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EVALUATING EFFORTS TO HELP FAMILIES
SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN AND ESCAPE
POVERTY

WEDNESDAY, JULY 17, 2013

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 4:06 p.m., in room
1100, Longworth House Office Building, the Honorable Dave
Reichert [Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

[The advisory of the hearing follows:]

o))
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HEARING ADVISORY

Chairman Reichert Announces Hearing on Evalu-
ating Efforts to Help Families Support their
Children and Escape Poverty

1100 Longworth House Office Building at 4:00 PM
Washington, July 10, 2013

Congressman Dave Reichert (R-WA), Chairman of the Subcommittee on Human
Resources of the Committee on Ways and Means, today announced that the Sub-
committee will hold a hearing titled, “What Really Works: Evaluating Current Ef-
forts to Help Families Support their Children and Escape Poverty.” The hearing will
review evidence about the effectiveness of programs designed to assist low-income
families and individuals, how Congress can ensure these programs are evaluated ef-
fectively, and how funding can best be directed toward programs and services that
have the greatest impact on reducing poverty. The hearing will take place at
4:00 pm on Wednesday, July 17, 2013, in Room 1100 of the Longworth House
Office Building. This hearing is the second in a three-part series of hearings on
welfare reform issues.

In view of the limited time available to hear from witnesses, oral testimony at
this hearing will be from invited witnesses only. Witnesses will include experts on
the evaluation of social programs, as well as experts who use high-quality evalua-
tions to inform public policy decisions. However, any individual or organization not
scheduled for an oral appearance may submit a written statement for consideration
by the Committee and for inclusion in the printed record of the hearing.

BACKGROUND:

The Federal Government spends hundreds of billions each year on more than 80
programs for families and individuals with low income. While each of these pro-
grams is intended to alleviate poverty and improve the lives of those who receive
these benefits, few programs have been rigorously evaluated to determine if they ac-
tually achieve their goals. According to social policy experts writing about the eval-
uation of Federal social programs in 2010, “[slince 1990, there have been 10 in-
stances in which an entire Federal social program has been evaluated using the sci-
entific ‘gold standard’ method” to determine whether the program really works, and
“nine of these evaluations found weak or no positive effects.”

Research has shown that dozens of specific interventions have demonstrated posi-
tive results in addressing various social problems, including by reducing child mal-
treatment, improving educational achievement, and increasing employment and
earnings. However, in some cases, high-quality evaluations have revealed that some
programs previously believed to be effective actually had no impact. In other cases,
social programs expected to improve the lives of low-income adults or children actu-
ally caused harm—meaning those who did not receive the service or benefit avoided
the detrimental effects caused by the program because they did not participate. In
addition, many Federal social programs have never been rigorously evaluated to de-
termine whether they effectively address the problem they were created to solve,
and evidence of effectiveness is not routinely used by Congress to address program
deficiencies or redirect funding to more effective programs and policies.

In announcing the hearing, Chairman Reichert stated, “Americans have always
been willing to help those in need. But when the American people are
asked to fund programs to help those most in need, they should be assured
that their tax dollars are really making a positive difference. Unfortu-
nately, few of our Nation’s social programs have been rigorously evaluated,
and even fewer have shown that they are effective in addressing the prob-
lems they set out to solve. It is critical that we learn more about what
works to help low-income families, that we ensure these programs are eval-
uated effectively, and that we focus taxpayer resources on those efforts
that truly help families and children in need.”



FOCUS OF THE HEARING:

The hearing will review what we know about the effectiveness of current pro-
grams designed to assist low-income families and individuals, how Congress can en-
sure more social programs are rigorously evaluated to determine their impact, and
how high-quality evidence can best be used to inform the design of social programs
at the federal level.

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS:

Please Note: Any person(s) and/or organization(s) wishing to submit for the hear-
ing record must follow the appropriate link on the hearing page of the Committee
website and complete the informational forms. From the Committee homepage,
http.://lwaysandmeans.house.gov, select “Hearings.” Select the hearing for which you
would like to submit, and click on the link entitled, “Please click here to submit a
statement or letter for the record.” Once you have followed the online instructions,
submit all requested information. Attach your submission as a Word document, in
compliance with the formatting requirements listed below, by Wednesday, July
31, 2013. Finally, please note that due to the change in House mail policy, the U.S.
Capitol Police will refuse sealed-package deliveries to all House Office Buildings.
For questions, or if you encounter technical problems, please call (202) 225-1721 or
(202) 225-3625.

FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS:

The Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing
record. As always, submissions will be included in the record according to the discre-
tion of the Committee. The Committee will not alter the content of your submission,
but we reserve the right to format it according to our guidelines. Any submission
provided to the Committee by a witness, any supplementary materials submitted for
the printed record, and any written comments in response to a request for written
comments must conform to the guidelines listed below. Any submission or supple-
mentary item not in compliance with these guidelines will not be printed, but will
be maintained in the Committee files for review and use by the Committee.

1. All submissions and supplementary materials must be provided in Word format and MUST
NOT exceed a total of 10 pages, including attachments. Witnesses and submitters are advised
that the Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record.

2. Copies of whole documents submitted as exhibit material will not be accepted for printing.
Instead, exhibit material should be referenced and quoted or paraphrased. All exhibit material
not meeting these specifications will be maintained in the Committee files for review and use
by the Committee.

3. All submissions must include a list of all clients, persons, and/or organizations on whose
behalf the witness appears. A supplemental sheet must accompany each submission listing the
name, company, address, telephone, and fax numbers of each witness.

The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities.
If you are in need of special accommodations, please call 202—-225-1721 or 202-226—
3411 TTD/TTY in advance of the event (four business days notice is requested).
Questions with regard to special accommodation needs in general (including avail-
ability of Committee materials in alternative formats) may be directed to the Com-
mittee as noted above.

Note: All Committee advisories and news releases are available online at A#tp:/
www.waysandmeans.house.gov/.

————

Chairman REICHERT. Good afternoon, the Committee will come
to order. This is the second in our series of three hearings on wel-
fare reform. In our first hearing, we learned that programs de-
signed to help low-income families often don’t do enough to help re-
cipients go to work and get ahead. Today we will explore what we
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know about the effectiveness of such programs, how we can hold
more programs accountable for their performance, and how we can
ensure they provide real help so recipients can support their fami-
lies and move up the economic ladder. Over one-third of American
households receive low-income benefits today, and Federal spend-
ing alone on these programs equals $15,000 per individual below
the poverty line each year. Yet few programs can show that they
improve outcomes for those in need.

What we will hear today is that in many cases, these programs
are either untested or have not been proven to work. According to
program evaluation experts, “Since 1990, there have been 10 in-
stances in which an entire Federal social program has been evalu-
ated using the scientific gold standard method of randomly assign-
ing individuals to a program or control group. Nine of the evalua-
tions found weak or no positive effects.”

In another example, a review of 13 rigorous studies on employ-
ment and training programs showed three-quarters of them had
weak or no positive effects on those that they were supposed to be
helping. All of this comes at a cost. The programs in question con-
tinued to spend literally billions of dollars every year without deliv-
ering the results promised to those in need.

We know many social programs lack meaningful outcomes, but
some programs go further and can even be harmful. For example,
Scared Straight—which I am familiar with as a former sheriff—or-
ganized visits to prisons by juvenile delinquents with the goal of
deterring them from future offending. However, instead of reducing
crime, these programs actually increased the odds that participants
will find themselves in trouble in the future. In fact, a comprehen-
sive review of research by Washington State Institute for Public
Policy estimated that every dollar spent on the program actually
creates $76 in additional cost for taxpayers, crime victims, and the
participants themselves because the youth who go through these
programs are more likely to commit crimes in the future.

This all suggests that more programs, including those in our ju-
risdiction, should be evaluated to ensure the families are receiving
real help. Ultimately, Congress and the administration should fund
what works so we can deliver better results to those in need. This
is an issue that can and should be bipartisan as it is all about
doing right by recipients and taxpayers alike.

Last week the Obama administration hosted a full-day con-
ference on funding what works, highlighting how the private sector
is willing to work with government to ensure that programs are
really making a difference. Especially given our current fiscal cli-
mate, it is important to ensure our resources are focused on efforts
that have the greatest impact on those in need, and I am proud to
say that my home State of Washington is a leader in this regard,
as Steve Aos of the Washington State Institute for Public Policy
will shortly tell us. We will also hear from experts from Utah and
Texas, as well as national leaders, about what is being done and
what more can be done to ensure that these programs are held ac-
countable for producing real results. I look forward to all of your
testimony today.

Mr. Doggett, would you care to make an opening statement?
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Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
thanks to all of our witnesses. I welcome this opportunity to dis-
cuss the programs and strategies that have proven to be most suc-
cessful in helping our families escape poverty. Federal initiatives
help raised 40 million Americans above the poverty line in 2011
under a comprehensive measure that counts all assistance known
as the supplemental poverty measure.

Taken as a whole, public policy is having an immense impact on
the well-being of many of our least fortunate neighbors. This, how-
ever, still leaves the question of which specific approaches are most
effective in achieving our objectives, and as we contemplate that
question, I believe that the focus of this Subcommittee ought to be
on the one program, the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families,
that is within our jurisdiction. That ought to be our primary focus,
especially since the TANF program is set to expire on September
the 30th. We have very few legislative days prior to that time, with
the Congress being out most of August and the beginning of Sep-
tember, and I would suggest we get about the work on that specific
piece of legislation.

I voted for the 1996 welfare reform law myself because I believe
that helping people find a job is the best strategy to reducing pov-
erty. But this premise hinges on two very important principles.
First, assistance has to be available when jobs are scarce, as they
have been until very recently; and, second, a real effort has to be
made to help people find, maintain, and advance in employment.
Any fair reading of the last decade of the TANF program finds it
lacking on both counts. The percentage of poor single mothers who
are working has been dropping almost consistently for the past 12
years, after having made significant progress in the mid and late
nineties.

Even more troubling, the percentage of poor mothers who are
neither working nor receiving any assistance from TANF is more
than twice as high as it was when TANF was established in 1996.

Some of our colleagues often complain that our Federal programs
are allowed to drift on autopilot. That seems to me to be accurate
as it relates to TANF. This program is in real need of a significant
reevaluation rather than this stop-start for brief periods approach
that has been taken in recent years. Instead of working toward
that goal, we spent most of the last year in this Subcommittee de-
bating whether the administration was giving the States too much
flexibility in the TANF program.

For those who think that work requirements, stricter work re-
quirements constitute a panacea on this issue, it is noteworthy that
a number of States, including those that have Republican Gov-
ernors, have complained that the current TANF work participation
requirements really don’t measure success. Rather than continue
the same tired old arguments, our Committee can actively advance
the debate on this issue by reviewing evidence on specific strategies
that might help TANF recipients get and retain jobs. One prom-
ising approach is boosting both employment and earnings through
sectoral training programs that target high-demand occupations
and provide training and job search assistance to low-income indi-
viduals.
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Unlike some past training programs, these efforts are squarely
aimed at preparing folks for job opportunities that exist in their
communities. I look forward especially to having a native from Aus-
tin, Tara Smith, with the Ray Marshall Center at the University
of Texas offer comments about the success that is reflected in Cap-
ital IDEA in Austin and Project QUEST in San Antonio that have
shown real promise in helping people find not only jobs, but lasting
careers. The Alamo Academies in San Antonio have taken this
same successful sectoral employment approach and have partnered
with high schools, community colleges, aerospace companies at Port
San Antonio to provide specialized advanced manufacturing train-
ing.

I have been out to meet with some of those students. They are
impressive. They are high school students who complete the pro-
gram and receive valuable credentials along with their high school
diploma when graduating, and some are averaging a starting pay
of over $30,000 out of school each year.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to a productive discussion about
how these and other proven strategies might help us to improve
outcomes for TANF recipients and other struggling Americans.
Let’s find a path forward toward our common goal of increasing
employment and reducing poverty. Thank you very much.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Doggett. Without objec-
tion, each Member will have the opportunity to submit a written
statement and have it included in the record at this point.

I want to remind our witnesses, please, to limit their oral state-
ments to 5 minutes. However, without objection, all of the written
testimony will be made a part of the permanent record.

On our panel this afternoon we will be hearing from Jon Baron,
president, Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy; Kristen Cox, execu-
tive director, Utah’s Governor’s Office of Management and Budget;
Steve Aos, director of Washington State Institute for Public Policy;
David Muhlhausen, Ph.D. research fellow, Empirical Policy Anal-
ysis, The Heritage Foundation; and Tara Smith, research associate,
Ray Marshall Center, Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs
at The University of Texas.

Welcome to all of you. Thank you for taking the time to be with
us today. I will just let you know that you see three Members in
front of you. Others are on the floor speaking on a bill, which I just
came back from. That is why we started a little bit late. So we will
have some other Members joining us here shortly.

Mr. Baron, please proceed with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF JON BARON, PRESIDENT, COALITION FOR
EVIDENCE-BASED POLICY

Mr. BARON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Chairman Reichert,
Ranking Member Doggett, and Congressman Davis, I appreciate
the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee on behalf of the
nonpartisan, nonprofit Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy. My tes-
timony will address how evidence-based program reforms can
greatly increase the effectiveness of government social spending in
improving people’s lives.

It is often assumed that the only way to increase government’s
impact on social problems such as poverty and educational failure
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is to spend more money, an assumption that conflicts with the cur-
rent national interest in reducing the deficit. Largely overlooked,
however, are clear examples from welfare and other areas where
rigorous randomized trials, which as you mentioned, are widely
considered the strongest method of evaluating program effective-
ness, have identified program reforms that produced important im-
provements in people’s lives while simultaneously reducing govern-
ment spending.

As an illustrative example in the eighties and nineties, govern-
ment and foundations sponsored a large number of randomized
trials of State and local welfare reforms. Three major reforms—two
in California, one in Oregon—were found especially effective. They
focused on moving welfare recipients quickly into the workforce
through short-term job search, assistance, and training, and were
found to produce gains in participants’ employment and earnings
of 20 to 50 percent sustained over several years.

Importantly, they also produced net savings to the government
in reduced welfare and food stamps of between $1700 and $6,000
per person. These findings helped build the political consensus for
the strong work requirements in the 1996 Welfare Reform Act.

A second example is in foster care where in the late nineties,
HHS granted Illinois a waiver from Federal law to implement sub-
sidized guardianship, which is an alternative to foster care in
which the State pays a subsidy to the child’s relative or foster par-
ent to serve as their subsidized guardian, as their legal guardian.

Illinois evaluated subsidized guardianship in a large randomized
trial which, over a 9-year period, found that the program increased
children’s placement in a permanent home by 8 percent, reduced
their days in foster care by 16 percent, and produced net savings
to the foster care system of about $2300 per child. Based on those
findings, CBO scored savings of $800 million for Federal legislation
that was enacted in 2008 to expand subsidized guardianship na-
tionally. To identify enough of these reforms to generate broad-
based improvement in government effectiveness will require stra-
tegic trial and error. In other words, rigorously testing many prom-
ising reforms to identify the few that are effective. The instances
of effectiveness that I just described are exceptions that have
emerged from testing a much larger pool.

More generally, most innovations, typically 80 to 90 percent, are
found to produce weak or no positive effects when rigorously evalu-
ated, a pattern that occurs not just in social spending, but in other
fields where randomized trials are done, including medicine and
business.

In my testimony, I offer concrete suggestions for the Subcommit-
tee’s consideration to greatly accelerate the rate of program innova-
tion and rigorous testing in social spending so as to grow the num-
ber of proven cost saving reforms like those I discussed. I suggest,
for example, authorizing greater use of Federal waivers to stimu-
late State and local innovation and evidence building, which was
a tool deployed with great success in welfare reform under both Re-
publican and Democratic administrations. I also suggest steps this
Subcommittee can take to facilitate greater use of low cost random-
ized control trials, such as the subsidized guardianship trial that
I described earlier, which cost just $100,000 to conduct, yet identi-
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fied an innovation that CBO scored as saving $800 million. These
suggestions are designed to catalyze evidence-driven improvements
in a social spending system that, in many cases, has fallen well
short of its intended goals.

The American poverty rate, for example, now at 15 percent, has
shown little change, whether by official or the supplemental meas-
ures, the National Academy measures since the seventies. In K-12
education, reading and math achievement of 17-year-olds, who are
the end product of our K-12 system, is virtually unchanged over
the past 40 years according to official measures, even though there
has been a 90 percent increase in public spending per student, ad-
justed for inflation, since that time. Evidence-based policy offers a
demonstrated path to more effective, less expensive government.
Thank you.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Baron.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Baron follows:]



House Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Human Resources
Heaving on What Works / Evaluation, July 17. 2013

Statement of Jon Baron
liti Evid Based Policy
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Chairman Reichert. Ranking Member Doggett, and Members of the Ways and Means Subcomimnittee on
Human Resources:

I appreciate the opportunity to testify on the evaluation of efforts to help families support their children
and escape poverty. As brief background, the Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy is a nonprofit,
nonpartisan organization, established in 2001. We work with federal officials to increase the effectiveness
of government social spending through rigorous evidence about “what works,” and the core ideas we have
advanced have helped shape evidence-based reforms enacted into law and policy during both the Bush
and Obama Administrations. We are not affiliated with any programs or program models. and have no
financtal interest in any of the policy ideas we support. so we serve as a neutral, independent resource to
policy officials on evidence-based programs. Our work is funded primarily by national philanthropic
foundations, including the MacArtlnu Foundation and the William T. Grant Foundation.

My testimony will first discuss how evidence-based program reforms can greatly increase the
effectiveness of govermment social spending in improving people’s tives. Then I will offer some
suggested next steps that the Subcorumittee might consider to advance such reforms in the programs
within its jurisdiction.

1. Rigorous randomized studies have the ability to identify program reforms (“interventions”)
that increase the effectiveness of social spending while actually reducing its cost.

It is often assumed that the only way to increase govermuent’s impact on social problems such as
poverty and educational failure is to spend more money — an assumption that conflicts with the
current national interest in reducing the deficit. Largely overlooked, however, are clear examples
from welfare and other areas where rigorous randomized trials — widely considered the strongest
method for evaluating program mmpact — have identified program reforms that produced important
improvements in people’s lives, while simultaneously reducing govermnent spending. These
examples suggest that a systematic government effort to build a body of such proven reforms, and
disseminate them widely tn federal social programs, could improve life outcomes for millions of
Americans without adding to — or while even reducing — the deficit.

Ex from prog within the suk ittee’s jurk:

Welfare-to-work strategies shown to produce sizable increases in participants’ employment
and earnings, and reductions in their use of government assistance. In the 1980s and 1990s.
government, foundations, and leading researchers sponsored or carried out a large number of
randomized controlled trials of state and local welfare reforms. Three major reform efforts — two
in California, one in Oregon — were found especially effective. Focused on moving welfare
recipients quickly inte the workforce through shert-term job-search assistance and training (as
opposed to longer-term remedial education), the initiatives produced gains in participants’
employment and earnings of 20-50%. Remarkably, they also produced net savings to the
government, in rednced welfare and food stamps, of $1,760 to $6,000 per person.’
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These findings helped build political consensus for the strong work requirements in the 1996
welfare reform act, and shape many of the work-first state-level reforms that followed. The
scientific rigor of the findings were critical to their policy impact.”

Guard: ip—ani tion in the foster care system shown to increase
children’s placement in a permanent home while reducing foster care spending. In the late
1990s, the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) granted Iilinois a waiver from
federal law to impl Subsidized Guardianship — an alternative to foster care in which the state
pays a subsidy to a child’s relative or foster parent to become the child’s legal gnardian. The
approach is similar to adoption but, unlike adoption, does not require the termination of parental
rights and so can be easier to achieve from a legal standpoint.

As a condition of the waiver, Illinois evaluated Subsidized Guardianship in a large randomized trial*
Over a nine-year period, the study found that the prograra (i) increased children’s placement in a
permanent home by 8%; (11) reduced average days in foster care by 16%; and (iit) produced net
govermment savings of $2.300 per child (because subsidizing a guardian is administratively less costly
than foster care). Based on these findings and successtul replication trials in other states, CBQ scored
savings of 35800 million for federal legislation, enacted in 2008, to expand Subsidized Guardianship
nationally.

Reemployment and Efigibility A —ani jon in the U pioy

{U1) system shown to p! Ul savings while increasing workforce earnings. In
2009, the Department of Labor launched a four-state randomized trial of the Reemployment and
Eligibility Assessment (REA) program for Ul claimants.” The program includes a mandatory in-
person review of the claimant’s eligibility for UL, and personalized job-search and other
reemployment assistance. Over a 12-18 month period, the study found: (i) $180 in net government
savings per claimant from reduced Ul payments: {ii) especially large savings in Nevada — $604 per
claimant — possibly due to distinctive fearures of Nevada’s REA program that could be replicated
elsewhere; and (111} an increase in job earnings of $2,600 (18%) per claimant in Nevada — the one
site that obtained a reliable estimate of the effect on earnings. (The study also found a smaller —
5% — increase in earnings in Florida over a 12-month period, but the study’s analysis suggests this
finding may not be reliable.%)

These results suggest that nationwide implementation of REA for all eligible UI claimants could
produce $1.5 billion in net government savings per year.’ while increasing workers™ eamnings. If
the larger Nevada effects conld be reproduced nationally, the savings might be as high as $5
biltion per year, ® and the increase in workers” earnings could be substantial.

Nurse-Family Partnership — a home visiting program for low-income, first-time mothers shown to
p major impi t in particip ’ lives, while reducing their use of public assistance.
The Nurse-Family Partnership (NFP) is one of the main program models funded by HHS's

Matemal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting program. NFP has been shown in three well-
conducted randomized trials to produce major impro in participants” life ¢ , such

as: (1) 20-50% reductions in child abnse/neglect and injuries; {i1) 10-20% reductions in mothers’
subsequent births during their late teens and early twenties; and (iii) sizable improvements in

cognitive and ed ional ¢ for children of the most at-risk mothers. In addition to these
benefits, newly-published reports from the ongoing trial in Memphis, T show, 12 vears

after the women gave birth. a $1,113 reduction in annual government spending per womnan on

welfare, food stamps, and Medicaid during the 12 years. As a result, the total discounted

govermment savings over the 12 years ($13,350) more than offset the program’s cost ($12,493).”
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#f. To identify enough of these reforms to generate broad-based gains in government
effectiveness requires strategic trial-and-error — i.e., rigorously testing many promising
interventions to identify the few that are effective.

Rigorous evaluations, by measuring programs’ true effect on objectively important outcomes such as
workforce earnings, college d . feen p y. and child maltreatinent, arve able to dis isk
those that produce sizable effects from those that do not. Such studies have identitied a few
interventions that are truly effective — such as those described above — but these are exceptions that
have emerged from testing a much larger pool. Most, including those thought p ising based on initial
studies, are found to produce few or no effects — underscoring the need to test many. This is true not
only in soctal spending, but in other fields where rigorous evaluations have been carried out. For
example:

= Education: Of the 90 interventions evat d in randomized trials issioned by the Institute
of Education Sciences (IES) since 2002, approximarely 90% wer weak or no

= Medicine: Reviews have found that 30-80% of positive results in initial (“phase 1) clinical
studies are overturned in subsequent, more definitive randomized wials (“phase HF?)."

« Business: Of 13,000 randomized trials of new products/strategies conducted by Google and
gnificant effects.”’

The current pace of rigorous testing is far too slow to build a meaningful number of
proven-effective interventions to address our major social problems. Of the vast array of
ongoing and newly-initiated program activities in federal, state, and local social spending, only a
small fraction are ever evaluated in a credible way to see if they work. For example, based on our
careful monitoring of the literature, the federal government commissions randomized evatuations of
only 1-2 dozen such program activities each year.

1V. The end goal - a sizable body of proven social interventions — is of critical importance. In
recent decades, the U.S. has failed to make significant progress in key areas such as —

= Poverty: The U.S. poverty rate — now at 15% — reached its low in 1973. It has shown httle change
(whether by official or alternative National Academy measures) since the 1970s.

= K-12 education: Reading and math achievement of 17-year-olds — the end product of our K-12
education system — is virmmally unchanged over the past 40 years, according to official measures,"
despite a 90% increase in public spending per student (adjusted for inflation).'®

= Well-being of low to moderate income Americans: The average yearly income of the bottom
40% of U.S. households, now at $20,221, has changed little since the early 1970s v
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V. Weth }{ urge the Sut ittee to lead a bipartisan reinvention of U.S. social
P g based on evid about “what works,” through steps such as the following:
A. Authorize and the ies to make i use of waivers from federai faw

and regulation to build credible evidence.

1.

“Waiver- i were deployed with great in welfare reform,
making a critical contribution to the body of welfare-to-work evidence discussed above.
Specifically, in the years leading up to the 1996 welfare reform act — through both Republican and
Democratic Administrations — OMB and HHS had in place a “demnonstration waiver” policy, under
which HHS waived provisions of federal law and regulation to allow states fo test new welfare
reforn strategies. but only if the states agreed to evaluate their reforms in rigorous (usually
randomized) studies.

