam-
ily. Just small change is all we are looking for.

Senator MENENDEZ. Small changes sometimes bring big results,
Mr. Chairman.

Thank you very much. Thank you for coming.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Scott has one more question he would
like to ask, and then we are going to recess.

Senator SCOTT. Thank you, Senator Hatch.

Ms. Bright, just a quick question. In South Carolina, the Nurse-
Family Partnership serves about 1,200 families currently. With the
new initiative, we will be able to serve another 3,200 families.

My question really is on building a new culture because, from my
perspective, it appears to me that once you have an impact on a
family, that family has an impact on their community. If you have
enough folks receiving assistance and projecting forward, you will
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have an opportunity really to have a new culture within a commu-
nity.

Can you talk to the ability to impact families outside of the spe-
cific family that is being served?

Ms. BRIGHT. Yes. I have a great example of that. I have a cli-
ent—well, I had a client. She has graduated now. Working with
her, I was able to work with the mom, give her different job oppor-
tunities that came through our e-mail system, visiting with her,
not just in her home, but meeting her at a baby shower and going
to her graduation. I was able to meet the grandmother and then
the aunts.

I do a lot more than just nursing. I find that—I made a deal with
her: if you graduate, I will drive for your prom. It was just our
basic family car, but I was able to drive her to her prom, and just
being involved with that family—multi-generational—made a dif-
ference. It made a difference.

It is funny. Many of the times, they do not know my first name.
They just know me as “the nurse.” They refer to whatever I say
as, “Well, the nurse said.”

That makes a difference, because it is not just my client saying
that, it is her mom or her grandmother referring to something that
I mentioned. It could be just as simple as healthy eating.

Senator SCOTT. That is awesome. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Scott.

We are very grateful for your testimony here today. This is seri-
ous stuff. We intend to pass this bill. The House is working on
their version as well. Hopefully before the end of this year, we can
work out a bill that you all will be very satisfied with. If we do,
it will be in large measure because of you taking the time to come
and see us today.

With that, let me just say that I would ask that any questions
for the record be submitted by Tuesday, May 24th.

With that, then, I think we will just adjourn this hearing. I think
I am going to see you a little later, Mr. Sorenson.

Thank you all for being here. I really appreciate you.

[Whereupon, at 3:30 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]



APPENDIX

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD
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USING EVIDENCE AS THE DRIVER OF POLICY CHANGE: THE NEXT STEPS IN SUPPORTING
INNOVATION, CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT, AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Good morning, Chairman Hatch, Ranking Member Wyden, and members of the
committee. I appreciate the opportunity to participate in this hearing on the role
of evidence-building in the future design and evolution of the Nation’s education and
social welfare policies and programs.

My name is Gordon Berlin, and I am president of MDRC, a nonprofit, nonpartisan
education and social policy research organization that is dedicated to learning what
works to improve policies and programs that affect the poor. Founded in 1974,
MDRC evaluates existing programs and develops new solutions to some of the Na-
tion’s most pressing social problems, using rigorous random assignment research de-
signs or near equivalents to assess their impact.

The Federal Government spends billions of dollars on policies and programs de-
signed to improve the human condition; ameliorate poverty; increase employment,
earnings, and income; invest in education to build human capital; and ensure Amer-
ica’s competitive position in a technologically advancing world. But to make a real
difference, to ensure a return on investment for both taxpayers and the beneficiaries
of these programs, we have to do things that actually work.

Over the last decade and a half, during a period defined in the public conscious-
ness by political partisanship, the legislative and executive branches have quietly
forged a bipartisan consensus around the need to build evidence of effectiveness that
would ensure high rates of return on investment for the Nation’s social programs.
The establishment by Congress of the new Evidence-Based Policymaking Commis-
sion is only the most recent example of this consensus.

In my testimony today, I offer a brief history of the Federal Government’s fruitful
investment in evidence-building; then concentrate on several of the most recent ef-
forts, including supporting pay-for-success initiatives; and conclude by identifying
obstacles to effective evidence-building, offering potential solutions and suggesting
a framework for exploiting the opportunities that lie ahead.

A Brief History of Evidence-Building

The history of evidence-building has evolved through four phases: in the 1980s
and 1990s, Federal waivers made the States the engine of innovation; in the early
2000s, the Office of Management and Budget drove the Federal agencies to focus
on developing rigorous evidence, and the Congress created the Institute of Edu-
cation Sciences; in the late 2000s, the Federal Government built partnerships with
the nonprofit and philanthropic communities and defined tiered standards of evi-
dence; and today Congress has taken the lead, building on the earlier phases to cre-
ate new evidence-building frameworks and pay-for-success initiatives that seek to
support innovation and stronger results.

Putting States in the Lead: The Waiver Era. The earliest roots of the evidence
evolution can be traced to the 1980s and 1990s when the Nation turned to the
States as laboratories of innovation. Using the Social Security Act’s 1115 waiver au-
thority, the Federal Government allowed States to experiment with new approaches
to welfare policy. In return, States were expected to subject their programs to rig-
orous evaluation, nearly always using random assignment, to demonstrate that the
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reforms had the intended effects and were cost neutral. The Federal Administration
for Children and Families and its Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation
(OPRE) played a key role in managing the waiver process and organizing that re-
search—as well as in setting the agenda in subsequent years for advancing our un-
derstanding of the contributions job search, training, and community work experi-
ence could make. The remarkable body of evidence built during this period provided
the backbone for passage of the 1988 Family Support Act and the 1996 welfare re-
form law. No one understands the results of that work better than the members of
this committee: together with a strong economy, the resulting welfare-to-work pro-
grams and related supports embodied in Federal law led to an unprecedented in-
crease in employment rates among welfare recipients and a sharp decline in the Na-
tion’s welfare rolls. I turn later in this testimony to some of the challenges associ-
ated with the waiver authority in health and welfare policy broadly and the current
state of the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program specifically.