This policy directly resulted in more than 20 large-scale randomized controlled trials that tested
an important and diverse set of reforms, and thereby helped build the influential body of welfare-
to-work evidence discussed above. These reforms that were tested include, for example,
mandatory job search and employment activities (e.g., Vermont): employment subsidies for
welfare recipients who left welfare for full-time work (e.g., New York, Minnesota); time linits on
welfare (e.g., Florida, Connecticut); “family cap” policies designed to discourage additional births
among women on welfare (e.g., Arkansas, New Jersey); and varions combinations of the above
reforms.

We encourage the Subcommittee to advance a similar waiver-evaluation concept
approach across the broad range of prog: within its jurisdicti d i to:

a. Stimulate a robust array of program inr ions, aimed at (i) producing
budget savings while improving program effectiveness, or {ii) improving participant
outcomes without added cost; and

b. T - preferably r ized - evaluations to which of these
mnovatlons really work.

For some programs, this would require legislation to expand the program’s waiver anthority
and/or tie that authority to a requirement for rigorous evaluations wherever feasible. Other
programs already have sufficient authority, and the Subcommittee conld encourage them to use it
more widely and strategically to stimulate state/local innovation and evidence-building. We
would be pleased to work with the Subcomumittee, if helpful, to explore how the waiver-
evaluation concept might be operationalized across various programs within its jurisdiction.

B. Authorize and encourage agencies to allow greater researcher access to administrative
data, with appropriate privacy protections, so as to facilitate low-cost rigorous evaluations.

1.

Researchers have shown it is often p to ¥ ized trials at low cost, by
measuring study with inistrative data already for other purposes.
In a developient that could revolutionize social policy and practice, researchers have shown

1t is often possible to conduct scientifically-rigorous evaluations of program effectiveness at
low cost, addressing a major obstacle to their widespread use. Costs are reduced by

measuring study ountcomes using administrative data alveady collected for other purposes.

such as child maltreatment rates, employment and earmings, stndent test scores. criminal
arrests, receipt of government assistance, and health care expenditures. This eliminates what

is typically the largest cost component of a rigorous study: locating each individual in the
program and contro} group at various peluts in time after program completion, and
admimstering mterviews or tests to obtan their outcome data.
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2. itis now possible to rigorously test hundreds of social program models and strategies
each year, rather than a select few (as is currently done). As noted above, the
government already funds a vast array of program models/strategies each year, but only a
small fraction are rigorously evaluated. With nmpetus from policy officials, low-cost, rigorous
evaluations could likely be embedded across a broad spectrumn of such activities (recognizing
that they may not be feasible in every area'®).

3. As illustrative examples —

» The idized i i ized triaf, ibed above, cost a total of
about $100,000 over nine years because outcomes for the 2,400 children in the
sample were measured with administrative data on foster care ontcomes (such as
placement 1 a permanent home) that the state of Hllinois already collected for other
purposes.

= The Reemployment and Efigibility Assessment trial, described above, cost about
$320,000 through the 12-18 month follow-up, based on the researchers’ rough estimate.
Even thongh the study had a very large sample (135,000 UI claimants), it was conducted at
modest cost by measuring all outcomes using admimstrative data on Ul receipt and earnings
that the participating states collect already for other purposes.

= We recently developed a brief with five iti i P of trials i
$50,000 and $300,000 - a fraction of the usual muitimitliion-dotlar cost for such studies.
These studies all produced valid evidence that is of policy and practical importance — and, in
some cases, identified actionable strategies that generate budget savings."”

4. Wer ize that the i has played a leadership rofe on this issue with its
recent bipartisan approval of H.R. 1896 — increasing researcher access, with
appropriate privacy p ions, to HHS's Nati Directory of New Hires (NDNH). We

believe this legistation, if enacted, will greatly lower the cost and burden of conducting
rigorous evaluations of employment programs, by enabling such studies to measure
employment and earnings outcomes through NDNH data rather than engaging in costly new
data collection (e.g., ndividnal interviews).

5. OMB is also seeking to advance greater use of low-cost rigorous evaluation methods,
and could be a valuable partner to the Subcommittee in advancing such studies. For
example, OMB prominently featured the concept of low-cost RCTs i its May 2012 memo to
the heads of the fedeml gencies on ('se of Evidence and Evaluation, and cited the brief we

6. Given the greaty we ge the Sub ittee to explore, through oversight
hearings or other means, what more can be done by Congress and/or the agencies to
build, integrate, and facilitate researcher access to administrative data, so as to enable low-
cost, rigorous evaluations across a broad range of program areas.

C. Once an intervention has been proven gh ri i to imp participant
outcomes and/or reduce cost, authorize agency programs to use waivers and other
administrative actions to facilitate its wid ion with prog funds (while
ensuring close adherence to the proven approach).




14

The reason we suggest this is that federal social programs generally do not have the statutory
authority to use evidence of effectiveness as a key criterion for allocating pregram funds. (An
important. but still relatively small. exception is the set of “tiered evidence” initiative that
Congress has enacted in recent vears.™) As a result, research-proven, cost-saving interventions
such as Reemployment and Eligibility Assessments and Subsidized Guardianship. deseribed
above, may never be widely implemented unless Congress steps in to change the authorizing
legislation for the UI program (in the case of Reemployment and Eligibility Assessments™) or the
Title IV-E Foster Care program (in the case of Subsidized Guardianship). Congress did act in the
case of Subsidized Guardianship. as noted earlier, but this can be an unusual occwrrence and,
when it does happen, it often takes years to achieve.

If Congress were to authorize programs such as Ul and Foster Care to take administrafive action
to foster wide implementation of proven, cost-saving interventions, it would create a much more
efficient mechanism for translating credible research findings into practice, so as to improve the
lives of program participants and/or produce savings to the taxpayer. Doing so would inject a
dynamic for evidence-driven improvements into a social spending process where evidence
currently has little role.

: Evidence-based policy offers a demonstrated path to more effective, less expensive
g . As discussed in my testimony, we believe it could provide the basis for a bipartisan
effort to reinvent U.S. social spending, so as to greatly increase its effectiveness in improving
people’s lives.
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Chairman REICHERT. Ms. Cox, please.

STATEMENT OF KRISTEN COX, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, UTAH
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

Ms. COX. Thanks for having me here, Chairman and Ranking
Member Doggett. It is an honor to be here. I am the executive di-
rector of the Governor’s Office of Management and Budget, and
prior to this position, I was the executive director of the Depart-
ment of Work force Services. We oversaw the implementation and
administration of over 90 different Federal programs, which in-
cluded everything from TANF and food stamps to child care to
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housing, a plethora of services that impact low-income individuals.
I come to this discussion with a real on-the-ground perspective in
how you actually operationalize evidence-based practices and pene-
trate into the day-to-day work of our folks.

Let me go through some of what we do and some things for you
to think about. First of all, our goal in Utah is to improve the oper-
ations of all of our systems in Utah State government by 25 per-
cent over the next 3-1/2 years, the remainder of Governor Herbert’s
administration. It is a bold initiative, but we think there is ample
capacity in all of our systems to do better, and in social services,
it really resides on integrating evidence-based practices into the
day-to-day work of our employees, so they are spending more and
more of their time doing what works, and less time doing the
things that don’t or are wrapped up in compliance initiatives,
which is part of the Federal bureaucracy.

A few things, just observations we have before we get into the
evidence-based practices. One, there is significant goal
disalignment against—across services that serve low-income indi-
viduals, so the ability to assess if a program has been successful
or not is so dependent on the point and policy objective of the pro-
gram that they are all over the place. For example, the Food Stamp
Act 1964’s intended policy objectives was twofold, to promote the
agricultural economy, and to give nutritional sustenance to low-in-
come individuals. With amendments, the ABAP program, employ-
ment and training services were offered, but really more as an eli-
gibility criteria than a true strategy to move people to work. Add
housing initiatives, TANF, Medicaid, across the board, the policy
objectives are different, so when we really want to talk about the
impact to low-income individuals, we need to be clear on what our
intended purpose is, and we don’t have that right now.

Second piece of concern is the ability of measurement. We have
too many contradictory and conflicting measures out there in the
public service arena. As an administrator of 90 different programs,
trying to get clarity on how well I am doing is a challenge. We have
created a very simple ratio, quality throughput divided by oper-
ating expense, which will baseline and drive all of our performance
in State government in Utah. It is not so simple in the Federal
navigation system of measurements, even in common core. In Utah,
we were very aggressive about understanding how important evi-
dence-based practices was. When I was executive director of Work
force Services, we set up an evidence-based arm of our agency spe-
cifically to do randomized sampling, propensity scoring, everything
we needed to know to analyze and assess TANF participation, job
training, does it work or not, but what we found is what the na-
tional studies say on a very universal level aren’t necessarily true
for the unique demographics in Utah. Even within Utah, we saw
variations from region to region.

So while evidence-based practices at the national scale are im-
portant to help direct Federal policy, the States need the ability,
flexibility, and resources to create that same ability at the local
level to really fine-tune and penetrate those evidence-based prac-
tices into our system.

The next piece is penetrating evidence-based practices into our
operations. It is great to have theory, it is great to have tons of
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data, you can Google and you can find hundreds of social service
evidence-based practice reports, but why aren’t they penetrating
our system? Part of it is our folks are so heavily focused on compli-
ance activities that they don’t have the time to step back and think
about what should we be doing. It is not an excuse, but it is a re-
ality for people. Operationalizing takes the ability to translate glob-
al goals into the day-to-day work of our employees, it requires that
we have clear policy objectives for them, it really requires that we
stop doing the stuff that doesn’t work and start doing what does.
My hope is for every new policy initiative Congress puts out, they
eliminate another one. There is only 8 hours in a day, it is the em-
ployee’s biggest constraint. If you want them to really spend 80
percent, 90 percent of the time that makes the biggest difference,
then we have got to strip away the 70 percent of the stuff that is
junk.

A few suggestions or hopes or recommendations. A lot of dem-
onstration projects are going on at the national level. Fantastic.
Push some of those resources to the State level so we can customize
our own practices that we need to make it relevant for us. Align
the policy objectives, which is simple. Not simple, but critical. Sim-
plify the measures, as you said so well, give States more flexibility
in the ability to innovate, hold us accountable, but give us the abil-
ity to be innovative. Thank you very much.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Ms. Cox.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Cox follows:]
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July 17,2013

PREPARED TESTIMONY FOR THE RECORD of the:

U.S. HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN
RESOURCES

Offered by Kiristen Cox, Executive Director

Governor’s Office of Management and Budget, State of Utah

Thank you, Chairman Reichert, Ranking Member Doggett and Members of the Committee. |
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to share my observations relative to the
effectiveness of public assistance programs. Iam Kristen Cox, Utah’s Executive Director of the
Governor’s Office of Management and Budget.

In Utah, the Governor's Office of Munagement and Budget (GOMB) oversees the initiatives of
the Governor regarding budgeting and planning across all state agencies. GOMB has recently
been tasked by Governor Gary R. Herbert to improve state government operations and services
by 25 percent by December 2016.

The Governor was clear in his directive that the 25 percent target is not an exercise in simply
reducing budgets; rather the focus is on improving all aspects of operational performance.

In support of this goal, GOMB has developed a comprehensive set of operational excellence
tools and principles—calied the SUCCESS Framework, The SUCCESS Framework is grounded
in seven fundamentals of high performing organizations:

Set measureable goals and targets
Use thinking tools

Create your strategy

Create your organization

Engage staff at all levels
Synchronize policy and projects
Stay focused

a e & ¢ 2 o

Additionally, GOMB has developed a performance measurement system to track overall
progress and recognize results—results that can be used for making better management
decisions. Ultimately. the SUCCESS strategy will keep Utah on top as the best managed state in
the nation, continually delivering value to customers and taxpayers.

In government, we know that evidence-based practices can be a solid foundation upon which to
design and target resources. However, programs or services built upon evidence-based logic
models do pose challenges. In many of these programs, the stated target is a longitudinal goal
and it is not uncommon for many of them to lack sufficient control over the ultimate ends of their
effort. They also tend to be measured at insufficient intermediate milestones, leaving proximate
gaps of evaluation. These gaps make it dificult to manage the program, understand the core
value of the investment or determine what adjustments (if any) are required. A few years ago,
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when I served as the Executive Director of the Department of Workforce Services, we designed
our Workforce Research and Analysis division to be the evidenced-based arm of our agency,
supporting key decisions with real-time, measurable data.

In Utah. we are working on solutions to identify and close these proximate gaps in performance
measurement. Some of our targets of consideration:

» Understanding that not all systems or programs are the same, If an effort has been
proven by evidence-based research on a large scale then a similar pattern of milestones
could, but not always will, be replicated in & smaller pool for implementation. These
milestones would need to be developed generally and modified specifically.

s Developing measurement strategies that focus resources only on components of a service
or program that actually achieve the end goal.

® Redefining the measurement of value delivery for some services that is sensible to
stakeholders and to the taxpayer.

® Measuring Quality Throughput (accurate. timely, effective service) over Operating
Expense, or QT/OE

Utah believes that measures should be simple and take into account quality, throughput/volume,
and costs. We can't look at any one of these elements in isofation from the others.
Tmprovements to quality and volume are relative to the cost of such improvements. Likewise,
reducing costs may or may not be a good thing depending on the impact to quality and volume.
Tn Utah, our performance management system is based on this very simple model that ensures
we are looking at the elements in relationship to one another.

Using our management system, each cabinet agency is on target to achieve Governor Herbert's
25 percent improvement goal.

As we look across the federal programs that are managed by the State of Utah, it is clear that not
all of them are planned or measured consistently. One of the fargest agencies in Utah is the
Department of Workforce Services. which manages over 90 federal programs designed to
provide public assistance. If proper execution of these programs is truly to be defined by quality
throughput (job attainment) then localized, evidence-based practices and strategies should drive
federal policy.

Utah believes that all government programs should be structured in a manner that maximizes
resources for participants and that requirements should be minimized and focused on developing
a consistent and structured performance accountability system which measures evidence at
designated milestones,

During my term as Executive Director at Workforce Services, I commissioned studies aimed at
better understanding the outcomes associated with the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

2
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(TANF) work participation requirements, job training programs and intergenerational poverty in
Utah. We have invested resources to quantify and evaluate programs designed to help parents
and children to escape poverty. These studies assist lawmakers, executives and program
managers to identify and implement effective strategies to serve these families. Utah
understands that policy concentration must be centered on the attainment of economic self-
sufficiency with results focused on employment outcomes. Notable studies in this regard
include:

o  TANF — Meeting Welfure’s Work Participation Requirements and Transitioning into the
Labor Market, (Krantz and Torosyan, DWS, September 2012): The longitudinal effects
of activities associated with TANF work participation are estimated using ordinary least
squares regression and include socioeconomic characteristics along with employment
patterns. The paper explores services that correlate with successful participation in the
TANF program and how services link with post-TANF earnings. The study shows that
individuals with participation in employment related services are most likely to meet
participation requirements and that those who meet participation most often have the
greatest attachment to the labor market after TANF. The paper is available at:
http://jobs.utah.gov/wi/pubs/specialreports/tanfreport092012.pdf

¢ Work Success — Family Employment Program (FEP) Redesign Study of Uraly 2012:
Wave I (Vogel-Ferguson, Social Research Institute. College of Social Work, University
of Utah, December 2012): This study examines outcomes of the Utah Work Success
program using customer interviews and administrative data. *“The Work Success Program
was designed in response to customer requests for more help in finding and retaining
employment. By far, most customers are very pleased with Work Success and have found
it to be an effective program for filling this need. Most customers who are referred to
Work Success are ready and available for work and are able to engage in and benefit
from the services... Most participants have adequate skills for the level of computer skills
needed, most are able to secure childcare and transportation. and ... nearly half are
employed when they leave the program.” The paper is available at:

http:/iwww.socwk.utah.edu/sti/pdf/DWS 2012 _FEPRedesignReport.pdf

e Job Training Programs — Is Job Training Justified: An Analvsis of Job Training Services
as Administered by Utah’s Departiment of Workforce Services, (Krantz and Mayne. DWS,
August 2011): This experimental study uses propensity score matching to analyze the
treatment effects of job training services in Utah. Examining these issues helps guide
DWS policy-makers to more effective budget and public service decision-making.
Findings help identify specific job training services that with the most employment and
the highest earnings. The paper is available at:
http://jobs.utah.cov/wi/trainingstud y/trainingstudy. pdf

» Intergenerational Poverty — Intergenerational Poverty in Uraly 2012, (Little, DWS,
September 2012): This report uses administrative data to provide descriptive statistics of
adults in Utah with public assistance (TANF, Food Stamps, and Medicaid) who also
received public assistance as children. The report describes the demographic and
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socioeconomic characteristics of these individuals including education and employment
history. The paper includes demographic information for the children of these adults.
The paper is available at: http://jobs.utah.gov/wi/pubs/Poverty_Report_web.pdf

In Utah, more than 70 percent of all people living in poverty receive some form of public
assistance including financial aid, child care subsidies, SNAP. and/or Medicaid. One-third of
adults in poverty in Utah have less than a high school diploma or GED. Most of the remaining
population has no post-secondary education and limited work history. Our studies do show that
recipients of job training programs are exponentially more successful when they successfully
complete the training; yet less than 50% of all recipients of training actually complete the
training. Programs such as completion incentives and intensive counseling and monitoring could
prove to be worthwhile expenditures, but states must have the flexibility to execute strategies
that work, rather than spend significant resources on administrative bureaucracy.

The current design of the public workforce investment system is a maze of individual programs
and funding streams with various mandates attached to each program. Tt is the expectation of the
states to manage through these mandates and bureaucracy and provide the employment and job
training services needed by the workforce. This has proven to be a climate that is not always
conducive o a customer’s success in achieving self-sustainability. For example, translating
evidenced-based practices into the day-to-day work of an employee takes considerable effort and
focus. It starts with trying to eliminate the things that prohibit or distract the employee from
spending time on the things that count the most. With only eight hours in a day, it is important
for federal policy makers to be mindful of everything they are asking people to spend their scarce
time and energy on. Our biggest constraint on the ground is time. Aligning our policies and
laws around the reality of time and how we want people to use it is a much more realistic way to
bring evidenced based practices into reality.

In addition, policy objectives of various federal programs are different and can be challenging to
know which evidenced-based practice to apply when serving an individual who is receiving
multiple services. Likewise, the customer receives mixed messages and finds navigating
multiple programs ditficult. For example, food and health care are both critical needs, However,
the SNAP program requires, in certain cases, that people engage in work activities while
Medicaid does not. Clarifying the policy objectives and rules across the spectrum of programs
intended to serve a specific population would translate into a more focused use of resources and
effort on the ground.

When properly aligned, program integrity efforts, re-employment initiatives, operational
efficiencies, and trust fund management should ensure that limited resources are maximized and
directed to those who are eligible for assistance and re-employment activities. Utah has an
integrated model that captures over 90 different federal programs, giving us a unique and
comprehensive perspective on employing individuals. In fact, a Government Accounting Office
(GAO) report recently singled out Utah for our consolidation etforts and noted that “the
consolidation allowed job seekers to apply for assistance they had not considered in the past.”
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In Utah, we are comumitted to assessing the quality of programs administered and are proactively
reviewing services in order to ensure maximum value is provided to the public,

As this committee continues its important work, Utah respectfully suggests that the following
core principles guide reform efforts focused on public assistance programs that lead to
employment:

1. Programs should be structured in a manner that maximizes resources for participants;

2. Requirements should be minimized and focused on developing a consistent and

structured performance accountability system;

States should be provided maximum flexibility to design the programs and initiatives

best suited to its citizens, businesses. and workforce development partners;

4. Budget streamlining should not just penalize the states—tederal agencies should be
examined and unnecessary bureancracy and processes should be eliminated;

5. Innovation and risk-taking in the design and delivery of employment and job training
services should be encouraged rather than penalized;

6. Programming should be data-driven and evidence-based with tangible accountability
measures; and

7. Congress must refrain from establishing parallel job training programs and/or
discretionary grants that duplicate the existing workforce system.

™

A specific area where Congress can help promote efficiency. better serve job seekers, workers,
youth and employers, and maintain a fevel of services with fewer financial resources is to
provide states with a new Workforce Investment Fund which would be an integrated grant to
states that combines the following current individual formulaic grants:

Waorkforce Investment Act Adult

Workforce Investment Act Dislocated Worker
Workforce Investment Act Youth
Wagner-Peyser Employment Service

These four funding streams provide the foundation for the Workforce Investment Fund because
they provide the same or similar services which could be enhanced to populations needing
employment and training assistance.

In addition and at the request of the Governor, the following programs could be delivered
through a new Innovation Waiver process through the Workforce Investment Fund:

Adult Education

Vocational Rehabilitation

Trade Adjustment Assistance (training)

Veterans Employment and Training

Food Stamp Employment and Training

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (employment/training)

* 5 s o o o



25

The Innovation Waiver process would involve the appropriate Cabinet Secretary in charge of the
program and would provide a state with an opportunity to demonstrate how delivery of the
program would promote efficiency and improved services for customers and set a common
standard for participation. Waiver requests would need to be responded to within 30 days or the
waiver request would be automatically approved. In addition, the waiver process should also
allow states to include strategies that would better integrate and align Unemployment Insurance
(UT) customers into the broader workforce system. Traditionally, Ul re-employment efforts are
isolated from the broader system and are often nonexistent in many states.

Utah also believes that Congress should decrease the number and amount of discretionary grants
overseen by DOL and opt for funds with clear accountability standards. State and local
governments spend too much time and resources on “chasing” money in the form of grants that
may not best be suited for their unique needs. With dimimishing resources, it's unfortunate that
state and local governments are increasingly faced with the dilemma of hiring full-time grant
writers or bringing consultants on board who are well-versed in how to navigate the grant
process. Consequently, grant awards can be made on how well the application is written rather
than on the actual merits of the proposal. Grant writing has become its own cottage industry.

In addition, grants require separate budgeting, monitoring, and reporting—all of which take
away money from customers and expand administrative overhead.  Grants can take too much
time to approve and often end up being one-time programs with no prospects of sustainability.
States need resources they can count on to develop meaningtul programs that can measurably
move the needle over time and quickly respond to structural changes.

Discretionary grant programs such as the Worktorce Innovation Fund would be eliminated in
order to maximize funding to the states, Utah feels that directing any portion of federal funding
currently set-aside as statewide activity funds for state-led innovations to a new federally
dictated, controlled and prescribed program (such as the Innovation Fund) adds bureaucracy and
defeats its intended purpose. 1 maintain that governors, not the federal government, are uniquely
positioned to innovate and advance systemic workforce development initiatives. Washington,
D.C. should not be determining what is or is not innovative in Utah — the decision should be
made by Utah’s Governor,

As our nation struggles with reducing its debt while providing critical services, we must ask
ourselves how the taxpayer would define “value™ and if they would be willing to pay for it. 1
suggest that many of the procedural aspects of federal policy could not pass this test. However,
at its core, public assistance and employment strategies offer significant value to the customer
and to our nation as it elevates the competitiveness and economic prosperity of our workforce.

The State of Utah stands ready to assist the Committee in its etforts to bring innovative policy
answers that aggressively address the re-employment strategies. We believe that states are the
appropriate starting point for these conversations and encourage you to maximize flexibility and
allow states to focus on helping people find employment and then hold them accountable for
doing so. Thank you for the opportunity to address the Committee and 1 look forward to
answering any questions you may have,

Chairman REICHERT. Mr. Aos.

STATEMENT OF STEVE AOS, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON STATE
INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC POLICY

Mr. AOS. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name
is Steve Aos, and I am the director of the Washington State Insti-
tute for Public Policy. You asked me to come today and provide tes-
timony on how the Washington State legislature, another legisla-
tive body, is using the Institute to try to reform public policies in
the State of Washington, so I am going to give a little bit of an
overview of the Institute and how the legislature uses it and then



26

talk about some of the specific applications of the approach in
Washington.

The Institute was created 30 years ago in 1983. The legislature
passed a joint resolution in that session and said we want to have
an institute to help the legislative branch of government figure
some things out. The key aspect of the Institute is that all of the
assignments to us, including the ones I will talk about today, come
to us because the legislature passes a study bill, goes through both
Houses, passes both Houses, and is signed by the Governor. We
don’t respond to an individual Member’s request, but a bill has to
go through and pass for it to have a study undertaken. And in re-
cent years what the legislature has been asking us to do, in about
the last 15 years, is to find out what works and what doesn’t work
to achieve particular public policy outcomes. So we will get a direc-
tion that will say how can Washington public policy affect the
crime rate in Washington State, or the rate of child abuse and ne-
glect, or how can we get greater high school graduation levels in
Washington State, and it will say to the Institute, tell us what
works and what doesn’t to achieve those outcomes.

It is a nonpartisan group, an equal number of Republicans and
Democrats are on our board of directors, and they are cochaired by
one Republican and one Democrat at all times, so it was set up to
be a nonpartisan group, and that is how we operate.

What works and what doesn’t work has been something that the
legislature has been finding particularly attractive in learning how
to do the numbers on the one hand and the legislative process has
been learning how to use the numbers to actually craft budgets and
policies in an increasing number of important areas. When we do
this work, when we get that assignment to say what works, we are
playing the role of the investment adviser, if you will. We make
buy and sell decisions to our legislature, and we look all around the
country and all around the world at all of the most rigorous evalua-
tions on a given topic. We throw out evaluations that we think
aren’t rigorous enough to warrant any further consideration, and
then we assess all that in a systematic way, and we do a cost-ben-
efit analysis, and we come back to our legislature saying this thing
looks like it is a winner, this thing is maybe iffy, and this thing
looks like a loser in terms of benefit cost.

You mentioned the Scared Straight program in your opening re-
marks. We have got lots of losers. We love to find losers because
then if we are already funding those kinds of programs in Wash-
ington, they have become things that we can then cut in terms of
programs that are ineffective. So that is the role that the legisla-
ture has had us do consistently over time. The hallmark of our
work has been to take not only what works but actually to do a
benefit-cost analysis of each of those of that effort.

Crime policy has been the area where we have moved it the fur-
thest, but we are moving ahead in K-12 education and child wel-
fare and some of the topics that are directly before this Committee
right now. We now actually can point to lower crime rates in the
State of Washington and the reduced level of taxpayer spending in
the State of Washington as a result of all that work and all the
previous budgetary decisions that have been made from that work.
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The latest approach in Washington, passed unanimously in the
last two sessions, has been to take the Institute’s list of what works
and what doesn’t work and send a message to the executive agen-
cies saying align everything that you do and tell us what approxi-
mates the Institute’s list and what isn’t on the Institute’s list, and
those reports will then come back to the legislature from the execu-
tive agencies in about five or six different areas of public policy. So
this is the legislature’s attempt to try to take the information we
have been doing and actually craft budgets around it by giving the
executive branch a time to respond, saying are you doing things
that the Institute has found to work or not work.

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to give an overview today about
how the legislature back in your home State has been using this
information. By the way, it is 68 degrees back in your home State
today, I just checked. I am happy to get back there in a few hours.
It is real progress. Session by session, we get better and better at
doing the work, the legislature gets used to asking the question
and taking the information back, and it is a nonpartisan effort,
that is the thing that is perhaps most encouraging. Thank you for
allowing me to testify.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you. I think 68 is the humidity
level here in DC. if I am not mistaken. At least.

Thank you for your testimony, Mr. Aos.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Aos follows:]
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Chairman Reichert and Members of the Committee, my name is Steve Aos and { am the Director
of the Washington State Institute for Public Policy. You asked me to provide testimony today

describing the nature of the Institute and how it is being used in Washington state.

Mr. Chairman, state policymakers in our home state have been engaged in a quite focused effort to
make government better in a number of significant policy areas. In broad brush, the effort is to
deliver to taxpayers better public policy outcomes and a more efficient use of their tax dolars. In
business-like terms, policymakers are frying to provide taxpayers in Washington state with an

improved return on investment in certain public programs and policies.

Structure of the Institute. Before | discuss the substance of the approach, you asked that | say a
few words about the structure of the institute. The Washington State institute for Public Policy was
created by the 1983 Legislature. The purpose is to carry out non-pattisan research on studies
assigned to the Institute by the legisiature. All of the assignments that we undertake come to us
because the legislature passes a biil, signed by the Governor, directing a particular study with
specific study language along with an appropriation to carry out the study. This is a key feature of
the tnstitute. Institute staff does not carry out studies at the request of individual Members of the
legisiature, nor does the staff undertake studies on their own volition. [f the legislature passes a

study bilt and the Governor signs it, then the Institute carries out the research.

The Institute is governed by a sixteen-member Board of Directors. Ten of the members are from
the legistative branch; four Senators and four House Members and there are an equal number of
Repubiicans and Democrats from each body. In addition, the two non-partisan committee staff
directors of the Senate and House round out the 10 Board members from the legislative branch.

The Governor appoints two cabinet level members to Institute’s Board, and the remaining four
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Institute Board Members are from the public universities and colleges in Washington state. The
Board is co-chaired by a two rotating Senate and House Members, one a Democrat and one a
Reptbiican.

The Institute’s Board hires the Director. Additionally, when an outside non-legislative entity
requests the Institute o undertake a study, the Board takes a vote. For example, sometimes a
Washington State executive agency asks the Institute's Board to undertake a study. Occasionally
an outside entity such as the MacArthur Foundation, the Pew Charitable Trusts, or the Gates
Foundation makes a request to the Board to fund a particular study. The Board meets three times

a year to vote on these requests.
Almost all of what we do, however, originates in study requests from the legislature itself.

Two Types of Studies. The legisiature assigns two types of studies to the institute: (a) reviews of
research from around the country where the goal is to identify potentiaily effective policies that
could be put in place in Washington state, and (b) specific outcome evaluations of programs
operating in Washington. By way of analogy. for the first type of study, we play the role of an
“investment advisor” where we make “buy or seli” recommendations to the legislature based upon
our examination of the options that have been fried and rigorously tested somewhere in the United
States or beyond. Then, for the second type of study, we evaluate specific outcomes of
Washington programs that policymakers in our state have put in place.

We Focus on High-Quality Research and Benefits and Costs {Return on Investment). In the
last fifteen years, the legislature has increasingly directed studies to the Institute of the first type.
That is, we receive legislative assignments asking Institute staff to identify “what works?” and “what
daoes not work?” to achieve particular public policy outcomes. We have, for example, carried out
these “what works?” assignments in the areas of crime policy, juvenile justice, K-12 education,
early education and preventative intervention, child welfare, and mental heaith and substance
abuse. We are now cenducting work on health care. We have examined a few of the early

childhood options that are in the area of today’s hearing.
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When we carry out these “investment advisor” studies for the legislature, we follow three specific
research steps.

First, we identify “what works” and “what does not work” by analyzing ail of the most credible
research studies that have been done on a particuiar policy-relevant topic. Far example, when the
Washington legislative has asked us to identify “what works” to reduce crime, we examine ali of
most credible studies that have evaluated sentencing, policing, adult corrections, juvenile justice,
and preventative policy and program options.

| emphasize the words “ail” and "most credible.” When we conduct these reviews we do not
cherry-pick studies. If one wants {o find a study or two showing that something works or does not
work, one can usually find at least some studies pointing to either result. We avoid this selective
reading of the literature by including all of the studies on a topic. We then deliver to our legislature
conclusions based on the weight of the evidence from all of the studies. The only requirement that
we place on these reviews is that the studies included in our reviews must be based on credible
scientific evidence. Sadly, a lot of research is done that does not pass our test of scientific rigor.
Fortunately, however, for quite a number of public policy topics, there are enough credible studies
from which reasonable conciusions can be drawn. As | noted, our goal is to provide the legislature
with “buy and sell” infonmation, so a finding that something doesn’t work can be just as useful to
policymaking as a finding that something works. In addition, when we discover that there is not
enough credible research on a particular topic upon which we can draw a conclusion, we also
provide that finding to the legisiature.

Second, after we review the literature on what works and what does not, we then apply a benefit-
cost test to the result to identify whether a policy option makes economic sense. Significantly,
because we use a consistent way to measure benefits and costs across all policy options, all of our
results can be ranked, based on comparative return-on-investment information. We then assemble
the information in a “Consumer Reports” like listing of policy options. The reports have a
consistent tabular structure—the same approach that Consumer Reporis uses to evaluate
products. This enables legislators on different policy committees to draw on a familiar looking

analysis to help them make policy and budgetary decisions.



31

Our third research step involves assembling “portfolios” of options that legislators can use to
address a particular outcome. Again, to use the crime example, if the legislature wants to reduce
crime and do so in a cost-efficient manner, a number of policy options identified on our “*Consumer
Reports” like lists can be combined into a policy portfolio. Beginning in the late 1990s, the
Washington legislature began using this information to assembie a crime-fighting portfolio and
write budgets that involve a combination of sentencing, adult corrections, juvenie justice, and
prevention policy options.

An underlying analytical theme of our work addresses the risk involved in our estimates. Virtually
all of the single-point, bottom-line results on our lists are the product of a number of estimates and
assumptions. The world is risky. We employ statistical techniques that allow us to assess the
likely range of outcomes in the information we forward to the legisiature. That is, we provide the
legistature with two basic findings for each policy topic: (a) our best estimate of a specific benefit-
cost result, and (b) the chance that a program or policy will not at least break even. This is the
same sort of information that venture capitalists want when evaluating an investment: an expected
return on investment, and the probability that the investment will fail. We attempt to provide the

Washington legisiature with this same sort of information.

Examples. | believe your staff has given you a copy of one of our reporis to the legistature,
“Return on Investment: Evidence-Based Options to Improve Statewide Outcomes, Aprit 2012
Update.” That report, along with ail other Institute reports, can be downloaded from our website.
hitndiwww. wsipp.wa.gov/pub.asprdocid=12-04-1201

The legistature has been using the information for a number of years, most notably in the area of
crime policy. Those crime-related assignmentis were the first ones directed to the institute by the
legislature, so we are farthest along, analytically. in that important public policy area. In particular,
over the last fifteen years, the legislature has increasingly used the information to both stop funding
some programs for which the evidence indicates a poor return on investment, and to implement a
portfolio of evidence-based crime fighting strategies. One can examine the actual budgets that
have been enacted in Washington in recent years and see the direct budgetary references to the

institute’s lists for the specific funding levels. We estimate that crime is lower in Washington
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because of it, and that there are about 1,200 fewer people in prison today in Washington (than

there otherwise would have been) because of the lower crime.

Legislation enacted in more recent years from the Washington legislature is extending these sorts
of initiatives to the areas of K-12 education and early education, children’s mental health ang child
welfare, adult mentat health and substance abuse. Members of the Washington legislature have
expressed interest in early intervention as a way to promote positive outcomes such as increased
human capital and economic productivity, and as a way fo avoid undesirable outcomes such as
chitd abuse, crime, and rapidly increasing health care costs.

in addition to these comments about this work going on in Washington State by the institute, the
Pew Charitable Trust and the MacArthur Foundation has an initiative named “Results First.” That
effort is designed to help other states assess the costs and benefits of policy options and use the
information to help make decisions. The Results First project is using some of the analytical
models created by the Washington State Institute for Public Policy. The Results First states
currently include: Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, iflinois, lowa, Kansas, M husetts, Mississippi,

New Mexico, New York, Oregon, Rhode Island, Texas, and Vermont.

Conclusion. Mr. Chairman, you asked me today o speak generally about a process the
Washington legislature is using to try to obtain more “hang for the buck” in policy making. Letme
close by simply reiterating what | think we’ve learned in Washington state with this home-grown
effort to try to improve public policy outcomes. We have learned that in some public policy areas,
there is sufficient credible evidence from which reasonable “going-forward” conclusions can be
drawn. We have found that this evidence indicates that some policies work to achieve outcomes;
some policies do not work; and for some palicy options, too little is presently known. We have aiso
tearned that it is possible to take a consistent business-like approach, using benefit-cost and risk
analysis, to offer policymakers—state legislators in my case—with information to identify policies

that are more likely to be successfui.

Washington state embarked on this approach about fifteen years ago and it is now applying itto a
growing number of policy areas, including some of those that are the subject of your hearing today.

My comments today have been directed to the process that we are using to supply the information

5
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to policymakers in Washington. We will be happy to share with your staff more detail on the

specific findings to date.

Thank you for this oppartunity to appear before your Committee.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Muhlhausen, for being
here, and you are up for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF DAVID B. MUHLHAUSEN, PH.D., RESEARCH
FELLOW, EMPIRICAL POLICY ANALYSIS, THE HERITAGE
FOUNDATION

Mr. MUHLHAUSEN. Thank you. My name is David
Muhlhausen, I am a research fellow in empirical policy analysis in
the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation. I thank
Chairman Reichert, Ranking Member Doggett, and the rest of the
Committee for the opportunity to testify today on the need to
evaluate Federal social programs. The views I express in this testi-
mony are my own and should not be construed to represent any of-
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ficial position of The Heritage Foundation. My testimony is based
on my recently published book, Do Federal Social Programs Work?

My spoken testimony will focus on three points: First, the best
method for assessing the effectiveness of Federal social programs
is large-scale, multi-site experimental impact evaluations that use
random assignment. Unfortunately, these scientific rigorous assess-
ments are rarely done. From my count, only 20 large-scale multi-
site experimental impact evaluations assessing the effectiveness of
21 Federal programs have been published since 1990.

The consequence of so few Federal social programs being rigor-
ously assessed means that Congress has no credible information on
the performance of the majority of social programs. To solve this
problem, Congress should specifically mandate the multi-site exper-
imental evaluation of these programs. When Congress creates so-
cial programs, the funding activities are intended to be spread out
across the Nation. For this reason, Federal social programs should
be assessed for national effectiveness. While an individual program
operating at a single site may undergo an experimental evaluation,
the small scale single site evaluation would not inform Federal pol-
icymakers of the general effectiveness of the broader national pro-
gram.

The success of a single program that serves a particular jurisdic-
tion or a population does not necessarily mean that the same pro-
gram will achieve similar success in other jurisdictions or among
different populations, thus small-scale evaluations are poor sub-
stitutes for large-scale multi-site evaluations. A multi-site experi-
mental evaluation that uses the performance of a program oper-
ating in numerous and diverse settings will produce results that
are more informative to policymakers.

Second, the Federal Government does not have a good record of
replicating successful social programs on a national scale. Policy-
makers and advocates often assume that a social program that is
effective in one setting will automatically produce the same result
in other settings. This is a faulty assumption. For example, for the
Center for Employment Training replication, the Federal Govern-
ment attempted to replicate the successful outcomes of a youth job
training program in San Jose, California, in 12 locations through-
out the United States. A multi-site experimental evaluation found
that the Federal Government was unable to replicate the successful
outcomes in these other settings. Just because an innovative pro-
gram appears to have worked in one location does not mean that
the program can be effectively implemented on a larger scale.

Third, policymakers should be mindful that Federal social pro-
grams do occasionally produce harmful impacts on recipients. How-
ever, social program advocates too frequently ignore these findings.
Nevertheless, Congress should be aware of these harmful impacts.
Here are two examples. From the 3-year-old cohort of the Head
Start Impact Study, kindergarten teachers report that the math
abilities of children given access to Head Start were worse than
similar children not given access to Head Start.

Students participating in educational, after-school educational
activities under the 21st century Learning Centers Program, were
more likely to have disciplinary and behavioral problems such as
getting suspended from school. Further, they were less likely to
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achieve at high levels in class and were less likely to put effort into
English classes. With the Federal debt reaching staggering heights,
the best method for assessing the effectiveness of social programs
and making sure that money is spent wisely are large-scale multi-
site experimental evaluations, yet to date, this method has been
used in only a handful of Federal programs. Congress needs to re-
verse this trend of not rigorously evaluating Federal social pro-
grams. Thank you.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Muhlhausen.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Muhlhausen follows:]

Evaluating Federal Social Programs: Finding Out What Works and What Does Not

Testimony before
the Committee on Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Human Resources
United States House of Representatives
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David B. Muhlhausen, Ph.D.
Research Fellow in Empirical Policy Analysis
The Heritage Foundation

My name is David Muhlhausen. I am a Research Fellow in Empirical Policy Analysis in
the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation. I thank Chairman Dave Reichert,
Ranking Member Lloyd Doggett, and the rest of the committee for the opportunity to testify
today on the need to evaluate federal social programs. The views I express in this testimony are
my own and should not be construed as representing any official position of The Heritage
Foundation.

My testimony is based on my recently published book, Do Federal Sociai Programs
Work?® This is a simple question. While the question may be straightforward, finding an answer
is complicated. As my book demonstrates, the best method for assessing the effectiveness of
federal social programs is farge-scale, multisite experimental impact evaluations. Unfortunately,
these scientifically rigorous assessments are rarely done. By my count, only 20 large-scale,
multisite experimental impact evaluations assessing the effectiveness of 21 federal social
programs have been published since 1990:

. Barly Head Start®

. Enhanced Early Head Start with Employment Services’

. Head Start’

. Even Start Family Literacy Program®

. 21st Century Community Learning Centers®

. Abstinence Education’

. Upward Bound®

. Food Stamp (renamed SNAP) Employment and Training Program®
. Welfare-to-Work'®

. Employment Retention and Advancement (ERA) Project!

. Building Strong Famities™

. Supporting Healthy Marriage"®

. Moving to Opportunity and Section 8 Housing Vouchers!*

. Job Training Partnership Act (TTPA) programs'®

. Unemployment Insurance (U1) Self-Employment Demonstrations'®
. Project GATE (Growing America Through Entrepreneurship)”

. Job ('(\rps18

. JOBSTART"
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. Center for Employment Training (CET) Replication®®
. Quantum Opportunity Program Demonstration®

The results of these evaluations are summarized in Do Federal Social Programs Work?™

The consequence of so few federal social programs being rigorously assessed for
effectiveness means that Congress has no credible information on the performance of the
overwhelming majority of federal social programs. Faced with this lack of knowledge about the
effectiveness of federal social programs, it is past time for Congress to devote serious attention
and resources to finding out what works and does not work.

Can Effective Programs Be Replicated?

Policymakers and advocates often assume that a social program that is effective in one
setting will automatically produce the same results in other settings. Some proponents of
evidence-based policy even make this faulty assumption. For example, advocates of expanding
early childhood education programs make scientifically unsupportable generalizations regarding
effectiveness based on two small-scale evaluations—the High/Scope Perry Preschoof and
Carofina Abecedarian Projects™—that are nowhere near being the definitive studies on the
subject.” Policymakers should be very skeptical about the speculated payoffs of implementing
these programs on a national scale. The evatuation of the Perry program began in 1962. Despite
all the hoopla, the results have never been replicated. In more than 50 years, not a single
experimental evaluation of the Perry approach applied in another setting or on a larger scale has
produced the same results. The same holds true for the Abecedarian program, which began m
1972. There is no evidence that these programs can produce the same results today.

Many advocates of social programs have adopted the language of the “evidence-based”
policy movement. Under the evidence-based policy movement, programs found to be effective
using rigorous scientific methods are deemed “effective” or “evidence-based™ and held up as
“model” programs. The assumption is that the same successful impacts found at a particular
setting can be replicated in other settings or on the national scale.

However, many of the programs labeled as “evidence-based”—often by program
advocates—have been evaluated in only a single setting, so the results cannot necessarily be
generalized to other settings. In addition, these evidence-based programs have often been
implemented by highly trained professionals operating under ideal conditions. In the real world,
program conditions are often much less than optimal. For example, based upon the results of the
Abecedarian Project, Congress created Early Head Start—a national program that serves low-
income families with pregnant women, infants, and toddlers up to age three.” However, the
results of a multisite experimental evaluation of the national program found few initial modest
impacts that quickly faded way.?®

Another excellent example of the federal government replicating an effective local
program is the Center for Employment Training (CET) Replication.”” Of 13 youth job-training
programs evaluated, the JOBSTART Demonstration found only one program to have a positive
impact on earnings—the Center for Employment Training (CET) in San Jose, California.”® Based
on the results for the CET, the U.S. Department of Labor replicated and evaluated the impact of
CET in 12 other sites.”” The CET model had little to no effect on short-term and fong-term
employment and earnings outcomes at these other locations. The multisite experimental
evaluation of CET, according to its authors, “shows, that even m sites that best implemented the
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model, CET had no overall employment and earnings effects for youth in the program, even
though it increased participants” hours of training and receipt of credentials.”™

Just because an innovative program appears to have worked in one location, does not
mean that the program can be effectively implemented on a larger scale.

‘What Congress Should Do

Congress needs to take the lead in making sure that the social programs it funds are
evaluated. First, when authorizing a new social program or reauthorizing an existing program,
Congress should specifically mandate multisite experimental evaluation of the program.
Congressional mandates are necessary because federal agencies often resist performing
experimental evaluations. For example, many jurisdictions receiving funding through the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) programs
refused to cooperate with large-scale experimental evaluations of these programs.

Experimental evaluations are the only way to determine to a high degree of certainty the
effectiveness of social programs. Thus, Congress should mandate that all recipients of federal
funding, if selected for participation, must cooperate with evaluations in order to receive future
funding.

Second, the experimental evaluations should be large-scale, nationally representative,
multisite studies. When Congress creates social programs, the funded activities are intended to
be spread out across the nation. For this reason, Congress should require nationally
representative, multisite experimental evaluations of these programs. For multisite evaluations,
the selection of the sites to be evaluated should be representative of the population of interest for
the program. When program sites and sample participants are randomly selected, the resulting
evaluation findings will have high external validity.

While individual programs funded by federal grants may undergo experimental
evaluations, these small-scale, single-site evaluations do not inform policymakers of the general
effectiveness of national programs. The success of a single program that serves a particular
jurisdiction or population does not necessarily mean that the same program will achieve similar
success in other jurisdictions or among different populations. Thus, small-scale evaluations are
poor substitutes for farge-scale evaluations. In addition, a multisite experimental evaluation that
examines the performance of a particular program in numerous and diverse settings can
potentially produce results that are more persuasive to policymakers than results from a single
locality.

The Building Strong Families (BSF) demonstration project sponsored by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services is an excellent example of a program that had
varying impacts by location. BSF provided counseling services to unmarried couples who were
expecting or had recently had a baby in eight sites. The marriage program’s intent was to steer
low-income unmarried couples with or expecting a child toward marriage.

The eight-site demonstration project underwent an experimental evaluation that reported
findings for 15- and 36-month follow-up periods. The 36-month foflow-up study concluded:
“After three years BSF had no effect on the quality of couple’s refationships and did not make
couples more likely to stay together or get married. ™ In addition at the 36-month follow-up
period, “BSF had no effect on couples’ co-parenting relationship; it had small negative effects on
some aspects of father involvement.” Not to be dismissed, the long-term follow-up did find a
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beneficial impact of increased socio-emotional development for children in the intervention
group, compared to children in the control group.

While the evaluation of the eight demonstration sites found federally funded marriage
promotion programs to be ineffective overall, the results from Atlanta, Baltimore, Oklahoma
City, and the Florida counties were <:(mt1'adict01ry.34 In Atlanta, BSF led to a long-term decrease
in the ability of participants to avoid destructive conflict behaviors. In Baltimore, unmarried
couples participating in the program were less likely to be still romantically involved at the time
of the 15-month follow-up. In addition, couples in the Baltimore program reported less support
and affection in their relationships, and fathers were less likely to provide financial support for
their children and less likely to engage in cognitive and social play with their children. By the
time of the 36-month follow-up, these harmful impacts in Baltimore faded away.

While the short-term findings for the Florida counties indicated that the BSF yielded no
beneficial or harmful impacts on participants, the long-term findings indicate the presence of
several harmful impacts. For the relationship status of the couples, intervention group couples
were less likely to be romantically involved and living together (married or unmarried),
compared to their counterparts in the control group. In addition, fathers in the intervention group
were less likely to live with and regularly spend time with their child.

In Oklahoma City, the opposite occurred. While unmarried couples in the program were
no more likely to marry than were the control group couples at the time of the 15-month follow-
up, Oklahoma participants reported improvements in refationship happiness. support and
affection, use of constructive conflict behaviors, and avoidance of destructive conflict behaviors.
Additionally, fathers participating in the program were more likely to provide financial support
for their children than were their counterparts in the control group. While BSF still had no effect
on marriage rates at the time of the 36-month follow-up, couples in the intervention group were
more likely to report that neither partner had been unfaithful since random assignment, compared
to control group couples.

If the Atlanta, Baltimore, and Florida counties sites were the only sites evaluated, then
the results would indicate that federally sponsored marriage counseling for unmarried couples
with children has harmful effects. Relying only on the more positive Oklahoma City results
would have led to the opposite conclusion.

Contradictory results from evaluations of similar social programs implemented in
different settings are a product not only of implementation fidelity.” but also of the enormous
complexity of the social context in which these programs are implemented. Jim Manzi, a senior
fellow at the Manhattan Institute, uses the conflicting results of experimental evaluations to
explain the influence of “causal density” on the social sciences.” “Causal density,” a term coined
by Manzi, is “the number and complexity of potential causes of the outcomes of interest.”*’
Mangzi postulates that as causal density rises, social scientists will find greater difficulty in
identifying all of the factors that cause the outcome of interest.

The confounding influence of causal density, in addition to implementation tidelity,
likely contributed to contradictory effects of federal marriage promotion programs by location.
To address causal density, experimental impact evaluations of federal social programs should be
conducted using multiple sites. In fact, the total sum of the multiple sites should be nationally
representative of the populations served by the social program being evaluated.
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Causing Harm

The results of the 20 multisite experimental evaluations of 21 federal social programs
published since 1990 generally find that these programs are ineffective.”® However, social
program advocates too frequently concentrate on any beneficial, even if only modest, impacts
that have been identified. Nevertheless, politicians and policy experts also need to recognize that
federal social programs can produce hanntul impacts too. These harmtul effects rarely get
mentioned in government press releases announcing the findings of evaluations. In addition to
the BSF findings, the following is a brief summary of the harmful impacts found in multisite
experimental evaluations of federal social programs published since 1990.%°

For Early Head Start, white parents in the intervention group displayed higher
dysfunctional parent-child interactions than their counterparts in the control group.™ Fusther,
participation in Early Head Start appears to have increased welfare dependency for Hispanics.