Creating Capacity: The Era of Investment in Federal Research Centers.
With OPRE’s rich body of research evidence on welfare as one example, the Office
of Management and Budget in the Bush administration began encouraging all Fed-
eral agencies to use randomized controlled trials to evaluate the effectiveness of the
programs they funded. In 2002, Congress passed the Education Sciences Reform
Act, which created the Institute of Education Sciences (IES), the independent statis-
tics, research, and evaluation arm of the U.S. Department of Education. IES has
been universally recognized for raising the standards of evidence in education re-
search. In 2008, recognizing that States had little incentive to allocate dollars to

rograms with the strongest evidence, President Bush and Congress appropriated
510 million to support States that committed to scale up evidence-based home vis-
iting programs. This bipartisan action laid the groundwork for the next era in
evidence-based policy.

Partnering With the Nonprofit Sector: The Era of Tiered Evidence. During
the third phase in the late 2000s, Congress capitalized on innovation and creativity
in the nonprofit sector in legislation that created the Investing in Innovation Fund
($650 million) at the U.S. Department of Education, the Workforce Innovation Fund
($125 million) at the U.S. Department of Labor, the Teen Pregnancy Prevention Pro-
gram ($110 million) at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS),
and the Social Innovation Fund ($50 million) at the Corporation for National and
Community Service. Each of these funding streams employed “tiered” evidence
structures that allotted the largest dollar amounts to the programs with the strong-
est evidence, each encouraged new program development, each emphasized taking
what works to scale, and, importantly, each required that additional evidence be
generated as programs expanded. Programs funded by these streams include such
effective interventions as the Success for All school model, the Reading Partners vol-
unteer tutoring program, the Youth Villages YVLifeSetprogram for young people
transitioning out of foster care, and the transitional employment program for reen-
tering prisoners run by the Center for Employment Opportunities.

Perhaps the largest evidence-based program of the era is the Maternal, Infant,
and Early Childhood Home Visiting (MIECHV) program, which provided $1.5 billion
in funding for home visiting programs over 5 years. In many respects, MIECHV,
which was largely crafted by this committee, was a model of building and using evi-
dence to shape policy. The authorizing legislation reflected the considerable amount
of research that had already been conducted on home visiting in two ways. First,
it required DHHS to establish transparent criteria to determine which models of
home visiting had prior evidence of effectiveness. It then required States to spend
the majority of their MIECHV funds on those models.

Recognizing that prior studies had also shown gaps in where home visiting was
effective, the legislation also encouraged States to innovate by allowing part of the
funds to be used for promising approaches to home visiting. For example, home vis-
iting programs have historically not had large effects on maternal mental health,
so states could use these funds to pay for new services to try to ameliorate maternal
depression. At the same time, the authorizing legislation recognized a need for con-
tinued learning about the effects of home visiting. To that end, it specified that 3
percent of the budget should be spent on technical assistance and research activi-
ties. Finally, the legislation also required a national evaluation of the MIECHV pro-
gram, noting that random assignment designs were to be used “to the maximum ex-
tent feasible.”

In sum, there are several elements of MIECHV worth emphasizing:
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e Prior evidence was used to influence how Federal funds could be spent, mak-
ing it more likely that the funds would make a difference for families.

e The legislation recognized that there were areas where home visiting was not
as effective as desired and offered States funds to test innovative approaches.

e Funds were set aside for research to make sure that learning continued under
MIECHYV and could influence future realizations of home visiting.

Together these initiatives laid the groundwork for the modern era of evidence-
building that Congress has now embarked upon.

Today: Using Evidence as a Driver of Change. Building on past efforts, this
Congress is actively using evidence as an instrument of change—setting aside a
small fraction of funding for evidence-building, charging the executive branch with
using tiered strategies that privilege those programs and models with the best evi-
dence with the highest levels of funding, and requiring that States look to evidence-
based models as they expand federally funded programs. In addition, recognizing
that context matters, these set-asides include funding for innovation in the private
and nonprofit sectors and also in States and localities.

Indeed, social impact bond financing—a strategy that brings together private-
sector capital, nonprofit know-how, and government urgency in a partnership de-
signed to take promising new approaches to scale—is an important part of the
Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act of 2014 (WIOA) and the Every Student
Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA).

WIOA places new emphasis on evidence-based decision-making by asking States
and the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) to identify, evaluate, and share promising
and proven practices. In addition, DOL is charged with establishing a robust pro-
gram of research to fill crucial knowledge gaps, including learning what works to
help disconnected youth return to school and enroll in postsecondary training and
conducting regular and rigorous evaluation of programs for dislocated workers and
of the Job Corps. States are required to evaluate their programs annually using rig-
orous methods, and the law sets aside dollars for Governors to encourage experi-
mentation at the State and local level. Surprisingly, the law doesn’t employ the
tiered evidence strategies pioneered in other bills. The law also created new author-
ity for local workforce investment boards to 