Enhanced Early Head Start with Employment Services is a demonstration program that
involves regular Early Head Start services with the addition of employment and training services
for parents. An experimental evaluation of the program based on two sites in Kansas and
Missouri was performed. At the time of the 48-month follow-up, the longest job spells of
mothers participating in the program were significantly shorter than the job spells of mothers in
the control group.”

For the three-year-old cohort of the Head Start Impact Study, kindergarten teachers
reported that math abilities were worse than for similar children not given access to the
program.*’ For the four-year-old cohort, teachers reported that Head Start children in the first
grade were more likely to be shy or socially reticent than their peers. By the third grade, teachers
reported that the four-year-old cohort with access to Head Stast displayed a higher degree of
unfavorable emotional symptoms than similar children without access to the program.*® Further.
children in the four-year-old cohort self-reported poorer peer relations with fellow children than
their counterparts in the control group.*

The role of the federal government in funding after-school programs increased
substantially after passage of the Improving America’s School Act of 1994, which created the
21st Century Community Learning Centers program. A multisite experimental impact evaluation
of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program found a whole host of harmful
effects.”® Overall, teachers found participating students to have disciplinary problems that were
confirmed by student-reported data. According to their teachers, participating students were less
likely to achieve at above average or high levels in class and were less likely to put effort into
reading or English classes. These students were also more likely to have behavior problems in
school than their counterparts. Teachers were more likely to have to call the parents of
participating students about misbehavior. Participating students were also more likely to miss
recess or be placed in the hall for disciplinary reasons, while also having parents come to school
more often to address behavior problems. 21st Century students were also more likely to be
suspended from school than similar students.

Upward Bound was created in 1965 and is an original War on Poverty social program.
Through the provision of supplemental academic and support services and activities, Upward
Bound is intended to help economically disadvantaged high school students successfully
complete high school and attend college. Despite the program’s lofty goal, Upward Bound
participants with high expectations to eam a college degree were less likely than their
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counterparts to earn associate’s degrees, while being no more or less likely to attain any other
college degree.*

The Department of Health and Human Services and Department of Labor funded the
Employment Retention and Advancement (ERA) project, initiated in 1998, to assess the
effectiveness of 12 different employment retention and advancement programs across the
nation.*” Participation in ERA programs targeting unemployed Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) recipients in Houston, Texas, and Salem, Oregon, was associated with
increased dependence on the receipt of TANF benefits, while participation in the program in Fort
Worth, Texas, was associated with increased dependence on food stamps. The Chicago ERA
program targeting employed TANF recipients was associated with increased dependence on food
stamps, while the Medford, Oregon, ERA program targeting employed individuals not on TANF
was associated with decreased employment.

Conducted in five cities, the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) demonstration assessed the
impact of offering families with children under 18 living in public housing developments or
concentrated poverty areas the opportunity to move out of their neighborhoods. The evaluation
consisted of two intervention groups, MTO voucher recipients and Section 8 voucher recipients,
compared to a control group that did not receive MTO or Section 8 vouchers but was eligible to
receive public housing assistance. For adults and children with access to MTO or Section 8
vouchers, several harmful impacts were produced.”® Access to a MTO voucher was associated
with increased dependence on drugs and alcohol for adults. Also, MTO adults had higher
participation rates in food stamps and received more food stamp benefits than their similar
counterparts not given access to MTO or Section 8 vouchers. Youth from families given access
to MTO vouchers were less likely to be employed and more likely to have smoked than their
peers. These youth were afso more likely to be arrested for property crimes. As for Section 8,
adults offered access were more likely to be currently unemployed and less likely to have
employment spells with the same job for at least a year. In addition, Section 8 adults were less
likely to be currently working and not receiving TANF than their counterparts. Section 8 youth
were more likely to have smoked than their peers in the control group.

Adult men participating in JTPA programs were more likely to be dependent on AFDC
benefits than similar men not given access to the training * Male youths with no criminal arrest
record at the time of random assignment were more likely to be arrested after participating in
federal job-training programs, while male youth with histories of arrest experienced long-term
declines m mcome.

In an attempt to help Americans start businesses, the Department of Labor teamed with
the Small Business Administration to create an employment program to assistant people in
creating or expanding their own business enterprises.” After receiving entrepreneurship training,
Project GATE participants spent more time collecting Unemployment Insurance benetits than
their counterparts that were not taught how to be entrepreneurs. While Project GATE had no
effect on the self-employment income of participants, participants experienced initial periods of
decreased wages and salaries eamed from overall employment.

The Quantum Opportunity Program (QOP) demonstration, operated by the U.S.
Department of Labor and the Ford Foundation from 1995 to 2001, offered intensive and
comprehensive services with the intention of helping at-risk youth graduate from high school and
enroll in postsecondary education or training. QOP provided services to participants year-round
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for five years. The findings from the QOP experimental evaluation, according to its authors,
provide some insight about the effectiveness of WIA youth programs. For the initial post-
intervention impacts, youth participating in QOP were less likely to find jobs that provided
health insurance benefits.*' At the six-year follow-up period, youth participating in QOP were
more likely to be arrested.”” Increasing criminality appears to be a common effect of federal job-
training programs supposedly benefiting youth.

The previously discussed CET Replication job-training prograins were associated with
several harmful outcomes.”® Men experienced periods of declines in employment, earnings, and
number of months worked. Individual participants who possessed a high school diploma or GED
at the time of random assignment experienced periods of declines in the number of months
waorked and earnings. In addition, participants in the high-fidelity sites were less likely to find
jobs that provided health insurance. Also, those older than 18 and those with high school degrees
or GEDs at the time of random assignment were less likely to have jobs that provided health
insurance.

Job Corps is another federal training program that has negative effects. Created in 1964,
Job Corps is a residential job-training program that serves disadvantaged youths aged 16 to 24 in
125 sites across the nation. A multisite experimental evaluation of Job Corps found, compared to
non-participants, Job Corp participants were less likely to eam a high school diploma.* In
addition, youth participating in the program worked fewer weeks and worked fewer hours per
week than similar youth in the control group.™

In sum, federal social programs that harm their participants are not uncommon. This fact
is all too often ignored by advocates of these social programs.

Conclusion

With the federal debt reaching staggering heights, Congress needs to ensure that it is
spending taxpayer dollars wisely. Multisite experimental evaluations are the best method for
assessing the effectiveness of federal social programs. Yet to date, this method has been used on
only a handful of federal social programs. While previous results have been disappointing,
Congress needs to reverse the trend of not rigorously evaluating federal social programs.

R T R T T T

The Heritage Foundation is a public policy, research, and educational organization recognized as
exempt under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. It is privately supported and
receives no funds from any government at any level, nor does it perform any government or
other contract work.

The Heritage Foundation is the most broadly supported think tank in the United States. During
2012, it had nearly 700,000 individual, foundation, and corporate supporters representing every
state in the U.S. Its 2012 income came from the following sources:

Individuals 81%
Foundations 14%
Corporations 5%

The top five corporate givers provided The Heritage Foundation with 2% of its 2012 income.
The Heritage Foundation's books are audited annually by the national accounting firm of

7



42

McGladrey & Pulten. A fist of major donors is available from The Heritage Foundation upon
request.

Members of The Heritage Foundation staff testify as individuals discussing their own
independent research. The views expressed are their own and do not reflect an institutional
position for The Heritage Foundation or its board of trustees.

! David B. Muhlhausen, Do Federal Social Programs Work? (Santa Barbara, CA: Pracger. 2013).

2 John M. Love, Ellen Ehason Kisker. Christine M. Ross, Peter Z. Schochet, Jeanne Brooks-Gun, Diane Paulsell,
Kimberly Boller, Jill Constantine, Cheri Vogel. Allison Sidle Fulingi. and Christi Brady-Smith, Making a Difference
in the Lives of Infants and Toddlers and Their Famifies: The Impacts of Early Head Start. Vohane 1: Final
Technical Report, Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research. June 2002. and Cheni A. Vogel. Yange Xue, Emily
M. Moiduddin, Barbara Lepidus Carlson, and Ellen Eliason Kisker, Early Head Start Children in Grade 5: Long-
Term Follow-Up of the Early Head Start Research Evaluation Project Study Sample: Final Report, OPRE Report #
2011-8 (Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evalnation. Administration for Children and Families,
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, December 2010).

? JoAun Hsueh, Erin Jacobs, and Mary Farrell, 4 Two Generational Child-Focused Program Enhanced with

Emplo; Services: Eigh Month Impacts from the Kansas and Missouri Sites of the Enlianced Services for the
Hard-to-Employ Demonstration and Evaluation Project (Washington, DC: Otfice of Planning, Research. and
Evaluation, Administration for Children and Familtes, U.S. Department of Health and Homan Services, March
2011), and JoAnn Hsueh and Mary E. Farrell, Enhanced Early Head Start with Employment Services: 42-Month
Inpacts from the Kansas and Missouri Sites of the Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration and
Evaluation Project, OPRE Report # 2012-05 (Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation,
Adminiswation for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, February 2012).

#1U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Head Start Impact
Suidy.: First Year Findings (Washington, DC, June 2005); U.S. Department of Health and Hwnan Services,
Administration for Children and Families, Head Start Impact Study.: Final Report (Washington, DC, January 2010):
and Michael Puma, Stephen Bell, Ronna Cook, Camilla Heid, Pam Broene, Frank Jenkins, Andrew Mashburn, and
Jason Downer, Third Grade Follov-up to the Head Start Impact Study Final Report {(Washington, DC: Office of
Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Chiklren and Families, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, October 2012).

Robert St. Pierre, Anne Ricciuti. Fumiyo Tao, Cindy Creps, Takeko Knmagawa, and William Ross, Third
National Even Start Evaluation: Description of Projects and Participants {Abt Associates Inc., 2001); Robert St.
Pierre, Aune Riccinti, Fruniyo Tao, Cindy Creps, Janet Swartz, Wang Lee, Amanda Parsad, and Tracy Rimdzius,
Third National Even Start Evaluasion: Program Impacts and Inplications for Improvement (Cambridge, MA: Abt
Associates Inc., 2003); and Anna E. Ricciuti, Robert G. St. Pierre, Wang Lee, Amanda Parsad, and Tracy Rimdzins,
Third National Even Start Evaluation: Follow-Up Findings from the Experimental Design Study (Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Evalnation and
Regional Assistance 2004).

© Susaune James-Burdumy, Mark Dynarski, and John Deke, “When Elementary Schools Stay Open Late: Results
from the National Evaluation of the 21st Century Conununity Learning Centers Program,” Educational Evaluation
and Policy Analysis Vol. 29, No. 4 (December 2007), pp. 296-318 and U S. Departinent of Education, Office of
Planning, Evaluation and Policy Developinent, Policy and Program Studies Service, 215t Cenfury Community
Learning Centers Descriptive Study of Program Practices (Washington, DC, U.S. Department of Education, 2010).
7 Barbara Devaney, Amy Johnson, Rebecca Maynard, and Chris Trenholm, The Evaluation of Absti Educati
Programs Funded under Title V Section 510: Interim Report, Princeton, N.J. Mathematica Policy Research, April
2002; Rebecca A. Maynard, Christopher Trenholm, Barbara Devaney, Amy Johuson, Melissa A. Clatk, John
Homrighausen, and Ece Kalay, First-Year Impacts of Four Title V, Section 510 Abstinence Education Programs,
Princeton, NJ: Mathermatica Policy Research, June 2003; and Christopher Trenholm, Barbara Devaney, Ken
Fortson, Lisa Quay, Justin Wheeler, and Melissa Clark, Impacts of Four Title V, Section 510 Abstinence Education
Programs: Final Report, Princeton, NI: Matheinatica Policy Research, April 2007.

® David Myers and Allen Schinm, The Short-Term Impacts of Upward Bound: An Interiin Report. Princeton, NJ:
Mathematica Policy Research, May 1997; U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Under Secretary, Policy and
Program Studies Service, The Impacts of Regular Upward Bound: Results from the Third-Follow-Up Data
Collection {Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, April 2004); and Neil S. Seftor, Arif Mamun, and

8



43

Allen Schirm, The Impacts of Regular Upward Bound on Postsecondary Outcomes 7-9 Years after Scheduled High
School Graduation: Final Report, Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, January 2009.

? Michael J. Puma and Nancy R. Burstein, “The National Evaluation of the Food Stamp Employment and Training
Program,” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management Vol. 13, No. 2 (1994), pp. 311-330.

' Gayle Hamilton, Stephen Freedman. Lisa Gennetian, Charles Michalopoulos, Johanua Walter, Diana Adams-
Ciardullo, Anna Gassman-Pines, Sharon McGroder. Martha Zaslow, Jennifer Brooks, Surjeet Ahluwalia, Electra
Small and Brvan Ricchetti, National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies: How Effective Are Different
Welfare-to-Work Approaches? Five-Year Adult and Child Impacts for Eleven Programs (Waskington,

DC. S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families and Office of the
Assistant Secrefary for Planning and Evaluation; and U.S. Departiment of Education, 2001)

P'Richard Hendra, Keri-Nicole Dillman, Gayle Hamilton, Erik Lundquist, Karin Martinson, Melissa Wavelet, Aaron
Hill, and Sonva Williams, How Effective Are Different Approaches Aiming to Increase Employment Retention and
Advancement? Final Impacts for Twelve Models, MDRC, April 2010.

2 Robert G. Wood, Sheena McConnell, Quinn Moore, Andrew Clarkwest, and JoAnn Hsueh, Strengthening
Unmarried Parents’ Relati ips: The Early Impacts of Building Strong Families, Princeton, NJ: Mathematica
Policy Research, May 2010, and Robert G. Wood, Quinn Moore, Andrew Clarkwest, Alexandra Killewald, and
Shannon Monahan, The Long-Term Effects of Building Strong Families: A Relationship Skills Education Program
Sfor Unmarried Parents: Final Report, (Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, November 2012).

* JoAnn Hsueh, Desiree Principe Alderson, Erika Lundquist, Charless Michalopoulos, Daniel Gubits, David Fein,
and Virginia Knox, The Supporting Healthy Marriage Evaluation: Early Impacts on Low-Income Faniilies
(Washington. DC: Office of Planning. Research and Evaluation. Administration for Children and Families, U.S.
Departnent of Health and Human Services, 2012).

M Larry Orr. Judith D. Feins, Robin Jacob, Erik Beecroft, Lisa Sanboninatsu, Lawrence F. Katz, Jeffrey B. Liebman,
and Jeffrey R. Kling, Moving fo Opportunity Interim Impacts Evaluation: Final Report (Washington, DC: U S.
Departinent of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research, June 2003) and Lisa
Sanbonmatsu, Jens Ludwig, Lawrence F. Katz, Lisa Gennetian, Greg J. Duncan, Ronald C. Kessler. Emma Adam,
Thomas W. McDade, Stacy Tessler Lindan, Matthew Sciandra, Fanghua Yang, Tjun Lat, William Congdon, Joe
Amick, Ryan Gillette, Michael A. Zabek, Jordon Marvakov, Sabrina Yusuf, and Nicholas A. Potter, Moving fo
Opportunity for Fair Housing Demonstration Program: Final Impacts Evaluation (Washington, DC: 17 8.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research, November 2011).
“Larry L. Orr, Howard S. Bloom, Stephen H. Bell, Fred Doolittle, Winston Lin, and George Cave, Does Training
Jor the Disadvantaged Work? (Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press, 1996).

16 Jacob M. Benus, Terry R. Johnson, Michelle Wood, Neelima Grover, and Theodore Shen, “Self-Employnient
Programs: A New Reemployment Qﬂa(evv Final Impact Analysis of the Washington and Massachusetts Self-
Employment Demonstrations,” Unemploy Insurance ional Paper No. 95—4. Washington, DC: U.S
Departmenf of Labor, December 1995.

* Jeanne Bellotti, Sheena McConnell, and Jacob Benus, Growing America through Entrepreneurship: Interim
Report, Impaq Intemational, August 2006 and Jacob Benus, Theodore Shen, Sisi Zhang, Marc Chan, and Benjamin
Hansen. Growing America through Entrepreneurship: Final Evaluation of Project GATE, Columbia, MD: Impaq
International, December 2009.

'® Peter Z. Schochet, John Burghardt, and Steven Glazerman, National Job Corps Study: The Impacts of Job Corps
on Participants’ Emplovment and Related Outcomes (Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., June 2001);
Sheena McConnell and Steven Glazerman, National Job Corps Study.: The Benefits and Costs of Job Corps
(Princeton, NT: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.. June 2001): and Peter Z. Schochet, Sheena McConnell, and John
Burghardt. National Job Corps Study: Findings Using Administrative Earnings Records Data: Final Report
(Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., October 2003).

' George Cave, Hans Bos, Fred Doolittle, and Cyril Toussaint, JOBSTART: Final Report on a Program for School
D D ion Research Corporation, October 1993).

® C\mhla Mlllet Johannes M. Bos, Kristen E. Porter, Fannie M. Tseng. and \(asuvo Abe, The CImIlenge of
Rep/m:afmg Success in a Changing World: Final Report on the Center for Employ Training Replication Cites
(’V{nnpowex Demonstration Research Corporation, September 2005).

* Allen Schivm and Nurta Rodriguez, The Quantum Opportunity Program Demonstration: Initial Post Intervention
Impacts (Mathematica Policy Research, June 2004) and Allen Schirm, Elizabeth Stwart, and Allison McKie, The
Quanzum Opportunity Program Demonstration: Fi inal Impacts, (Mathematica Policy Research, July 2006).
= See Muhlhausen, Do Federal Social Programs Work?




44

** Lawrence J. Schweinhart. Helen V. Barnes, and David P. Wiekart. Significant Benefits: The High/Scope Perry
Preschool Study through 4ge 27 (Ypsilanti, Mich.: The Higl/Scope Press. 1993), and Frances A. Campbell and
Craig T. Ramey, “Effects of Early Infervention ou Intel} 1 and Academic Achi : A Follow-Up Study of
Children from Low-Income Families,” Child Development, Vol. 65 (1994), pp. 684-698.

14’ See Muhithausen, Do Federal Social Programs Work?

 Geoffrey D. Borman. “National Efforts to Bring Reform to Scale in High-Poverty Schools: Outcomes and
Implications™ in Scaled-Up in Education: Issues in Practice, Vol. II, eds. Barbara Scheider and Sarah-Kathryn
MeDonald (Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefeild, Inc., 2007), pp. 41-67.

“*See Muhthausen. Do Federal Social Programs Work?, pp. 80-98.

" Miller et al,, The Challenge of Replicating Success in a Changing World.

% George Cave et al.. JOBSTART.

2‘§Cymhiﬂ Miller et al.. The Challenge of Replicating Success in a Changing World.

“bid., p. xi.

'Fred Doolittle and Linda Traeger, Iimplementing the National JTPA Study (New York: Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation, 1990); Judith M. Gueron, “The Politics of Random Assignment: Implementing Studies and
Affecting Policy.” 15-49 in Evidence Matters: Randomized Trials in Education Research, edited by Frederick
Mosteller and Robert Boruch, (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 2002).

* Wood et al., The Long-Term Effects of Building Strong Families, p. xiii.

* Ibid., p.x
** For the results of the individual sites, see Wood et al., The Long-Term Effects of Building Strong Families, Tables
A2a—A.9b, pp. A.5-A19.

* Implementation fidelity is the degree to which programs follow the theory underpinning the program and how
correctly the program components are put into practice.

**Jim Manzi, “What Social Science Does—and Doesn™t—Kuow.” City Journal, Vol. 20, No. 3 (Summer 2010), pp.
/iwww city-jowrnal.org/2010/20 3 _social-science.htm} (Accessed July 9. 2013).

* Muhthausen, Do Federal Social Programs Work?

**For the full results of these evalutions, including the beneficial, harmful, and no impact tindings, see Muhlhansen,
Do Federal Social Programs Work?

“ Love et al., Making a Difference in the Lives of Infants and Toddlers and Their Families, Table VIL11, pp. 381
385.

i Hsueh and Farrell, Enhanced Early Head Start with Employment Services, Table 3.2, pp. 36-37.

“211.S. Departinent of Health and Human Services, Head Start Impact Study. Final Report., Exhibit 4.5, pp. 4-21-4-
25.

* Puma et al., Third Grade Follow-up to the Head Start Impact Study Final Report, p. 84.

“Ibid., Exhibit 4.3, pp. 81-82.

* Burdumy et al., “When Elementary Schools Stay Open Late.”

¢ Sefior et al., The Impacts of Regular Upward Bound on Postsecondary Outcomes, Table IV 2, p. 59.

*" Hendra et al., How Effective Are Different Approaches Aiming to Increase Emplayment Retention and
Advancement?

* Sanbommatsu et al., Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing Demonstration Program: Final Impacts Evaluation
* O et al., Does Training for the Disadvantaged Work?

* Bellotti et al.. Growing America through Entrepreneurship: Interim Report.

** Ychirm and Rodriguez, The Quantum Opportunity Program Demonstration: Initial Post Intervention Impacts.

> Schimm et al., The Quantum Opportunity Program Demonstration: Final Impacts.

5 Miller et al., The Challenge of Replicating Success in a Changing World: Final Report on the Center for
Ewployment Training Replication Cifes.

** Schochet, Burghardt, and Meconnell, “Does Job Corps Work? Impact Findings from the National Job Corps
Study.”

** Schochet et al., National Job Corps Study: The Impacts of Job Corps on Participants’ Employment and Related
Outcomes.

10

————

Chairman REICHERT. Ms. Smith, you are recognized for 5 min-
utes.

STATEMENT OF TARA SMITH, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE, RAY
MARSHALL CENTER, LYNDON B. JOHNSON SCHOOL OF PUB-
LIC AFFAIRS, THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS

Ms. SMITH. Thank you. Good afternoon, Chairman Reichert,
Ranking Member Doggett, and Members of the committee. My
name is Tara Smith, I am with the Ray Marshall Center for the
Study of Human Resources at the University of Texas at Austin’s
LBJ School of Public Affairs. Thank you for inviting me today.
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This hearing’s focus on families coincides with a growing body of
research on two-generation programs designed to link services for
children and parents so that families as a whole can build the
human capital they need to succeed in school and the labor market.
Today, I would like to share findings and lessons learned from
evaluations of two such programs.

Capital IDEA is a sectoral-based training program in Austin,
Texas, that was built on a model pioneered by Project QUEST in
San Antonio for employer-driven work force development. Capital
IDEA provides training primarily in health care for low-income and
disadvantaged adults. The evaluation tracks participants from
2003 forward and includes outcome, impact, and ROI analyses.
CareerAdvance is a career pathways program in Tulsa, Oklahoma,
which provides parents of Head Start and early Head Start stu-
dents with training for health care occupations. This program
launched in 2009, and the evaluation includes an implementation
study as well as outcome and impact studies focused on parents
and children.

The impact evaluations for both programs use quasi-experi-
mental research methods based on a carefully matched comparison
group. There are five key points I would like to emphasize about
these evaluations. First, rigorous quasi-experimental methods have
been found to produce impact estimates similar to those found in
random control trials. Quasi-experimental methods also address
issues such as the localized nature of programs which limits the
pool of prospective and eligible applicants needed to support a ran-
dom control trial.

Second, the use of administrative records and propensity score
matching techniques helps to keep evaluation costs reasonable. In
both evaluations State UI records provide consistent, comprehen-
sive, and inexpensive data on employment and earnings. For Cap-
ital IDEA, the comparison group is drawn from individuals who re-
ceive job search assistance at a local one-stop career center and
who closely resemble participants along 18 characteristics, includ-
ing demographics and prior employment and earnings history. For
CareerAdvance, the comparison group is drawn from other Head
Start parents matched along multiple characteristics, including a
documented interest in pursuing further education and training.
The rigor of the comparison group matching design undergirds our
confidence in the evaluation findings.

Third, sectoral and career pathway models have demonstrated ef-
fectiveness in a number of industries and labor markets by con-
necting low-income and low-skilled adults with the training they
need to enter higher paying careers. If you have my written testi-
mony in front of you, the chart on page 3 shows our most recent
findings from Capital IDEA. We find that on average the earnings
of participants continue to grow over time while comparison group
Members who receive only job search assistance or other basic
work force services tend to have relatively flat earnings.

My fourth point is that two-generation strategies which look to
build on sectoral or career pathway programs by linking those
adult education and work force training services with high quality
educational opportunities for children show promise. Wrap-around
and family support services including child care, transportation as-



46

sistance, counseling, and other resources ensure that participants
in both generations receive the help they need to achieve at a high
level.

In CareerAdvance this support can include a monthly financial
incentive for performance and attendance to help offset the costs of
participation and provide some financial stability for the family.

Finally, because social programs rarely involve cookie cutter ap-
proaches, it is important to consider a broad base of evidence when
evaluating program effectiveness. Implementation and process
evaluations provide important context for understanding how pro-
grams operate and identifying which services may lead to better
outcomes and impacts over time. This is particularly true for new
and emerging programs and program replication efforts.

In conclusion, strategies that focus on basic skills which provide
counseling and other support services, which increase opportunities
to earn and learn so that parents can support their families while
in training and target skill development at high wage, high de-
mand occupations in the local labor market all appear to have sig-
nificant rigorous evaluation support and could be promoted in Fed-
eral programs.

By investing in proven approaches and promising strategies,
such as two-generation initiatives, and supporting a broad range of
research and evaluation efforts on those investments, the Federal
Government can play an integral role in building the knowledge
base needed to expand and improve efforts to move families out of
poverty. Thank you.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Ms. Smith.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Smith follows:]
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Good afternoon Chairman Reichert, Ranking Member Doggett, and Members of the
Subcommittee. My name is Tara Smith; | am a Research Associate at the Ray Marshall Center
for the Study of Human Resources, which is part of The University of Texas at Austin’s Lyndon B.
Johnson Schoof of Public Affairs. Thank you for inviting me to testify about evaluation efforts to
help families support their children and escape poverty. The two-generation focus of this
hearing coincides with a growing body of research and demonstration programs that seek to
fink services for children and parents so that families as a whole can build the human capital
they need to succeed in school and the labor market.

Today | would like to share with you the findings from the Ray Marshall Center’s evaluation of
two sector-based training programs with an identified two-generation focus (Sommer et al,
2011). The first, Capital IDEA, is a program that operates in Travis County, Texas. The Center’s
evaluation tracks participants over time, starting with the cohort that began in 2003. The
second program is CareerAdvance®, a program launched by the Community Action Project of
Tulsa County, Oklahoma (CAP) in 2009. Both evaluations incorporate a rigorous quasi-
experimental design to 1) address issues related to the localized nature and selectivity of the
programs; and 2} work within funding constraints by taking advantage of inexpensive
administrative data sources and propensity score matching techniques. in both cases the
available poof of eligible and interested applicants is not large enough to support a random
control trial. The programs have developed selective enrollment requirements to target
resources at individuals who are better prepared to enter and succeed in intensive skills
training. Key data sources available for both evaluations include program progress data and
state unemployment insurance (U}), workforce, and other public benefit records.

Evaluation of Capital IDEA

Since 2006, my colleagues at the Ray Marshall Center and | have been conducting an outcomes
and impacts evaluation of local workforce development investments.? Travis County, Texas,
home to state capital Austin, is fairly unique among focal governments: each year it invests
approximately $1.5 - 2 million local tax dolfars in job training and other workforce services for
disadvantaged residents, including individuals who are at or below 200 percent of the poverty

* Al of the research reports from this evaluation is available at: www.raymarshallcenter.org

1
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line, ex-offenders, and individuals without high schoof education credentials.® Perhaps even
more unique, Travis County funds the Ray Marshall Center to conduct a rigorous ongoing
evaluation of those investments.

Capital IDEA is one of the programs whose evaluation is funded by Travis County. Annual
reports document participant outcomes across four measures over time: quarterly
employment, quarterly earnings of those employed, claims filed for Ul benefits, and monetary
eligibility for Ul benefits in the event of a job loss—a proxy measure for employment stability
given that, to be eligible, individuals must have earnings in the first four of the last five quarters
prior to filing a Ul claim.

The impacts analysis follows a quasi-experimental methodology with the creation of a carefully
matched comparison group drawn from individuals who received job search assistance or other
universal services at local One-Stop Career Centers. Individuals are matched along at least 18
dimensions, including demographics and prior employment and earnings. Impacts are
measured by statistically significant differences between outcomes from participation in Capital
iDEA versus outcomes from accessing other job search assistance services in the community.
This methodology follows research by Greenberg at al. (2006), Hollenbeck and Huang (2006},
Card et al. {2010), and Heinrich et al. (2010), aft of which have found that such quasi-
experimental designs can produce impact estimates comparabie to those resulting from more
rigorous and costly approaches, i.e., randomized control trials. As recently advocated by
Maureen Conway and her colleagues at the Aspen Institute {2012}, state Ul (and other state
workforce) records provide a key advantage given the modest Travis County evaluation budget:
it is relatively inexpensive to collect the data and run the analysis.

Capitaf IDEA takes a sectoral approach through strong cotlaborations with Austin Community
College and employers and industry groups to prepare participants to succeed in the workplace.
Capital IDEA supports long-term training primarily in healthcare {approximately 75 percent of
participants}, including nursing and allied health occupations such as dental hygienist, surgical
technician, and occupational or physical therapy assistant. Training is also available in
technology careers and professional trades currently paying a starting wage of $16 or more per
hour with benefits. The range of training options supported by Capital IDEA has changed over
time based on the needs of the Austin fabor market and prevaifing occupational wages.

The most recent impact evaluation includes 879 Capital {DEA participants who started and
either completed or dropped out of the program between 2003 and 2008, and examines
outcomes through March 2011 (Smith, King, and Schroeder, 2012). Capital IDEA participants

* 1t should be noted that the City of Austin also invests a similar amount of its local tax dollars each year in
workforce development services for disadvantaged residents.

2
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significantly out-performed the comparison group on three measures. Across all post-service
quarters, participants had a 12.3 percentage point advantage over the comparison group in the
share employed as well as the share with sufficient employment and earnings to meet the
monetary eligibility standards for Ul benefits. Employed Capital IDEA participants also earned
an average $759 more in each post-service quarter than the comparison group, at an average of
$7,104 per quarter over the post-service period. Unemployment claims were low (under 3
percent) and not significantly different between the groups.

The evaluation also compares the unconditional earnings over time of participants and
comparison group members to illustrate the relationship between quarterly employment and
earnings. Unconditional earnings are averaged across all of the individuals in a group regardless
of employment status. After having very similar earnings in the eight quarters prior to seeking
workforce development services—demonstrating the quality of the comparison group
matching process—participants entering Capital iDEA experienced a trough of earnings in
relation to the comparison group for several quarters (Figure 1 below). Capital IDEA
participants are typically in training for eighteen months and often only work part-time during
that period. Starting in the sixth quarter after service, however, participants out-earned the
comparison group in each subsequent quarter examined. While the comparison group’s
earnings have been relatively flat, the earnings of Capital IDEA participants have continued to
climb. The earliest cohorts earned approximately $2,000 more each quarter than the
comparison group in five and one-half to seven years after program entry.

Figure 1: Capital IDEA Participant Earnings Over Time Versus Matched Comparison Group
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The design of Capital IDEA grew out of a model pioneered by Project QUEST in San Antonio,
Texas, for employer-driven, intensive skill development with a focus on investing in people
{Deaton and McPherson, 1991; Campbell, 1994). As a sectoral program, Capital iDEA
coflaborates with employers and training providers to help prepare participants to succeed in
available jobs. The program regularly reviews training offerings and local labor demand with
employers and industry groups to shape program offerings to meet the needs of the local
economy. A close colfaboration with Austin Community College, the provider for the majority
of the occupational training programs, has also resulted in Capital IDEA’s College Prep
Academy, which prepares individuals with at least 5" grade skills to enter coflege-level courses
rather than traditional developmental education,

It is important to note that Capital IDEA has a selective enrollment process that is intended to
identify individuals who are motivated and capable to succeed in an intensive program. Capital
IDEA covers all of the costs associated with the training, and provides or funds multiple support
services designed to help individuals achieve their employment goals. Child care and
transportation assistance are key supports for many participants who would otherwise not be
able to afford to spend time in training. Weekly participant VIP {Vision, Initiative, and
Perseverance) group meetings and individual conversations with career counselors help keep
participants focused on the opportunity and build the critical soft skills in communication, time
management, and financial literacy that will better prepare them for the workplace.

in 2011, the Ray Marshall Center conducted an exploratory return on investment {ROI) analysis
of the program {Smith and King, 2011). Capital IDEA is funded through a mix of public and
private resources. Approximately two-thirds of the program’s budget is derived from
taxpayers, while the remaining one-third is funded by employers, alumni, individuals and
philanthropic organizations. Using the impact evaluation findings for the 2003-2084 cohorts of
Capital IDEA participants, we completed a benefit-cost analysis based on actual program
expenditures {which averaged approximately $6,500 per participant}, foregone earnings, and
outcomes using conservative assumptions for fringe benefits, future earnings growth, the
discount rate, taxes, and public benefits. We found that the taxpayer’s investment was fully
recouped after 8.5 years. Over the first ten years, each doftar invested in Capital IDEA was
estimated to return $1.65 to taxpayers — an annual rate of return of approximately 9 percent.
Over 20 years that rate rises to 17 percent with each taxpayer dollar in Capital IDEA returning
$5.01.

The Ray Marshall Center is not the only organization evaluating Capital IDEA. Researchers for
the Aspen Institute’s Workforce Strategies Initiative have studied the Capital IDEA-Austin
Community College collaboration along with five other sector-based nonprofit-community
college partnerships across the country to identify how such partnerships provide the supports
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and services that low-income learners need to succeed in training and enter employment. The
Courses to Employment evaluation seeks to identify effective partnership models and key
program components that lead to better student outcomes. The most recent update from the
study {Helmer, 2013) examines how each of the partnerships helps adult learners navigate
community college and the labor market. Coflege entry, persistence and completion, and the
transition to the labor market are the three major challenges facing many adult learners. The
research highlights Capital IDEA's College Prep Academy, the program’s peer support group
meetings and career counselors, and its ongoing case management and alumni network as
promising strategies for addressing those common challenges.

Finally, recent indicative evidence on Capital IDEA includes a survey of seventy-eight graduates
to gather information about intergenerational impacts (McCollum, 2011). Almost ninety
percent of respondents’ children who are now 18 or older have received a high school diploma,
while another 7 percent have received a GED. More than half (53 percent} of those children are
currently enrolled in college while 11 percent have already earned a college degree. An
additional 11 percent had some college experience but were not currently enrolled at the time
of the survey. The survey respondents strongly connected their participation in Capital IDEA
with their children’s academic performance and their expectations for their children to attend
college.

Given this full body of evidence, the Capital IDEA sectoral/career pathway model appears to be
a successful strategy for helping to lift families out of poverty. The quasi-experimental
methods, combined with multiple evaluation sources, appear to demonstrate significant
support for the conclusions drawn about program effectiveness. Further tests of the model in
different fabor markets would help to identify challenges and alternative approaches for
successful replication. Recent Federal investments, including the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services-funded innovative Strategies Initiative for Self-Sufficiency (1SIS} and the
U.S. Department of Labor’s Workforce Innovation Funds, should provide important evidence on
these topics.

Evoluation of CareerAdvance®

Through my work at the Ray Marshall Center, { have also been involved in the development and
evaluation of a two-generation strategy in Tulsa, Oklahoma. CareerAdvance® provides training
for parents of children in Head Start or Early Head Start, including TANF recipients, for careers
in nursing, health information technology, and other altied health professions. CareerAdvance®
was launched in 2009 based on a program design created by the Ray Marshall Center in
collaboration with researchers at Harvard University and the Community Action Project of Tulsa
County {CAP) which, among other activities, runs most of Tulsa's Head Start and Early Head
Start centers (King et al., 2009). CAP contracts with Tulsa Community College and the Tulsa

5
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Technology Center to provide training along several healthcare career pathways. Other key
components of the program include career coaching, peer support groups, childcare assistance,
and monthly financial incentives based on performance and attendance.

In Tulsa, a muiti-method evaluation is underway to determine whether this sectoral/career
pathway training program linked to high quality early childhood education programs and other
supports will result in better outcomes for both parents and children over time. Originally
funded by the George Kaiser Family Foundation, the program is now supported by the
Administration for Chifdren and Families’ Health Professions Opportunities Grant {HPOG)
program. The CAP Family Life Study evaluation is funded by the HPOG-University Partnership
initiative and the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, and led by P. Lindsay Chase-Lansdale at
Northwestern University and Christopher T. King, Director at the Ray Marshall Center. The
comprehensive evaluation design includes qualitative and quantitative research companents to
understand educational and labor market impacts for parents who participate in
CareerAdvance® and their children (Chase-Lansdale and King, 2013).

The variety and breadth of the data assembled for the evaluation are particularly appropriate
for a program at this stage in its development. CareerAdvance® is still refining its service and
training approach through a regular feedback loop among evaluators, program staff, training
providers, and Tulsa healthcare industry employers. This focus on continuous improvement is
one factor that seems to be tied to program effectiveness. A key piece of evidence for program
improvement is the implementation evaluation of CareerAdvance® led by the Ray Marshall
Center. | draw your attention to this research to underscore how important it is to fund more
than outcomes and impact studies when evaluating social programs, especially new and
emerging ones. The implementation study provides important context for interpreting
CareerAdvance® outcomes and impact findings. Implementation research and process
evaluations are needed, particularly in pilot and demonstration projects, to discover how a
planned program design operates in reality, to document challenges and any program
responses over time, and to gain insight from key stakeholders to identify lessons learned and
recommendations for other partnerships that may be interested in replicating or adapting the
approach in their community (Smith, Douglas, and Glover, 2012).

The quasi-experimentaf impacts analysis underway in Tulsa uses a carefully matched
comparison group drawn from parents of children in CAP early childhood centers who do not
participate in CareerAdvance®, but who have shown significant motivation for and interest in
further education and career training in surveys conducted by Family Support workers. in the
impacts study, participant and matched comparison group parents all complete regular surveys
and interviews and consent to have their employment and public benefit records released for
analysis. Further, the research identifies a target child in each family to follow in their
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transition from CAP’s early childhood centers to elementary school and beyond to document
second-generation outcomes. Regular assessments with the child, based on measures that are
validated in the evaluation literature, as well as surveys of the child’s teachers provide
information important to determining how a parent’s participation in job training impacts the
child’s educational experiences. This research is in year three of a funded five-year study
{Chase-Lansdale, et al,, 2013).

Other Evidence in Support of Two-Generation and Sector Strategies

| believe the Capital IDEA and CareerAdvance® evaluations contribute important evidence to
the growing research base in support of sector-based or career pathway workforce
development and two-generation strategies designed to lift low-income adults and their
families out of poverty. Other researchers have found that social programs, particularly
education and training programs focused on improving longer-term economic outcomes, also
can have a significant effect on families.

In Tuning into Local Labor Markets: Findings from the Sectoral Employment Impact Study,
Maguire et al. {2010) report on the results of an experimental study of three sector-based
programs.® The findings reveal strong impacts, including a 32 percentage point increase in
training participation, and an 18 percent increase in earnings over a two-year period. The
authors conclude that “the study provides compelling evidence that nonprofit-led sector-
focused training programs can increase the earnings of a range of disadvantaged populations”
{page 54).

In a study for the Annie E. Casey Foundation, Magnuson {2007) concluded that “evidence
suggest that parents who succeed in completing additional schooling or secure a higher-paying
job are likely to have children with better health, schooling, and labor market ocutcomes” {p. 7).
One promising approach is Washington State’s I-BEST Model (Integrated Basic Education and
Skills Training Program). The I-BEST Model has gained national attention through evaluations
showing that it is a highly effective strategy for low-income adults who need to quickly develop
basic and occupational skills for fast entry into the fabor market {Zeidenberg et al., 2010}. Using
a quasi-experimental methodology, evaluators have found a 17 percentage point increase in
service participation and a 7.5 percentage point increase in the rate of occupational
certifications earned within three years of initial enroliment. This strategy has important
implications for helping low-income adults overcome poor basic academic skills and avoid the
trap of developmental education which too often prevents individuals from pursuing college-
level training for higher-wage occupations.

3 per Scholas in New York City, Jewish Vocational Services in Boston, and the Wisconsin Regionat Training
Partnership in Mitwaukee.
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In a review of the evaluation literature, King and Heinrich {2011) found considerable evidence
that workforce development investments are effective and can produce significant returns for
participants, employers, taxpayers, and society. They note sector-based programs in particular
as a promising strategy for preparing low-income adults for opportunities in the labor market.
The authors sound a warning, however, on declining investments in workforce development at
a time when the nation is still struggling to recover from the Great Recession. Younger workers
and low-skilled, low-income adults in particular need proven, targeted interventions to prepare
for, obtain, and persist in employment.

Concluding Thoughts

Sector-based strategies and refated career pathway programs which are targeted at local labor
market needs and which support low-income adults in overcoming barriers to program
completion and fabor market transitions have demonstrated effectiveness in a number of
communities and industries (Glover and King, 2010). Tying those strategies, which are targeted
at adults, with services and high quality educational opportunities for children is the logical next
step (Smith, 2012; Ascend, 2012). Thoughtfully connected programs that target whole families
for advancement have demonstrated some promising preliminary results. While the evidence
base in support of two-generation strategies is currently being built, there is much the Federal
government can do to act on the available evidence.

Federal programs, whether contract- or grant-funded, should encourage or require investments
in program models and strategies that have consistently been found to be effective. Strategies
that focus on basic skills, provide counseling and other support services, increase opportunities
to “earn and learn” so that parents can support their families while in training, and target skill
development at high-wage, high-demand occupations in the local labor market all appear to
have significant, rigorous evaluation support and could be promoted in Federal programs.
Because no single approach would work in every community or with every disadvantaged
population, it is important to identify which strategies appear to be best applied in a given
context. The Federal government can help build the needed knowledge base for understanding
what works by funding evaluation studies of its investments using a variety of research
methods that have been proven both rigorous and cost-effective.

Thank you for your attention; | would be happy to answer any questions you may have about
my work or the programs and research | have discussed here today.
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————

Chairman REICHERT. And for your information, panelists, now
is the question-and-answer phase, so I am sure the Members on
the Committee would like to ask a few questions. I will start with
Mr. Baron. In your testimony, you note the important groundwork
laid for welfare reform when high quality experiments were con-
ducted in the eighties and nineties to find the best way to help peo-
ple move from welfare to work. In fact, this research helped shape
the successful 1996 reforms which created TANF.

Beyond TANF, however, the Subcommittee oversees other pro-
grams that haven’t benefited from the type of experimentation and
high quality evaluation that led to welfare reform. Given where we
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are now, in your opinion, what should we be focused on first? What
would be our number one priority, and is this just the first thing
we need to focus on and are there any other priorities that kind
of fall off of that? I would be interested in hearing that.

Mr. BARON. Thank you. One of the reasons why there is such
a large body of strong, in many cases, replicated evidence from ran-
domized trials in Welfare-to-Work is because the Federal Govern-
ment had in place for many years, starting at the end of the
Reagan administration through the first Bush administration, and
then into the Clinton administration, a waiver evaluation policy,
meaning the Federal Government said to the States, we will allow
you to do your own welfare reform demonstrations. We, the Feds,
will waive provisions of law and regulation to allow you to do those
reforms if, and here was the quid pro quo, you do a rigorous eval-
uation, usually a randomized evaluation, to determine whether it
works or not. That policy, that waiver evaluation policy resulted in
more than 20 large-scale randomized control trials that contributed
to the important body of knowledge, the evidence that helped in-
form the work-focused 1999 Welfare Reform Act.

That kind of waiver-evaluation approach could be used in many
other programs. The same general concept, it would have to be
adapted, it could be used in unemployment insurance, in foster
care, in SSI, and disability insurance, and other areas to allow
State and local innovation, open the door fairly wide, coupled with
a requirement for rigorous evaluation to determine which of those
innovations really work and which do not.

That is something that—and also importantly, as in welfare,
with a requirement for cost neutrality, so that you are testing inno-
vations that are designed to improve people’s lives while not adding
to the deficit or that are cost saving while also improving people’s
lives or not causing any harm.

Chairman REICHERT. Appreciate that. Thank you.

Ms. Cox, you describe how Utah has a specific division in the De-
partment of Work force Services focused on building evidence about
the effectiveness of programs. What did you find most difficult
about measuring effectiveness? I am going to guess one of the
things was the disalignment piece that you spoke about.

Ms. COX. Uh-huh.

Chairman REICHERT. How did you use this information to
make decisions about which programs were managed and funded?

Ms. COX. Well, you know, I have the same question I think you
raised earlier, do job training programs work or not? I had heard
a lot of the literature, just like you had, but we wanted to test it
in Utah. So we did a really rigorous assessment longitudinal, we
did the whole randomization, and looked at—this is just one of the
studies, for example, in job training, did it make a difference or
not. The bigger question was sometimes, and what the type of job
services that were delivered and when.

So we found, for example, unpaid internships really didn’t work,
paid internships didn’t work in all parts of the State except for one
place, so it was replicating why that worked. We found that occu-
pational training tied to an employer did work.

So there are things we found that did and didn’t work, but the
interesting thing we found, for example, is that when they com-
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pleted the training was a big variable. We had too many people,
50 percent of our folks coming into the job training program, start-
ing it, stopping halfway through or a third of the way through. The
taxpayers lost the up front cost, and the person doesn’t get the ben-
efit, so it really forced us to look at new strategies on completion.
Same thing with TANF participation. What things do people tend
to participate in without us having to chase paperwork. They tend-
ed to be employment related and things that related to their lives
and then which of those ended up helping them become self-suffi-
cient and moving to jobs. We were able to more narrowly tailor
what kind of participation activities we focus on. The challenges
are, there is not a budget, there is not an appropriation in these
Federal programs. Like I said, 80 percent of our budget at Work
force Services was Federal. It wasn’t a set-aside amount of money
saying, here, do evidence-based practices, it is something we had
to kind of internally create and cobble together some funds for that
to happen, and there is not an appropriation directly for that. That
funding piece is a challenge because while we talk at this level, and
you guys have to make those decisions because you have such a
huge impact on the Nation, once you get into the operational level,
people kind of may not take it as seriously, and there is not a re-
quirement or mandate with some cases like this for that to really
happen. As we go now, a look at all the other services in State gov-
ernment will be doing the same thing.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you for that answer. My time has
expired, but I am going to ask Mr. Aos a quick question because
I know he has to leave and catch an airplane here in a few min-
utes. Could what you do in Washington State be replicated at the
Federal level, and what are some of the key challenges we might
have to overcome here in the Capital to do so?

Mr. AOS. Mr. Chairman, I have worked in the State capital of
Washington for 36 years, so I know that place pretty well. I don’t
know this place very well, so I am not going to be the one to give
you advice on can what be done in Washington State be transferred
to Washington, DC. I think the principle is that it works so well
in Washington State is that the request for this information is bi-
partisan. We rarely get a demand for a study that only comes from
one party or the other. It is almost unanimous votes, that they
want to find out what reduces crime or what gets more high school
graduates.

The other thing that we have done then is that the rigor with
which we as the people that draw the information go through to
assess the evidence fairly and to use return on investment analysis
to rank options because you can find things that work that cost an
awful lot more money than the benefits they derive, so it is that
aspect.

And, then, finally, I would just add that we use that evidence to
cut programs in addition to add programs that work, and I think
that that message that the legislature is using evidence to change
budgeting up and down has resonated around and causes actions
and responsiveness to the notion so that evidence-based doesn’t
mean just a code word for spend more money.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you for your answer. Mr. Doggett,
you are recognized.
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Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Aos, I notice in
your evaluation it looks like as far as child welfare is concerned
that the Nurse Family Partnership, the visiting nurse program for
low-income families, is way out on top as being the most cost-effec-
tive program.

Mr. AOS. Yes, it is right near the top of our list. I think it is
also a buy recommendation from Jon Baron’s group as well.

Mr. DOGGETT. Exactly. Thank you. I wanted to ask him also,
what is it about this program that seems to have the most benefit?

Mr. BARON. The program is very well designed in the following
sense: It is for women who are poor, pregnant with their first child,
and most of them are single. They are visited by a nurse, many of
them—you know, they are pregnant with their first child, they are
concerned about their health, so they are particularly receptive to
advice from a nurse. The nurse teaches them basic parenting, nu-
trition, not to smoke or drink during pregnancy. If they are inter-
ested in practicing birth control, how to do it effectively. One of the
reasons this program is on the top of Steve’s list and the top of our
top tier panel’s list is that it has been evaluated in three different
randomized control trials, in different cities, different ethnic
groups, actually different decades.

In all three cases, it was found to produce large improvements
in life outcomes including, for example, a 40 to 50 percent reduc-
tion in incidents of child abuse and neglect and hospitalization.

Mr. DOGGETT. You are aware that the Federal funding for that
program expires in little more than a year, the Federal Home Vis-
iting Program. Do you favor its extension?

Mr. BARON. Definitely. In many Federal social programs, evi-
dence plays little role in how funds get allocated, whether they are
formula programs or even most competitive grant programs. The
evidence-based home visiting program is an important exception to
that. Evidence, especially for the largest grants plays a central role
in determining what gets funded.

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you very much.

Ms. Smith, let me talk to you about another innovative program
that you focused on with Capital IDEA and Project QUEST. This
is not only about just securing any job that is there, but as you
mentioned a career pathway so that a person has hopes of not only
getting a job but getting a job that will help them support their
family at a livable wage. As I understand the program, again, it
is not just about how you have become a radiology technician or
someone who works in semiconductors, but it is about getting some
counseling to go along with that training to be sure that you are
able to fulfill all the responsibilities. Can you elaborate a little on
how those programs work?

Ms. SMITH. Yes. The Capital IDEA model provides the occupa-
tional training as a connection with the associate degree program
or community college program that builds that occupational skill,
but they also work on building the soft skills that are important
in the workplace and make someone a successful employee, and so
through weekly sessions with a career coach, participants go
through and talk about issues like time management, communica-
tion and interpersonal relationship skills, and work on building
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kind of some self-confidence that they can take into the workplace
and make sure they are going to be a valuable employee.

Mr. DOGGETT. And how might those programs interface with
TANF? Is there the potential to assist more TANF recipients, but
to help them achieve some of the same success that Capital IDEA
and Project QUEST are already achieving?

Ms. SMITH. Certainly. Actually both of those programs, as well
as the Career Advance program in Tulsa, serve TANF recipients al-
ready. They are part of that low income and disadvantaged group
that these programs are explicitly trying to move forward in the
workplace.

Mr. DOGGETT. Are there other recommendations that you have
that we should consider as we are renewing and reauthorizing the
TANF program to assure that more economically disadvantaged
people actually move into living wage jobs?

Ms. SMITH. Yes, I think reconsidering the work requirements to
allow individuals to engage in that longer term intensive skill de-
velopment that has been shown to lead to higher paying careers
that actually move people out of poverty would be an important
change to consider. The emphasis on work first with a very short
term emphasis on job achieving skills hasn’t been shown to be ef-
fective in the same way that building an occupational credential
that employers value has.

Mr. DOGGETT. And, Ms. Cox, isn’t that also the finding of an
analysis in Utah that was made last year, that work first is not
necessarily as important as the training activities?

Ms. COX. Actually, I don’t think it is either/or. I think it is short-
term occupational training that is connected to an employer, so I
think it is bridging both of those worlds. We know that connection
to the labor force over time is an important indicator based on
what we saw, and I can’t speak for other States, but for long-
term—after 4 years there were retained earnings and increased
earnings.

So there is a balance. For men, for example, their struggles seem
to be a little bit different. There is not a lot of men in TANF, but
our population has gone from 6 percent to 13 percent. Men in
TANF often have criminal background issues. Sometimes they need
to get attached to the labor market quickly so they can reengage.
Most of our TANF recipients get off—70 percent are off between 2
and 9 months—so this long-term thing isn’t as critical as maybe for
the folks in the 30 percent who don’t have a high school diploma.

So I am always really cautious of this one-size-fits-all and the
need to really let States give us the policy objectives, the goal of
the outcome. Do the evidence-based practices at the national level,
but States need to customize it for their unique demographics.

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you all.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Doggett. Mr. Renacci,
you are recognized.

Mr. RENACCI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank the
witnesses for testifying today. In my home State of Ohio, an esti-
mated 1.8 million Ohioans are living below the poverty line. Pov-
erty in my home State of Ohio has increased by approximately 58
percent over the last decade despite a stagnant population and a
whole host of Federal programs created to end the cycle of poverty.
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So I am glad that we are here today to discuss policies that work
because, frankly, the people of Ohio and the Nation cannot con-
tinue on this path. We must find ways to address our struggling
economy, improve our education system and work force training
programs, and connect individuals to temporary resources they
need to succeed.

With that in mind, and I would like to start with you first, Ms.
Cox, what should the Federal Government’s role be in social wel-
fare? And to add on to that, should the Federal Government
incentivize States to focus on outcome-based programs and should
funding to States be tied to performance? I know you talked a lot
about your State and maybe funding toward the State.

Ms. COX. Well, again, you know, our goal is, even within the
State of Utah, 25 percent improvement over the next 32 years,
and some State agencies are saying that is impossible, but when
we get into the guts of the systems we are seeing there is a lot of
capacity there. Having said that, I am all for outcomes and results.
It is taxpayer dollars, and we need to be accountable. My pref-
erence is that we are held accountable and then given the flexi-
bility to design the solutions that work. We spend a significant
amount of time and energy on demonstration projects at the na-
tional level and pilot projects, and we at the State just need the
flexibility. We have people at our doorstep today. I don’t have 5
years to do a demonstration project. You guys can and give me
what I need. I need the outcomes and the flexibility to get the re-
sults today for the people standing on my doorstep.

So we need that, and then we also really need to emphasize with
States that they, too, need to be held accountable for results, and
in many cases, they need to pay more attention to evidence-based
practices and not just do what feels good.

Mr. RENACCI. So, in general, you believe that States should be
given the dollars but there should potentially be incentives tied to
those outcomes, and it should be outcome based?

Ms. COX. I would be open—the devil is in the details, or God,
depending on which way you say it, so it would depend on the pro-
gram and how it was specifically designed, but it is something I
wouldn’t be scared of.

Mr. RENACCI. Anyone else want to take a stab at that, what the
Federal Government’s role should be? Mr. Baron?

Mr. BARON. Yes, I think one of the challenges here with holding
States accountable and so on is that at this point we, meaning the
country really, and researchers and policy officials really don’t have
a whole lot of strong evidence, replicated evidence, as David re-
ferred to, about what works. A lot of times. So there is not

Mr. RENACCI. But if, in Ohio, we have approximately 58 per-
cent over the last decade has increased, you know, something is not
working.

Mr. BARON. Yes. The system is not working, meaning over time,
and it is true nationally, even since the early seventies, the poverty
rate across the United States by various measures has not changed
a whole lot, despite a whole lot of innovation, a whole lot of things
going on. What is lacking, I would suggest, are interventions like
the Nurse Family Partnership we discussed before, where the
strong evidence that has been replicated across different sites that
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they work. So as a first step doing the kind of innovation and cou-
pled with evaluation designed to grow the number of proven pro-
grams might be paramount. In the few cases where there are prov-
en approaches like the Nurse Family Partnership, just try to scale
those up more widely.

Mr. RENACCI. Let me change the pace to outcome because I
know as a small businessowner before I got here, I set programs
up and then I looked at the outcomes and decided if they weren’t
working we would change those programs. So we have programs
that aren’t working. What are some of the consequences of leaving
in place government programs that do not work? I mean, why are
we leaving these in here? Are you saying that we don’t have the
outcomes yet? I mean, there are certain things that aren’t working.
What are some of the consequences of leaving those programs still
intact? Mr. Muhlhausen.

Mr. MUHLHAUSEN. Well, one of the consequences is that we
waste billions of dollars and we leave people with no hope, and so
I think we need to—when we look at programs, especially pro-
grams that are trying to lift people out of poverty, are the com-
prehensive effect of various programs, are they trapping people in
poverty? So if someone who is receiving TANF benefits, food
stamps, and also a housing subsidy, if they get a job and increase
their earnings so they get a chance to work more hours, will their
income increase cause them to lose their housing subsidy? In that
case, that is an incentive not to gain the additional experience, not
to gain the additional income through your own labors. So in some
sense, the combined effect of our entire welfare system can create
a trap for individuals.

Mr. RENACCI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman REICHERT. Mr. Davis.

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank all of the witnesses for coming.

I know that the Ranking Member has raised a question relative
to the home visiting program, the nurse visiting in program. And
I couldn’t help but smile because I recall that when we were work-
ing on the Affordable Care Act that one of the provisions that I
supported very strongly, and actually secured a woman to come
and testify from the Near North Health Corp. which is a commu-
nity health center in Chicago. And I run into her quite frequently.
And I always tell her whenever I do that she was very instru-
mental in helping us to include that program in the Affordable
Care Act. And so I was very pleased to hear your analysis and the
impact of it.

Let me ask, when programs like that, for whatever the reason,
are not reauthorized, are not refunded, does that take away or de-
tract from progress that is being made relative to not only moving
people out of poverty, but also in helping them improve the health
status of people and communities that they benefit?

Mr. BARON. Congressman, funding of the Nurse Family Part-
nership, which incidentally was launched as a pilot program under
the Bush administration—proposed by the Bush administration,
and then scaled up by the Obama administration—that funding,
there is strong replicated evidence that it improves people’s lives.
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So defunding it presumably would do the opposite. But I would also
note that the detail is in the specific type of home visiting program.

The Nurse Family Partnership has been shown effective, but
there are many other types of home visiting programs that have
been shown not to work. There was a Federally sponsored evalua-
tion, the Comprehensive Child Development Program at HHS in
the nineties, which was a paraprofessional home visiting program.
There was a large randomized demonstration that found no im-
pacts.

So one of the unique things about the program that was enacted
is that it had a high evidence standard so that specific home vis-
iting models, like the Nurse Family Partnership, received priority
for funding. That is unique in Federal social spending.

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you very much. I really appreciate that kind
of work, having been engaged not only in health care but also in
aspects of dealing with poverty and poverty-stricken people and
communities for a long period of time. I just find that to be incred-
ible work.

Dr. Muhlhausen, let me ask you, if I could—I go through the list
of different kinds of programs. And I just looked at Supporting
Healthy Marriages. Do you have any revelations on the impact of
a program like that, or that specific program?

Mr. MUHLHAUSEN. Well, there are two programs, Building
Strong Families and Supporting Healthy Marriages. And I think
the goal is noble. But both of these evaluations show that both pro-
grams failed to affect the rate of marriage. So that, considered that
in that sense, the program is a failure. In the case of the Building
Strong Families case, the program actually had some negative im-
pacts. But you have to balance that between, if you look at the site-
by-site analysis, on the local level in some cities, the program had
consistent negative effects; but in Oklahoma, while it didn’t boost
marriage, it actually found some positive impacts on the marital re-
lationships of individuals participating.

So you have to learn what happened in Oklahoma but systemati-
cally, when you look at the entire program, there is not much suc-
cess.

Mr. DAVIS. And I think that is so unfortunate because I think
that marriage does play a significant role in the ultimate organiza-
tion and development of our society. And many of my friends and
many people that I interact with don’t have much faith in it, I be-
lieve. Thank you very much.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Davis. Mr. Reed.

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you to our wit-
nesses.

Ms. Cox, I wanted to start with you and move to a couple of
other people on the panel. I am very interested in us starting our
conversation as we go down this path of TANF reform and other
reforms as to coming to a common understanding as to what the
definition of “it works” is. And I want to have a clear under-
standing from the panel as to—especially you, Ms. Cox—out in the
field, on the frontline, in the States. How is it presently defined to
be “a success” under these programs? I have heard things such as
getting people out of poverty. It is as easy as defining people who
get the benefits, who actually receive a check. So I just want to get
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clarification from you on that. And then if you have any guidance
or recommendations as to what is a good working definition of de-
fining success.

Ms. COX. It is a really great question, because we talk about it
in such broad terms, self-sufficiency and moving people out of pov-
erty. But what do we mean by that? TANF—in Utah, is 50 percent
of poverty level. Food stamps has a different eligibility criteria.
Medicaid now we know with the ACA reform is going to take you
to up 130 percent plus. So at what point does the Federal Govern-
ment mean “out of poverty” because there are so many different
contradictory definitions of what that means. In Utah, again, with
over 90-plus programs for TANF, our definition for quality is
throughput divided by operating expense so we can get a quality
cost per case. It is the number of positive closures we have, the
percentage of those that are placement and employment, right? Be-
cause sometimes it is so easy for a State to say, oh, they got mar-
ried, they got Social Security. We want to focus on employment be-
cause we know in the long term, that 4 or 5, 6 years down the
road, that gives them a better chance at self-sufficiency divided by
those costs. We can hit that. That is step one. But if our entire
caseload of people who are on low-income services—our TANF case-
load is a drop in the bucket. We spent a lot of time on TANF. But
in our State, it is 6,000 to 10,000 of cases—that is not individuals—
and our entire caseload is more like 200,000.

So the broader question is what is the policy objective for Med-
icaid, for food stamps, for child care? Because if we don’t drive
those policy objectives, TANF isn’t going to move the whole system.
TANF has been a success. We know in the last 16 years, caseloads
have declined almost by 50 percent. We can continue to improve it.
We know that. I can get people off of TANF. But moving them off
food stamps and Medicaid into true self-sufficiency, that is a much
broader public policy agenda that has yet to be defined. So for us,
it is benefit. Their case is closed. They are off benefits. And they
have a job. That is the ideal scenario for us.

Mr. REED. That is the ideal. Okay. Mr. Muhlhausen.

Mr. MUHLHAUSEN. I think one thing we need to think about
is policy significance versus statistical significance. We like to come
here, and especially me, we like to talk about statistical signifi-
cance, a particular program, boost the wages up let’s say a head
of the household by $1,000 every year. This finding was statis-
tically significant. Well, what is the policy significance of that?
That additional $1,000, does it necessarily raise that family above,
say, the poverty level?

So sometimes these programs we are talking about are actu-
ally—while they do have a positive impact, and I can say statis-
tically significant, meaning we believe the results actually occurred
and were reliable. But sometimes the size of the effect is actually
not that meaningful as far as changing the individual’s life. So I
think we need to think about not only statistical significance, but
also policy significance. Is a program, let’s say, moving somebody
above the poverty threshold? And are they on a trajectory where
they are not going to be dependent on receiving future government
services?

Mr. REED. Go ahead, Ms. Smith. Please.
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Ms. SMITH. I think a standard way of looking at whether you
are making a difference for families is, are they in stable employ-
ment with rising earnings? That is what lifts families out of pov-
erty. And it has been shown to have a really positive impact on the
children of those families as well. They do better when they have
that sort of financial security.

Mr. REED. I am getting—because I am running out of time and
I don’t mean to cut you off.

I am getting consensus from the panel that having a simple defi-
nition of, we are going to have x number of dollars or x number
of benefits in the hands of a recipient, is probably not the best defi-
nitional program or definition of success. Am I misinterpreting any-
thing anyone is saying there? With all the nods of the head, it
sounds like there is agreement there. So I appreciate that because
a lot of times, I have conversations with Members up here and they
are just as simple as, Well, if we get x number of dollars in the
hands of a recipient, that is a win. That is a success. And clearly
it is much broader than that. My intention in doing the work here
is to improve lives, not just give benefits to people. So I appreciate
that. With that, I yield back.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you. Mr. Kelly.

Mr. KELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Again, thank you all for
being here.

One of the things I am trying to understand—and it is not for
a lack of investment, is it, on the part of the government? I am
looking at the investment that we make each year. And if the num-
bers I am hearing are right, it is about $600 billion a year that
goes into trying to lift people out of poverty or support the most
vulnerable in our society. That is a lot of money. But I think our
concern is, what is the return on that investment? What are invest-
ing these dollars in? And the idea was to lift people out of whatever
conditions they were in.

So, Ms. Cox, I heard you say that part of the problem is, some-
times there is a negative incentive because once you get out of one
level, then you go into another. And all of a sudden, it is like, well,
this doesn’t work in my best interest.

So best practices, are you able to share those with each other?
I know there are a lot of programs. Your State is doing some things
that maybe other States should do.

Do you have the ability to communicate back and forth?

Ms. COX. Yes. There are associations and forums. But you know,
when you are in the trenches—and especially during the recession,
our caseloads increased by 63 percent. So we were just treading
water to get through that and get people back to work and contain
costs. We were able actually to reduce our costs by 33 percent
while our caseloads increased by 63 percent and improve our time-
liness. But it is really difficult. It is nice to have the luxury, with
all due respect, to analyze this stuff for 4 or 5 years. But that isn’t
a reality when you are on the ground.

So we need people—these brilliant people here to inform us, to
educate us. We are committed to evidence-based practices in Utah.
It is the only way we will hit our 25 percent improvement in some
of our agencies. But sometimes we need States just to be able to
innovate to get to the clear results. Because if we don’t have time
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to do the evidence-based practice, and we are not allowed to inno-
vate, we are stagnant, and we can never make progress. So that
is the bind States are in. We need evidence-based practices. But
when it is not there, we need the flexibility to innovate to get the
results for you guys and for the taxpayers.

Mr. KELLY. And you mentioned innovation. My friend David
Bradley has talked to me many times. He is with the National
Community Action Foundation. And he talks about the ability to
look at innovation, to look at the performance data, and then also
local control of these dollars. And again, I have a friend in Sharon,
Pennsylvania, by the name of Ron Errett who runs a program up
there. It is the Community Action Partnership of Mercer County.
So I have seen locally in the district that I represent a lot of pro-
grams that work really well. And I think we have got to be careful
that we don’t paint everybody with the same brush and say, we are
wasting this money. Nothing is going the right way. I don’t think
that is true. And we referenced the Nurse Family Partnership, how
much that has worked.

But it does come down to, how do we get that? How do we get
the innovation message out? How do we share those practices? Mr.
Baron, you made some comments about that when you talked
about the ability. And the results speak for themselves. When you
see something good, how do you get that out? Because I have got
to tell you, in my district, I was able to look up and down north-
western Pennsylvania. The poverty level is probably somewhere be-
tween 25 and 30 percent. Not really mattering what town you go
into, big cities, little towns, it is about the same. This poverty thing
is something that is really troubling that we spend all this money,
but we haven’t gotten any results and we don’t see that happen.
I know part of it is the economy not bouncing back. And maybe we
are spending a lot of time criticizing programs and not coming up
with leadership programs or strategies that lifts everybody.

b Ms.? COX. Can I make one more point on that just to be kind of
088y’

Mr. KELLY. Sure.

Ms. COX. There are associations, administrators, that are always
connecting and going to conferences and talking about best prac-
tices. But part of the challenge is, we have the evidence-based prac-
tice. But if you were to look and do our mapping and look at an
employee’s time. They have 8 hours a day. And let’s say we even
know what the evidence-based practice is. We know that they
should be doing X, Y, Z every day with their customers to get the
impact. If you were to map out how much time they actually spend
doing that, in some cases, you will find 10, 20, 30, 40 percent of
their time is actually spent on the evidence-based practice. The rest
of the time it is spent on compliance, recording, paperwork, a lot
of other stuff. So can you imagine the capacity to impact low-in-
come individuals? If we could just double the time on the ground
iin your operations and in your systems design of what people

o

Mr. KELLY. I am going to agree with you because I have got to
tell you. I run a private business. We do the same thing with our
business trying to be in compliance. If I could just do what we are
designed to do every day and not worry about being in compliance
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with the Feds, the local, and the State, we would probably get a
lot more done. Mr. Baron you were going to say something?

Mr. BARON. Yes. One of the challenges in sort of identifying and
sharing best practices, things that really work is that a lot of pro-
grams, almost every program claims to be evidence-based and
backed by strong evidence and effective. And the truth is, while
some of them are, when most programs—even those that are
backed by pretty good evidence—are subjected to a definitive eval-
uation, many of the promising findings are not reproduced. Some-
times they are. So you do have some examples of effectiveness, but
many times they are not.

Steve Aos’ organization, the Washington State Institute, does a
valuable service by trying to distill what is really backed by strong
evidence from others that are not. But there are some instances.
There was a program that the reemployment and eligibility assess-
ment program at the Department of Labor which has been shown
very effective in a four-State randomized control trial with large ef-
fects on employment outcomes and reductions in spending.

Mr. KELLY. Thank you.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you. Mr. Crowley.

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for yield-
ing me the time.

I think we are all good stewards. I think we all want to be good
stewards of our taxpayer dollars and certainly we want to put
money where we think it best works for the American people.

Mr. Baron, I just want to follow up my comments of Mr. Doggett
as well as Mr. Davis as it pertains to the Nurse Family Partner-
ship is the kind of program that has been proven to get results. As
you know, I know—I am not so sure my colleagues know—that the
program started in my home State of New York—in fact, in Elmira,
in my good friend, Mr. Reed’s district. And I have long followed the
very impressive work that they have been involved in replicating
this model and achieving very significant positive outcomes. Reduc-
tions in child abuse and neglect, better educational outcomes for
children, and greater likelihood of economic stability for the moth-
er, these are just some of the results that actually save the govern-
ment money in the long term.

Mr. Baron, do you think that is correct, that it has an effect in
terms of saving taxpayer dollars in the long run?

Mr. BARON. In this case, I think the answer is yes, especially
with the Nurse Family Partnership. One of the trials that was
done in Memphis, Tennessee, measured not only the impacts you
are describing, like child hospitalizations and educational outcomes
for the children, it also measured participants’ use of government
assistance—Medicaid, food stamps, welfare over a 12-year period.
And this was not a projection. They measured use of government
assistance in the treatment versus control group. So this was a
credible finding. And it found that the program produced savings
that more than offset the cost of the program.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Baron, would you also agree that programs
like this particular one are an example of the importance of looking
at successes not just in the short term, but in the greater awards
to our society down the road? And not just immediate.
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Mr. BARON. Yes. Because some of the effects are longer term.
Some of the effects were short term. There were immediate effects
on reductions in child maltreatment and hospitalizations. But there
were also longer term.

Mr. CROWLEY. So leading to a much longer and productive life
for the child in the long term.

Mr. BARON. That is correct. But a slight nuance on that is that
some programs—especially in work force development—they
produce short-term effects, which dissipate over time. And so for
those kinds of programs, it is important not only to measure the
short-term effects which are sometimes large, but whether it pro-
duces sustained effects on the amount of—

Mr. CROWLEY. I appreciate your comments.

Better access to health care coverage, nutrition programs in early
childhood, we believe leads to greater health and reduced medical
costs later in life. And that is what we are talking about at this
point in time as it pertains to the Nurse Family Partnership.

Strong education, mentoring, and family supportive programs re-
duce incidents of criminal activity and school dropout rates as well.
I think too often, we have a tendency and I think is a willingness
to cut a program for ideological purposes not because it is what is
in the best interest of our country. We see it in the Affordable Care
Act. We have seen it in the farm bill nutrition programs. We have
seen it as well in the social services block grants and others. It
seems like the lesson here today is that we need to carefully invest
in the programs that work and really put a lot of thought and
study into our budgeting process.

So I would think the budget approach we have recently seen with
policies, like sequestration, is the exact opposite of what we ought
to be doing. Blunt across-the-board cuts and not replacing them
with a thoughtful plan that grows the economy certainly doesn’t fit
with the evidence-based approach that seems to be the rec-
ommendation of the witnesses here today. I would hope that my
colleagues not just on this Committee but on the Budget and Ap-
propriations Committees as well and every other Committee draw
lessons from this hearing. And I look forward to more a construc-
tive conversation and hearings like this in the future.

With that, I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman REICHERT. I can assure my good friend that I am
very interested in evidence-based results as an old time cop. So
with 33 years in that field, I am looking for evidence. Mr. Young.

Mr. YOUNG. I want to thank the chairman for holding this hear-
ing on what really works. I think it is incredibly important. It may
be mundane to some people. It may be boring to others. Metrics
and data and all these other things. But let me begin by defining
the challenge and perhaps identifying the opportunity or opportuni-
ties as I see them here. My interest in this topic actually emerged
the second I found out I was going to get on this committee. I sus-
pected it wasn’t unlikely I was going to be on the Human Re-
sources Subcommittee, and that is a good thing. We deal on this
committee with what some regard as unsolvable social pathologies.
And I sort of refused to believe that.

So I know a number of pilot programs over the years have taken
place across our 50 States. So I directed Members, associates on
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our team to try and identify the results of those different pilot pro-
grams and find some central repository where we could find out
what really works and under what circumstances. It was incredibly
tedious work; and frankly, there was no such repository. There was
not a navigable Web site. There wasn’t a particular organization
that seemed to have answers about what really works and what
data you could look at and what works under different cir-
cumstances.

I found this frustrating as a policymaker. And I think at the
State level, local level, not for profits, academics, think tankers,
and so on, could all benefit from more clarity here and a more ro-
bust collection of data.

What are we left with without this sort of repository of accessible
data? Well, we make policy based on ideology, on politics, on anal-
ogy, sometimes anecdotes, the news of the day; but we don’t really
make decisions based on the hard data. So I started doing a bit of
reading. I discovered that in 1988, under the AFDC Reform Act of
that year—not often talked about—there was a requirement that
data be collected on the recipient population of AFDC. That data
years later—oftentimes it does take years for this information to be
teased out—that data established the intellectual groundwork for
a bipartisan reform of the AFDC program, now the TANF program.

We need to make similar efforts in other areas. We need to do
more evidence-based policymaking.

Mr. Baron, thank you. It is so great to see you here today. You
are really a gift to this conversation. I thank everyone else as well.
And we have convened a group of people to discuss this topic. It
is my hope that we can come up with a more systematic way of col-
lecting data in a number of different areas and promulgate and dis-
seminate that data to others for the purpose of research and also
for the purpose of evaluation so that when innovation occurs at the
State level, we will know if, in fact, it is working and then share.
It is an iterative process. Share what is learned with others. And
that will enable us to do very creative things, like social impact
funds, pay for performance, pay for success in some of these social
areas, the same sort of thing we do in, say, the transportation sec-
tor, performance-based contracting.

Mr. Baron, you said Congress could take steps in your statement
toward what I have envisioned, I believe, by authorizing and en-
couraging agencies to allow greater research access to administra-
tive data with appropriate privacy protections so as to facilitate
low-cost rigorous evaluation.

I have two questions for you. First, what data is the Federal Gov-
ernment failing to collect that we ought to be collecting about bene-
ficiaries of government programs? And second—and I see my time
is running down, so you can submit this in writing. But second, I
did want to get it on the record, what data is already being col-
lected by the Federal Government, such as receipt of government
assistance, employment status, earning status that we should re-
lease to the public for research purposes so it is not just our bu-
reaucrats who are armed with all the information.

Mr. BARON. I would like to submit a response in writing. But
also a very quick answer to the second part of your question. This
Subcommittee took a major step forward, we believe. We were very
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supportive of the subcommittee’s action to increase researcher ac-
cess with appropriate privacy protections to the National Directory
of New Hires, the NDNH data, which has, at the Federal level, the
employment and earnings records. You can use it to measure em-
ployment and earning records—earning outcomes for participants
in any study. It should be more widely available. It would reduce
the cost of some of these rigorous studies by a factor of 10 or more.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you.

Mr. REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Young. Thank you to all of the
witnesses for being here today and taking the time to be with us.
And we have finished this almost in record time, just in time for
votes. I thank the Members for being here too. We look forward to
working with you and reaching out to you and asking you ques-
tions, more questions that will come, I am sure, as we struggle
with trying to find solutions here that are evidence-based, where
we hold programs accountable, make sure that we are really help-
ing those people who need the help and ensure that they are mov-
ing up that economic ladder as we all hope that they do.

So if Members have additional questions for the witnesses, they
will submit them to you in writing. And we would appreciate re-
ceiving your responses for the record within 2 weeks. The Com-
mittee stands adjourned. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 5:30 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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1102 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

RE: July 17, 2013 Hearing on Evaluating Efforts to Help Families Support their Children and
Escape Poverty

Dear Chairman Reichert and Ranking Member Doggett:

Family Equality Council is the national organization that supports and represents the three
million parents who are lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) and their six million
children across the United States. We embody a community that works hard and strives in
every way to create a safe, stable, and loving environment for our families. When children are
living in poverty, the root causes need to be addressed. Our organization works in many areas
to help decrease poverty among our community’s families, including advocacy in foster care,
adoption, employment discrimination, health care, immigration, and public benefits. We are
pleased to have the opportunity to submit testimony for this subcommittee hearing on efforts
to help families support their children and escape poverty.

In his opening statement at the June 18, 2013 hearing Reviewing How Today’s Fragmented
Welfare System Fails to Lift Up Poor Families, to which we also submitted testimony, Chairman
Reichert shared his belief that “[o}ur goal is to help more low-income families leave poverty and
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achieve the American Dream. That's not a Republican goal, or a Democrat goal. And the fact
that too many of our fellow citizens have seen that goal slip from their grasp in recent years is
our call to action.” This is a noble goal and one that LGBT families share. in order to effect this
rise from poverty, some individuals need the assistance of social safety net programs provided
by our federal government. Unfortunately for LGBT famiies, the application and acceptance
process is cumbersome and often unsuccessful.

As a community, LGBT families are economically vuinerable as a result of many societal factors.
According to a recent Williams Institute report, LGBT individuals, families, and their children
endure higher levels of poverty than their heterosexual counterparts. This report incorporated
data from four separate studies comparing poverty rates between heterosexual and LGBT
people individually and as couples.? Children in same-sex couple households are afmost twice as
likely to be poor. Children in male same-sex couple households have a 23.4% poverty rate and
19.2% of children in female same-sex couple households live in poverty. This is compared to the
12.1% of children in married, different-sex households. Children in a same-sex couple family are
also more likely to live with incomes below 200% of the Federal Poverty Line (FPL).?

There are a variety of reasons why LGBT people are more vulnerable to poverty. The
community lacks fegal protections from employment discrimination. LGBT families are excluded
from tax benefits and many government financial and health care assistance programs. LGBT
people are working to provide for themselves and their families but may need some financial
assistance and tax credits to make ends meet. Data in the Williams institute report indicates
that LGBT people are receiving government aid in slightly higher percentages as a result of
these hurdles that they face to sufficiently support themselves.* That is not to say that being
approved for welfare services is not alone a challenge, especially for same-sex couples with
children. The focus of this testimony will be on the challenges many LGBT famities face when
attempting to access welfare safety net programs and worker tax benefits.

Quatification for government benefits tends to be tied to marital status. The recent Supreme
Court decision invalidating the DOMA definition of marriage should make qualification for
federal benefits a bit easier for same-sex couples legally married in their home state. This
change, however, does not help same-sex couples and their children in the 37 states in which

M.V, Lee Badgett, Laura E. Durso, & Alyssa Schneebaum, “New Patterns of Poverty in the Lesbian, Gay, and
Bisexual Community,” The Williams Institute, UCLA Schootl of Law, June 2013, available at

nitp:/fwiltiar 2. fuptoads/tGB-Poverty-Update-Jun-2013.0d,

*The report includes data derived from 2010 American Community Survey, 2006-2010 National Survey of Family
Growth, 2007-2009 California Health Interview Survey and a 2012 Gallup Daily Tracking Poti.

3 Supra note 1.

* Id.

o

Family Equality Council ¢ 1050 17th Street, NW e Suite 600 ® Washington, D.C. ® 202.496.1285
www familyequality.org



73

same-sex marriage is still inaccessible. This discrepancy in treatment between the children of
same-same and opposite-sex parents creates a two-tiered system of social safety net programs.
A simple application and qualification process exists for different-sex couples and a time
intensive, embarrassing, and often fruitless process exists for LGBT families.®

At the previous hearing in this series, Congressman Doggett introduced the topic of the Earned
Income Tax Credit (EITC) and stressed its importance as a tool to support working families.
Mention was repeatedly voiced by congressmembers and witnesses of this tax benefit and its
ability to lift hardworking Americans out of poverty. For the LGBT community, however, this tax
credit is difficult to obtain. This credit is intended to assist fow wage earners with children. The
definition used to determine the relationship of children, however, denied eligibility to many
same-sex partners raising children. For the EITC purposes, the child must be the tax filer’s son,
daughter, stepchild, eligible foster child, adopted child or a descendant of any of them or
his/her brother, sister, half-brother, half-sister, stepbrother, stepsister, or a descendant of any
of them.® These requirements do not take into consideration families living in states where
joint, second parent, or step-parent adoption is rare or completely unobtainable for LGBT
parents.

Children fall through the cracks when government programs refuse to recognize their families
as families. These programs, providing monetary assistance, food, health insurance, childcare
assistance, and tax credits use narrow definitions of family to determine eligibility.” Actual
household size may not be taken into account when assessing the means of support available
to the family. In addition, the lack of universal adoption and parentage laws creates confusion
in the application for benefits and uttimately bars access to social service programs to children
of same-sex couples.

Take, for example, a household consisting of two parents and two children. Post-DOMA, if this
couple is married in a state where same-sex marriage is legal, the federal government will
recognize the refationship for the purpose of social services. This qualification may not
automatically apply, however, to LGBT couples in non-same-sex marriage states, or states
without comprehensive access to parent-child relationships. While this family would appear to

* Burns, Croshy, Center for American Progress, The Federal Budget and Gay and Transgender Families: Nat All
Families Are Equal Under the Law April 2012, found at http://www.americanprogress.org/wp-
content/uploads/issues/2012/04/pdf/igbt_budget.pdf.
6 http://www.irs.gov/Individuals/EITC,-Earned-income-Tax-Credit,-Questions-and-Answers
" Movement Advancement Project, Family Equality Council and Center for American Progress, “All Children Matter:
How Legal and Social Inequities Hurt LGBT Famities (Full Report),” October 2011, p. 52, condensed version available
at www ightmap org/lgbt-families.
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be a four-person household, the household size is reduced to three for the calculation of
assistance needed, lowering the amount of vital aid for which the family would gualify.

Similarly, this family could be denied the EITC. If the partner who is working to support the
family is not the biological, foster, or adoptive parent of their children, he or she would not
qualify for the credit to assist the whole family. This credit meant to bring hardworking
individuals out of poverty would be refused to the LGBT applicant as a result of the narrow
relationship requirement.

These financial assistance chaflenges create a vicious cycle for LGBT families. Both parents may
want to work fulf time but cannot because they do not earn enough to afford the child care
costs associated with being out of the home and, because of a lack of legal relationship with
their child, do not qualify for childcare assistance. Suppose a same-sex couple used
reproductive assistance to conceive their child and then arrived at a point in their lives when
they needed to apply for TANF assistance. TANF procedures calf for location of a second
biological parent in order to determine benefits. Penalties can be applied to these parents for
not being able to identify the second biological parent as well as delays in processing while
helping a caseworker understand their situation. Perhaps only the non-legaf parent has
healthcare through his/her employer and therefore cannot cover the children but the family
does not qualify for CHIP because of the aforementioned means test. The famity must pay for
private insurance or pay exorbitant medical bills for their uninsured children. Either way, their
modest income is now stretched even farther.

Some strides are being made to combat the challenges faced by LGBT people in need of
assistance. Food assistance programs use a broader definition of household size. For the
purposes of free and reduced lunches, WIC, and SNAP, there is no requirement that applicants
be legatly or biotogically related to be included in the household.? The benefits go to those who
sit at the table and eat together: the definition of family. Also, the Free Application for Federal
Student Aid (FAFSA) is being revised to require applicants to list both of their parents if they five
together, regardless of gender, marital status, or sexual orientation. This change will make
applying for financial aid less complicated for the applicant and the processors. Clarifications to
the Family Medical Leave Act have made it clear that a biological relationship is not required to
qualify for leave to care for an individual when acting in loco parentis.®

*id.
ELepmck, Nancy 3. Deputy Administrator, Administrator’s interpretation 2010-3, U.5. Department of Labor, Wage
and Hour Division, hittp://www.dol.gov/WHD/opinion/adminintrprin/FMLA/2010/FMLAAIZOLC 3. pdf.
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Changes to the narrow definitions of family for the purpose of applying for welfare assistance
and tax credits will help break the vicious cycle. Timely processing of applications and accurate
assessment of need could shorten the time a family needs to receive these forms of assistance.

The solution to many of these shortcomings is to create consistent, broad definitions of family
for all federal programs. For TANF, the definition would expand the “assistance unit.” For CHiP,
the definition would include same-sex partners and children for whom an aduit is standing in
loco parentis. For Medicaid and SSl, the definition would include de facto parents.*
Relationships, for the EITC, would include children of same-sex partners residing together as a
household.

The Employment Non-Discrimination Act {ENDA) is currently undergoing consideration in the
Senate (S. 815) to eliminate some of the obstacles LGBT individuals face in the workforce which
should {ead to higher LGBT employment rates and less need for social safety net benefits.
Passing this crucial legislation would go incredibly far towards stabilizing economic security for
LGBT parents and their children. The bi-partisan sponsorship of the Every Child Deserves a
Family Act (ECDF) (H.R. 2028) is a step toward allowing LGBT couples to create families
nationwide and pface our nation’s children in secure, financially sound, loving homes. Family
Equality is working on these projects and would be happy to share our work and family stories
with you.

The American family comes in various forms. The one thing we have in common is a desire to
provide a secure and stable home for our children. No matter how hard we work to accomplish
this goal, times can get rough. The welfare system exists to assist families during these rough
times. Together we can ensure the best outcomes for these children and families, while making
sure that government aid is distributed as efficiently as possible.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify on this important issue. If you have any questions
about our testimony, please email me at ehecht@familyequality.org or contact me by phone at
202-496-1285.

Thank you,

i
Gt

Emily Hecht-McGowan

e Supra note 7.
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American Evaluation Association

DATE: July 26, 2013
TO: Chair Reichert, Subcommittee on Human Resources of the Honse Ways and Means Comruittee

SUBJECT: Testimony submission for the Hearing on Evaluating Efforts to Help Families Support their Children
and Fscape Poverty, July 17. 2013

The American Evaluation Association (AEA) is pleased fo write in support of the work of this committee regarding
Evaluating Efforts to Help Families Support their Children and Escape Poverty. This is an important area that has a
rich tradition of applied research and comprehensive evaluations of experiments conducted in partnership with state
welfare directors to meet information needs. These studies have provided invatuable information to those who make
decisions about policies and programs concerning families and poverty. We applaud vour interest in evalnating
efforts to alleviate poverty and wish vou the very best as you go forward.

As the primary evaluation association in the U.S., we are writing to offer our assistance to the conumnittee on the
issues vou are reviewing. AEA has approximately 8.000 members representing all 50 states and the District of
Columbia as well as over 60 foreign countries. Ihave attached excerpts from Ar Evaluation Roadmap for a
More Effective Governinent, a document we developed fo help govermments engage in effective evaluation. I
think you will find 1t very nseful.

AEA encourages Congress to ensure more social programs are evaluated to determine their impact and to consider

how high-quality evidence can best be used to inform the design of social programs at the federal level. In

particolar, AEA believes that Congress should ensure that sufficient resources are made available for quality

evaluation and encowage agencies to set guidelines for the conduct of eval , including the devel
tuation las and plans for & inati | on findings to staff and the public.

of

AEA has long sponsored academic research and fostered exchanges among evaluation practitioners regarding
evaluation methodologies that can most effectively shed light on the causes and remedies for poverty. If we can
be of assistance, or if you need more information on our organization, please do uot hesitate to contact e at
(jody fitzpatrick@ucdenver.edu) or Dr. Cheryl Oros, our senior advisor for evaluation policy
(evaluationpolicy(@eval.org; 540-894-4014).

Sincerely,

Jody Fitzpatrick, Ph.D.
President, American Evaluation Association

§ Faxs 41, 2025672166 §wwwwvahorg
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An Evaluation Roadmap for a More Effective Government

September 2010

The American Evaluation Association (AEA) is an international professional association of evaluators
devoted to the application and exploration of program evaluation, personnel evaluation, technology, and
many other forms of evaluation. Evaluation involves assessing the strengths and weaknesses of programs,
policies, personnel, products, and organizations to improve their effectiveness. AEA has over 6,500 members
representing all 50 states in the United States as well as over 75 foreign countries.

Mission: To improve evaluation practices and methods increase evaluation use, promote evaluation as a
profession and support the contribution of evaluation to the generation of theory and knowledge about
effective human action.

In keeping with our mission, the American Evaluation Association hereby describes its vision of the role of
evaluation in the federal government. We provide a roadmap for improving government through evaluation,
outlining steps to strengthen the practice of evaluation throughout the life cycle of programs.

Evaluation is an essential function of government. It can enhance oversight and accountability of federal
programs, improve the effectiveness and efficiency of services, assess which programs are working and
which are not, and provide critical information needed for making difficult decisions about them.

The Challenge

Like all governments, the United States government faces challenges in both foreign and domestic policy
arenas. Today, these challenges span subject areas such as national security, foreign aid, energy, the
environment, health care, education, and the economy. Program or policy interventions are typically
developed in response, in an effort to mitigate, resolve, or better understand the problems involved.

To determine the merit, quality, and usefulness of these interventions, credible information is needed about
what the program or policy in question has achieved and at what cost. Such information is crucial if
government officials are to ensure that the chosen interventions are working, that taxpayers’ money is being
spent wisely, and that the government is accountable to the public for the interventions and their results.

Why Program Evaluation Is Essential

Evaluation involves assessing the strengths and weaknesses of programs, policies, and organizations to
improve their effectiveness. It provides a useful and important tool to address the need for credible
information, well-grounded decision making, and governmental transparency. Within a government context,
the legitimacy of evaluation can be seen as deriving from the structure of the government it serves and from
the functions it fills.

2025 M Streer, NW, Suite 800 | Washington, DC 20036 USA | Phone: +1.202.367.1166 | USA Toll Free: 1.888.232.2275 | Fax: +1.202.367.2166 | www.eval.org
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In the United States, evaluation can serve information needs that arise within any of the three branches of
government. For example, evaluation can provide information about a new program’s initial outcomes,
allowing for better management within the Executive Branch. {t can also be used to assess the relative
performance of a set of alternative policy options, informing legistative deliberations. The courts may cite
evaluation findings as a basis for their judgments. More fundamentally, evaluation can contribute the
evidence needed to support the system of checks and balances established by the United States Constitution.
For example, evaluation enables congressional oversight and executive accountability, along with the
development of new knowledge, innovation, and organizational learning in both branches. This commitment
to accountability and transparency, on the one hand, makes evaluation essential to democratic government
and, on the other, requires evaluation in a government context to be independent and to resist advocacy for
particular positions.

Evaluation provides needed feedback for managing any program. It uses systematic data collection and
analysts to address questions about how well government programs and policies are working, whether they
are achieving their objectives, and, no less importantly, why they are or are not effective. Evaluation
produces evidence that can be used to compare atternative programs, guide program development and
decision making, and reveal effective practices. By its very nature, it supplies the publicly accessible
information that is at the heart of transparency and open government.

Since the inception of modern program evaluation, federal agencies have conducted many evaluations and
applied their results to make reasoned program decisions. But for the most part, these evaluations have been
sporadic, inconsistently applied, and inadequately supported. The units formed to conduct evaluations too
often are short lived and under resourced. Training and capacity building for evaluation have been
inconsistent acruss agencies and, in many cases, insufficient to achieve the needed evaluation capacity and
sustain it over time.

Yet there is a strong case to be made for a commitment to evaluation as an integral feature of good
government, whether the goal is better performance, stronger oversight and acconntability, or more data-
informed and innovative decision making. The lessons learned in agencies that have applied evaluation
constitute a solid knowledge base upon which to build.

The U.S. government would benefit significantly from using program evaluation to
*  Address questions about current and emerging problems
* fuform program and policy planning efforts
*  Monitor program performance
*  Provide timely feedback to decision makers to make changes when needed
* Increase accountability and transparency
* Reduce waste and enhance efficiency
* Improve programs and policies in a systematic manner
*  Support major decisions about program reform, expansion, or termination
*  Assess whether existing programs are still needed or effective
¢ Identify program implementation and outcome failures and successes
* ldentify innovative solutions that work
* uform the development of new programs where needed
*  Examine the requirements for the transfer of promising programs to new sites
*  Share information about effective practices across government programs and agencles

2025 M Streer, N3V, Suite §00 | Washingeon, DC 20036 USA | Phone: +1.202.367.1166 { USA Tolt Free: 1.888.232.2275 | Fax: +1.202.367.2166 § wwwaval.org



80

The key is to make prograrm evaluation integral to managing government programs at all stages, from

planni
reauth.
incorp

ng and initial development, through start up, ongoing implementation, appropriations, and
orization. In short, what is needed is a transformation of the federal management culture to one that
orates evaluation as an essential management function.

Recommendations
We recommend that each federal agency adopt the following framework to guide the development and
implementation of its evaluation programs.

Scope

and Coverage

Conduct evaluations of public programs and policies throughout their life cycles and use evaluation to
both improve programs and assess their effectiveness

Evaluate federal programs and policies in a manner that is appropriate for program stewardship and
useful for decision making

Build into each new program and major policy initiative an appropriate framework to guide
evatuations throughout the life of the program or initiative

For existing programs, assess what is already known and develup evaluation plans to support tutere
decision maRing

Management

Assign senior, experienced evaluation officials and managers to administer evahation centers or
coordinate evatuation functions at appropriately high levels of government agencies

Prepare annual and long-term evaluation plans to guide decision making about prograrms
Provide sufficient and stable funding to support professionat evaluation activities

Coordinate and communicate about evaluativn etforts across agencies with overlapping or
complementary missions

Develop written evaluation pulicies across and within federal agencies that can guide evaluation
efforts and help ensure their quality

Ensure that evaluation units and staff receive high-level, public, and consistent support

Quality and Independence

Trans;
.

Develop and adopt quality standards to guide evaluation functions consistent with the American
Evaluation Association’s Guiding Principles for Evaluators

Promote the use and further development of appropriate methods for designing programs and
policies, mobitoring program performance, improving program operations, and assessing program
effectiveness and cost

Safeguard the independence of evaluation design, conduct, and results

Preserve and promote objectivity in examining programm operations and impact

aren

annsuclfdnsely with Congress and non-federal staleholders in defining program and policy objectives
and critical operations and definitions of success
Disseminate evaluation findings and methods relating to public accountability to policy makers,
program managers, and the public
Create clearinghouses to share information about effective and ineffective program practices
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In this Roadmap, we more fully develop these ideas. We describe the general principles that should goide a
government-wide effort to strengthen evaluation functions. We propose broad administrative steps to
institutionalize evaluation in federal agencies. Finally, we discuss how the Executive Branch and Congress
can jointly make the most effective and efficient use of evaluation.

General Principles
The following general principles should guide efforts to integrate evaluation into program management.

Scope. Evaluation should be integral to planning, developing, ging, and implementing goverament
programns at all stages. Evaluation activities should be used to:
* Make sure that program designs are appropriate to achieve program goals
* Identify problems during start-up and correct them before they become entrenched
*  Identify and share promising approaches that emerge during program implementation
*  Assess the extent to which programs and policies are being well implemented
* Tothe extent feasible, establish expectations and performance standards at program inception and
involve stakeholders in refining them as the programs mature
*  Develop appropriate angd efficient data collection and reporting systems and information technology
support to provide a continuing flow of evaluative information to policy makers and program
managers
*  Examine the extent to which programs reach their intended beneficiaries
*  Periodically examine selected program features to improve their effectiveness and efficiency
* Periodically assess program results and service quality
*  Systematically examine whether an apparently successful program can be expanded to another
setting before scaling it up

€overage. In general, federal programs and policies should be subject to evaluation.

Analytic Approaches and Methods. Which analytic approaches and methods to use depends on the
questions addressed, the kind of program evaluated, its implementation status, when the evaloation results
are needed, what they are needed for, and the intended audience.

No simple answers are available to guestions about how well programs work, and no single analytic
approach or method can decipher the inherent complexities in the program environment and assess the
ultimate value of public programs. Furthermore, definitions of “success” may be contested. A range of
analytic methods is needed, and often several methods—including quantitative and qualitative approaches—
should be used simultaneously. Some evaluation approaches are particularty helpful in a program’s early
developmental stages, whereas others are more svited to ongoing and regularly implemented programs.

The broader policy and decision-making context also can influence which approach is most appropriate.
Sumetimes information is needed quickly, requiring studies that can use existing data or rapid data collection
methods; at other times, more sophisticated long-term studies are required to understand fully the dynamics
of program administration and beneficiary behaviors.

Over the years, the evaluation field has developed an extensive array of analytic approaches and methods
that can be applied and adapted to a wide variety of programs, depending on the program'’s characteristics
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and implementation stage, how the results will be used, and the kinds of decisions that will be made. All
evaluation methods should be context sensitive, culturally relevant, and methodologically sound. Evaluation
approaches and methods include, but are not limited to:

*  Casestudies

*  Surveys

*  Quasi-experimental desighs

¢ Randomized field experiments

*  Cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analyses

* Needs assessments

¢ Early implementation reviews

*  Logic models and evaluability assessments

Resources. Evaluation should be supported through stable, continnous funding sources and through special
one-time funds for evaluation projects of interest to Executive Branch and congressional policy makers. The
stable, continuous evaluation funds should be provided through appropriations or program fund set-asides.
These methods can also be combined to support viable evaluation programs. Program managers should
authorize and require periedic evaluations of each program throughout its life to provide rich evaluative
information to policy makers during annual appropriation and cyclical reauthorization and amendment
discussions.

Professional Competence. Evaluations should be performed by prufessionals with appropriate training
and experience for the evaluation activity {such as performing a study, planning an evaluation agenda,
reviewing evaluation results, or performing a statistical analysis). Evaluation is an interdisciplinary field that
encompasses many areas of expertise. Many evaluators have advanced degrees in, and often work
collaboratively with colleagues in allied fields, such as economics, political science, applied social research,
sociology, anthropology, psychology, policy analysis, statistics, and operations research. Federal agencies
should ensure that the requived diversity of disciplines is appropriately represented in internal and
independent evaluation teams.

Evaluation Plans. Each federal agency should require its major program components to prepare annual and
multiyear evaluation plans and to update these plans annually. The planning should take into account the
need for evaluation results to inform program budgeting; reauthorization; agency strategic plans; ongoing
program devel ent and ; and responses to critical issues concesning program effectiveness,
efficiency, and waste. These plans should include an appropriate mix of short- and long-term studies to
produce results of appropriate scope and rigor for short- or long-term policy or management decisions. Tu
the extent practical, the plans should be developed in consultation with program stakeholders.

Evaluation questions can spring up unexpectedly and urgently in response, for example, to a sudden need for
information to address a presidential initiative, a management problem, or questions raised by Congress.
Therefore, evaluation plans should allow for flexibility in scheduling evaluations.

Dissemination of Evaluation Results. The results of all evaluations refated to public acconntability should
be made available publicly and in a timely manuer {except where this is inconsistent with the Freedom of
[nformation Act or Privacy Act). They should be easily accessible and usable through the internet. Similarly,
evaluations of promising and effective program practices should be systematically and broadly disseminated
to potential users in federal agencies. Evaluation data and methods should also—to the extent feasible and
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with sufficient privacy protections—be made available to professionals and the public to enable secondary
analysis and assure transparency.

Evaluation Policy and Procedures. Each federal agency and its evaluation centers or coordinators
{discussed below) should publish policies and procedures and adopt quality standards to guide evaluations
within its purview. Such policies and prucedures should identify the kinds of evaluations to be performed
and the criteria and administrative steps for developing evatuation plans and setting priorities, selecting
evalnation approaches and methods to use, consulting subject matter experts, ensuring evaluation product
quality, publishing evaluation reports, ensuring independence of the evaluation function, using an
appropriate mix of staff and vutside consultants and contracturs, appropriately focusing evaluation designs
and contracts, and promoting the professional development of evaluation staff.

independence. Although the heads of federal agencies and their component organizations should
participate in establishing evaluation jas, budgets, schedules, and priorities, the independence of
evaluators must be maintained with respect to the design, conduct, and results of their evaluation studies.

Institutionalizing Evaluation
Significant progress has been made in establishing evaluation as an integral component of government
program management. However, additional steps are needed.

Background. Sume federal agencies, such as the Department of Defense, established evaluation offices in the
late 1950s and early 1960s. Others, including the Departments of Education and of Health and Human
Services, developed their evaluation functions in the 1970s within the then-Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. The authorizing statutes for some of these agencies set aside a fixed percentage of program
funds for evaluation. Other departments have added evalnation offices to their organizations although these
offices have grown and shrunk over the intervening years.

One relatively stable evaluation organization has been the Government Accountability Office (GAO],
previously known as the General Accounting Office. It has remained the largest single government agency
producing evaluations at Congress's request.

One of the most enduring evaluation-related functions has been the Government Performance and Results
Act (GPRA) of 1993. This law encourages gach agency to develop an agency-wide strategy and mission and
also requives them to determine whether their programs achieve their goals and objectives. GPRA defines
evaluation as assessing the "manner and extent to which” agencies achieve their goals, thus addressing both
implementation and results. In practice, government agencies have implemented GPRA by using performance
indicators and measurement to determine whether they have reached a goal and have conducted few
evatuation studies that might shed light on how programs reached their goals, why programs do or do not
meet their goals and objectives, and how to improve programs. As a result, the GPRA process produces little
information to guide programmatic or policy action.

We propose that government agencies, policy makers, and program managers build on the progress already
made by embracing evaluation as an integral feature of good government. Agencies should consistently use
program evahuation and systematic analysis to improve program design, implementation, and effectiveness
and to assess what works, what does not work, and why. This comprehensive vision recognizes that
evaluation is more than simply “looking in the rearview mirror” and needs to be used throughouta
program’s life as an integral part of managing government programs at all stages.
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For this approach to work, the Executive Branch and Congress will need to take action, as described below.

Executive Branch Role

As noted earlier, the infrastructure and practice of program evaluation in federal agencies is somewhat of a
mixed story. Some agencies have well-developed and stable evaluation offices; others do not. The same can
be said for evatuation funding, scope, policies, planning, and dissemination.

Different federal agencies and programs have different evaluation needs, and the maturity and breadth of
their evaleation programs vary. In addition, the evaluation function might be a component of other offices
focused on such functions as management, planning, vesearch, and policy development, including legistative
or regulatory development. For example, several agencies have offices of planning and evaluation, research
and evaluation, or monitoring and evaluation, and some inspectors general have offices of ingpections and
evaluations. In some agencies, the evaluation function is highly ceatralized or within a Jarge program area; in
other agencies, the evaluation function is scattered in small offices throughout the agency.

No single best practice exists for organizing evaluation offices and functions. All of the arrangements
described above have emerged in response to such factors as substantive area, kind of agency, or type of
evaluation focus. They may or may not he the most effective models for current circumstances. Whatever
model is chosen, the evaluation office must include the functions and possess the attributes described above
under general principles.

Based on the general principles discussed in the previous section, we propose that agencies in the Executive
Branch establish one of the following organizational frameworlks to support evaluation.

Option 1: Evaluation Centers. Agencies could establish one or more evaluation centers to promote
evaluation capacity and provide stable organizational frameworks for planning, conducting evaluation, or
procuring evaluation advice or studies from outside organizations. Every program in the agency shoulid be
assigned to one of the centers for program evaluation. The heads of these evaluation centers should report
directly to the senior executive of their center’s organizational component. Each of these centers would:
¢ Have a stable budget with sufficient funds to plan and carry out an appropriate level of program
evaluation over several years
* Issue policies and procedures to guide its evaluation work, including guidance on appropriate
methods for conducting formative and summative evaluations, as well as developmental evaluations
to improve evaluative capabilities within agencies.
* Strategically plan a body of evaluation work for the agency and each agency component for which it
has evaluation respounsibility
* Consult with agency program and budget offices and, in concert with the agency’s legislative liaison
office, with Congress in developing evaluation plans
*  Hire professional evaluators or engage consultants or contractors with the diverse skills necessary to
plan and execute {or procure} independent evaluation studies
*  Publish the results of evaluations related to public accountability of the programs within their
jurisdictions
*  Share information about effective programs and evaluation methods with other government agencies
* Promote and facilitate the ongoing training and professional development of the center’s evaluators
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Option 2: Evaluation Coordinators. Agencies that choose to distribute their evaluation offices, associating
smalt evaluation offices with individual programs or small groups of programs, should promote evaluation
(,apzu ity and performance by appointing one or more senior officials to:
Advise the agency head or senior officials on matters pertaining to evaluation
* Ensure that each program or program group in the agency has a current annnal evaluation plan,
* Promote, facilitate, and coordinate the development of evaluation plans for programmatic issues that
cut across agency lines
*  Facilitate the preparation of evaluation budgets
¢ Establish appropriate standards, frameworks, and procedures for evaluation activities in the agency
*  Facilitate the development and efficient and effective production of evaluation plans, designs,
instruments, and reports by government agency staff or outside evaleators
*  Facilitate the dissemination of evaluation reports related to public accountability
*  Share with other agency components information about effective programs and evaluation methods
* Promote and facilitate the ongoing training and professional development of evaluators in the agency

Option 3: Combined Approach. Federal agencies may find it advantageous to use Option 1 and Option 2—
evaluation centers for large programs, program groupings, and overall evaluation support, and evaluation
coordinators for distributed evaluation offices—to ensure the viability of the evaluation function.

Congress's Role. The GAO, Congressional Research Service, Congressional Budget Oftice, National
Academies, and temporary commissions carry out evaluation and analysis for Congress, usually in fulfillment
of their oversight role. Congressional committees or subcommittees also conduct some evaluative studies or
investigations.

We do not propose to change these organizational structures. Instead, we offer recommendations to
strengthen the connection between evaluations and the laws that Congress passes. This can be done by
building evaluation expectations into authorizing legislation and explicitly setting aside adequate resources
for evaluation.

Authorizing legislation. Program authorization and periodic reauthorization provide opportunities for
Congress to establish frameworls for systematic evaluation of new and continuing programs. Congressional
committees can, through authorizing legislation, provide guidance on or stipulate such activities and
products as:
* Early implementation reviews to identify start-up problems in such areas as scheduling, contracting,
and grant making and to correct them before they becume more serious
*  Requirements for developing evaluation plans
*  Evaluation of promising approaches to share among program implementers
*  Development of performance indicators and the means to collect meaningful data on them once the
program starts
. Smdma reviewing the efficiency of federal program management as well as the fidelity of program
! ation to the congressional mandate that instituted the program
*  Studies assessing program effects and identifying why programs are or are not effective
* Evaluations of topics of interest to Congress and reports on the results to Congress in support of its
oversight and appropriations functions and to inform future reauthorizations

¢ Establishment, expansion, or amendment of ongoing surveys or other data-collection mechanisms to
become permanent sources of reliable data
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*  Establishment of evaluation centers or evaluation coordinators, as described above
*  Funding for evaluation activities

Collaboration Between Executive Branch and Congress

The utility of evaluation results may be maximized if Congress and the Executive Branch jointly specify broad
evaluation expectations and concerns in authorizing statutes and appropriations. We recognize that such
collaboration will not always be easy or even possible to achieve, Nevertheless, experience suggests that,
when possible, a partnership of this kind can help increase the benefits that evaluation provides.

Looking to the Future

The U. S. government faces major challenges in the years to come, as well as significant oppostunities to
improve lives, protect the planet, and create efficiencies. With more thoughtful and more systematic
integration of evaluation into the responsible planning, management and oversight of programs and the
application of evaluation results to planning and decision making, the performance of today's programs can
be improved. fnstitutionalizing evaluation can also help achieve a more accountable, open, and democratic
system of governance for future generations.
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Today more than ever, policymakers need evidence to help inform major decisions about program
design, implementation, and funding. Whether assessing the likely effectiveness of a new initiative,
comparing competing approaches to a given problem, figuring out where to cut, or refining a program’s
rules to make it more cost effective, decisions based on rigorous evidence make better use of scarce
public doflars and improve outcomes for people.

Roles for Evidence in the Policy Process

Often, the conversation about “evidence-based policy” focuses too narrowly on a single question and a
single step in the policymaking process. In this narrow context, research determines whether a
particular program “works” or not—whether it achieves the intended outcomes—and that evidence is
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used as the basis for either funding the program or killing it. In other words, if an initiative or program
has not been proven effective, it is not “evidence based” and it should not be implemented.

In reality, policy development occurs in multiple stages and extends over time. New palicies emerge in
response to problems and needs, possible approaches are advanced and debated, new policies are
adopted and implemented, and
established policies are critiqued and
refined. As the figure to the right
illustrates, evidence can add value at
every stage, but the questions
decisionmakers need to answer differ
from one stage to the next. More
specifically, policymakers need evidence
to help them

* diagnose problems and
underlying causes;

«  design new policy options and
assess the likely effects of
alternatives;

* demonstrate and evaluate the

impacts of new, model

programs;
*  monitor program implementation, measuring costs and performance and their sensitivity to
different settings; and
* evaluate the long-term impacts and cost-effectiveness of existing programs.

No single research tool or methodology can deliver the evidence policymakers need to make informed
decisions at all these stages. instead, policymakers and practitioners need a portfolio of rigorous
research tools to effectively advance evidence-based policy.

Random Control Trials

Random controt trials—in which people are randomly assigned to participate in a program or serve as
controls—are often referred to as the “gold standard” for evidence about whether a program is
effective. And indeed, this approach is extremely powerful because it compares outcomes for a
program’s participants to the outcomes comparabie people achieve without the program.

To illustrate, the Urban Institute is currently evaluating a Youth Alliance initiative that places low-income
youth in internships to teach them job skills and improve their résumés for college and careers. Often,
programs of this kind appear effective on the surface, because many participants go on to college or get
jobs. But what if the young people who were sufficiently motivated and goal-oriented to learn about
and apply for the special services would have succeeded anyway? To find out whether these programs
work, outcomes for participating youth must be compared to a controf group of equally motivated
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youth, the perfect recipe for a random control trial. In the case of the Youth Alliance initiative, only a
limited number of internships were available, so the {much bigger) pool of eligible applicants was
divided by lottery into a treatment group, which was offered internships, and a control group, which
was not. These two groups of young people are similar in every other respect, including their drive and
motivation to succeed. So, the evaluation, which is currently under way, will be able to measure the
impact of the intervention relative to what participants would achieve without it.

While random control trials constitute the best tool in many circumstances, some programs cannot be
effectively evaluated in this way. in particular, complex “place-based” interventions (like the new
Promise Neighborhoods Initiative or the Choice Neighborhoods program) are not good candidates for
random controt trials. These interventions are designed to improve outcomes—educational success,
heaith, employment and income—throughout an entire community, not just for individuals who
participate in a defined program. Part of the approach is to saturate an entire area with new services,
benefits, or incentives, so that even people who are not directly targeted or enrolled will experience
spiliover effects. These spillovers mean that the statistical framework underlying random assignment
does not apply.

In theory, researchers could randomly assign whole communities to receive a place-based intervention
or not. But place-based programs do not simply implement a simple prescription formulated the same
way everywhere. Instead, these programs evolve arganically in the communities where they are
implemented and draw different elements from a broad menu of possible services. Each intervention is
tailored to conditions on the ground. They are also continuously improved using data in an ongoing
development effort that adapts to local circumstances, successes, and failures, with constant feedback
from outcome data. The combination of spillover effects on people not receiving services, locally
tailored designs, and continuous improvement makes a simple random assignment design the wrong
choice for evaluating these types of interventions. But alternative methods can produce credible
estimates of outcomes in the targeted communities compared to what would have happened without
the intervention {Nichols 2013).

Other tools constitute the “gold standard” for delivering the evidence policymakers need to answer
other questions.

Microsimulation Models

Often, policymakers want to anticipate the likely effects of policy changes, rather than waiting to
measure their impacts after the fact. Microsimulation models can forecast outcomes under a wide range
of “what if” scenarios. Although the development of credible models is complex and time-consuming,
once a model is in place, it can quickly and efficiently analyze a wide range of alternative policies.

The Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center has built a painstakingly detailed model that applies the
provisions of the tax code to a 270,000-unit sample of “taxpayers” that statisticaily represents the US tax
base.! The model reports the revenue and distributional effects of elements of and changes to the tax

* For a more complete description of the Urban-Brookings tax policy simulation maodel, see
pticn-of-the-Model-2013.cfm.

3
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code. For example, recent analyses applied the model to guestions of equity and efficiency of the home
mortgage interest deduction, demonstrating that its biggest beneficiaries are households making more
than $100,000. This analysis also predicted whose taxes would rise, whose would fall, and how total tax
revenues would change under several alternatives to the mortgage interest deduction currently under
discussion (Eng et al. 2013).

Administrative Data Analysis

Public agencies at every level of government collect a tremendous volume of information about benefit
recipients, market transactions, and enforcement actions. These data can be systematically linked,
monitored over time, and analyzed to produce reliable evidence for policymakers. In many cases,
administrative data provide the building blocks for microsimulation modeling or the outcome measures
in a random control trial. But rigorous analysis of administrative data can also provide answers to
immediate guestions about program design and implementation.

The Urban institute is using administrative data to help design streamlined enrollment procedures for
health insurance coverage under the Affordable Care Act. Publicly funded health insurance programs
like Medicaid and CHIP require enrollees to complete vast amounts of paperwork to demonstrate their
eligibility. This barrier is costly for both applicants and processers, and it prevents some eligible people
from receiving coverage. With 21st century data and technology, it should be possible to automate
processes to determine applicant eligibility, improving accuracy and saving public dollars. To test this
proposition, Urban institute researchers assembled administrative data from tax returns, state
workforce eligibility records, and other sources to determine what existing records could verify current
eligibility for Medicaid. This study will produce potential business rules for initial applications and
renewal to the Medicaid program that would improve the system’s efficiency and reach (Dorn et al.
2013).

Performance Measurement

Performance measurement is a familiar concept throughout the federal government and a key

element of evidence-based policymaking. The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993
required federal agencies to report annually on performance indicators beginning in fiscal year 1999.
Agencies set targets for each performance indicator and report progress against those targets.

Several federal agencies have responded to the need for data-driven performance reviews by
developing an approach that consists of regularly held, structured, data-driven performance review
meetings. This strategic leadership approach, often referred to as PerformanceStat, was initially
developed by the New York City Police Department in 1994, and has since been adapted for use in other
local, state, and federal government agencies (Hatry and Davies 2011).

One of the key challenges of performance measurement is defining indicators that are both meaningful
and measurable. If agencies focus exclusively on easy-to-collect process measures (like number of
applications reviewed or service referrals provided), they fail to reflect outputs and outcomes of
uftimate importance. But if they focus instead on long-term outcomes, they sacrifice near-term
feedback on program performance. To help policymakers and practitioners develop effective
performance measures, the Urban Institute, Child Trends, and Social Solutions are collaborating to
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develop PerformWell, a web portal providing measurement tools and practical knowledge that human
services professionals can use to manage their programs’ day-to-day performance. information in
PerformWell leverages research-based findings that have been synthesized and simplified by experts in
the field (Urban Institute 2011).

Qualitative Research

Sometimes, fully diagnosing a complex problem, designing an innovative solution, or understanding
exactly how a program should be implemented requires in-depth, nuanced information that cannot be
obtained from conventional surveys or administrative data sources. Qualitative research uses in-person
observation, in-depth interviews, and focus groups to dig deep and explore the behavior of people and
institutions. Qualitative methods can explain and enrich findings from statistical data, highlight key
issues that might otherwise be missed, and reveal hypotheses for further testing.

The Urban Institute recently completed an evaluation of the federal New Markets Tax Credit program,
which has allocated over $3 billion to public-private investments in low-income community
development. In conjunction with guantitative analyses of administrative and original survey data,
researchers drew a small random sample of assisted businesses and analyzed each in depth, learning
about the type of business and the loan it received, the nature of its neighborhood and market, the
importance of the federal subsidy, and the subsequent economic performance of the business. This in-
depth information played a critical part in a “triangulation” process that comprehensively addressed a
complex market intervention (Abravanel et al. forthcoming).

Qualitative methods can also be invaluable in crafting the specific provisions of a new intervention
before it is implemented or evaluated on a large scale (and at high cost). For example, behavioral
economics has taught us that our financial decisionmaking is deeply influenced by subtle contextual
factors that frame our choices. Programs designed to encourage savings among low-income earners are
unlikely to succeed unless they take advantage of the “choice architecture” among their intended
beneficiaries. The StabilityFirst pilot test, conducted in 2010 by Harvard’s “ideas42” center on applied
behavioral economics, enrolled 20 students at Central New Mexico Community Coilege in Albuguerque
into a prepaid debit card program. The students were interviewed at length bath before and after to
gauge their reactions to the program. A range of issues surfaced, including difficulty resolving customer
service matters. Participants were refuctant to make calls to the customer service line, not wanting to
commit their scarce cellphone minutes to a possibly lengthy call with time spent being transferred or on
hold {Mills 2011). information like this enables program administrators to make adjustments that
correct these “blocking factors,” making the subsequent randomized trial far more useful and the
outcomes sought more likely to come about.

It almost goes without saying today that policymaking should be evidence based. Scarce public dollars
should go to programs that target real problems, operate efficiently, and demonstrably achieve their
intended goals. But policymaking is a messy, iterative process, and the opportunities for evidence to
inform and strengthen decisions are numerous and varied. instead of relying on a single tool,
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policymakers and practitioners should draw from a “portfolio” of tools to effectively advance evidence-
based policy. Using the wrong tool may produce misleading information or fail to answer the guestions
that are most relevant when a decision is being made. Applying the right tool to the policy question at
hand can inform public debate, help decisionmakers allocate scarce resources more effectively, and
improve outcomes for people and communities.
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HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

WHAT REALLY WORKS: EVALUATING CURRENT EFFORTS T0 HELP FAMILIES SUPPORT THEIR
CHILDREN AND ESCAPE POVERTY

Jury 17,2013
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

T am pleased to submit the following statement to the Subcommittee on Human Resources on behalf of
ZERO TO THREE. National Center for Infants, Toddlers, and Families. My name 1s Matthew Melmed.
and I am the Executive Director of ZERO TO THREE, a national non-profit organization that has worked
to advance the healthy development of America’s infants and toddlers for over 35 vears. I would like to
start by thanking the Subcommittee for holding this hearing examining what is known about the
effectiveness of current programs designed to assist low-income families and individuals and how high-
quality evidence can best be used to inform the design of social programs at the federal level. Today, 1
want to urge your attention to, and your action on behalf of, a subset of that group who wruly are the most
vulnerable members of our society: infants and toddlers.

As this Subcommiutee searches for answers to the problem of poverty, I urge you to bear in mind the need
to start early in life through dual generational approaches. The effects of early poverty have a long reach,
and not taking steps to intervene early with the youngest children—even while working to help their
parents achieve self-sufficiency—makes later adverse outcomes more likely to occur and more difficult to
prevent. There is a growing interest nationwide i early childhood programs in the years immediately
preceding kindergarten. It is important to note that for our most vulnerable at-risk infants and toddlers, the
achievement gap often emerges long before they reach the preschool door. We know that high quality
early leamning expertences during the infant and toddler years are associated with attributes important to
fater school success, including early competence in language and cognitive development, cooperation
with adults, and the ability to inttiate and sustan positive exchanges with peers. Focusing policy
responses on very young children and their families could vield posttive results, especially m the long
term.

INTRODUCTION
Qur nation’s infants and toddlers are the group most likely to be hiving in distressed economic conditions.
Nattonally, almost half (48%) of children under age 3 hive in low-income families, including 25% that
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tive in families in poverty. These statistics are particularly disturbing, because research shows that the
timing of economic hardship in a child’s life matters: poverty experienced at such a young age is
particularly harmful both for short terin development and outcomes later in life, including in education
levels, social and emotional health, and physical health.

During the first 3 years of life, the brain undergoes dramatic development as the child acquires the ability
to think. speak, learn, and reason. A baby’s early experiences shape the brain’s architecture into a
foundation for fearning, health. and eventual success in the workplace. Family resources, from income to
parental education to environmental comforts, play a role in these early experiences and thus the
developmental outcomes.

Poverty often leads to multiple risk factors. Children with risk factors such as living in low-income
households, abuse or neglect. prenatal exposure to alcohol or other substances. and low parental
education, have a higher incidence of developmental delays and disabilities than the general population.
Disparities emerge as early as 9 months and widen by 24 months of age.’ Infants and toddlers from low-
income families are less likely to be in very good health or receive positive behavior ratings than those
from higher income families. By age 2, toddlers in the lowest socioeconomic quintile are behind all other
children in measures of cognitive skills and emotional attachment.”

These adverse early experiences can weaken babies’ brain development and follow them their enfire

lives. placing them at greater risk for later school failure and health problems as adults. When babies and
toddlers experience chronic deprivation and stress there are costs in lost opportunity and achievement
deficits to society and our economy uniess we infervene.

Early delays in development that are not detected lead to widening gaps that put children on the path to
poor outcomes, and have costly repercussions. Delays in speech and physical development as an infant
can be signs of later learning disabilities, autism, or cerebral palsy.” One in six children will experience a
developmental disability or behavioral problem before age 18, but fewer than half of those problems are
detected before school entry. Without increased investments focused on the availability and accessibility
of quality early care and education experiences, many infants and toddlers will continue to be left behind.
On the other hand. with high quality, effective services, those infants and toddlers who are at-risk for
compromised development will be better equipped to reach their full potential in life.

INTERVENING EARLY

The brain is most flexible. or *plastic,” early in life to accommodate a wide range of environments and
interactions. and can be rewired in reaction to significant changes in their lives. Early plasticity points to
the importance of early intervention: it is easier and more effective to influence a young child’s
developing brain architecture than to offer remedial programs later in life.” Reaching children well before
they enter school can strengthen thewr chances for later success, despite the poor life conditions they face.

Research confirms that the early vears present an unparalleled window of opportunity to effectively
intervene with at-risk children.™ To be effective, interventions must begin easly and be designed with the
characteristics and experiences of these infants, toddlers. and families in mind."™ Intervening in the early
years can lead to significant cost savings over time through reductions in child abuse and neglect,
criminal behavior. welfare dependence, and substance abuse. If services are not provided until a child is 6,
7, or 8 vears of age, the most critical opportunity for prevention aund intervention is missed.”™

Given this early window of opportunity, there are a number of ways that policymakers and practitioners
can intervene to improve outcomes for infants and toddlers. Proven approaches—some beginning during
the important prenatal period—can help diminish the gaps and promote stronger social-emotional
foundations. Economists estimate that for every dollar invested in early childhood programs, savings of

2
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$3.78 to $17.07 can be expected in future public expenditures, in part by reducing the occurrence of
negative educational and life outcomes.™

EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS

When focusing on spectfic methods of delivering services, it is important to think in terms of developing
a comprehensive system of services that provide a prenatal through pre-kindergarten continuum. Such a
system would ensure that the critical needs of vulnerable infants and toddlers—regardless of the setting in
which they might be reached—are included in early childhood planning. That system would help parents
and early childhood professionals promote healthy development across all domains.

Programs and services in this system should have an impertant element of supporting parents in forging
bonds with their children since developing strong attachments provide the needed foundation for a child
to explore and learn as well as to regulate their emotions as they interact with others (social and emotional
development). Such services should also help parents and babies engage in play, reading, and other
activities that foster early langnage skills (cognitive development) and they should promote good nutrition
and attention to well-child care {physical development).

Model early childhood programs that deliver carefully designed interventions with well-defined
objectives and that include well-designed evaluations have been shown to influence the developmental
trajectories of children whose life course is threatened by socioeconomic disadvantage, family disruption,
and diagnosed disabilities. Programs that combine child-focused educational activities with explicit
attention to parent-child interaction patterns and relationship-building appear to have the greatest impacts.
In contrast, services that are based on generic family support, often without a clear delineation of
intervention strategies matched directly to measurable objectives. and that are funded by more modest
‘budgets. appear to be less effective.™

Effective early childhood programs also impact parents’ efforts to become economically self-suffictent.
Effects range from enabling parents to work to support their families to promoting education and training
that can better position parents to move into the job market.

Some examples of proven programs inchude:

« Early Head Start
Early Head Start is the only federal program specifically designed to ensure that all young
children have the same opportunities by tmproving the early education experiences of low-
income infants and toddlers. Early Head Start offers opportunities for early learning experiences,
parent support, home visitation, and access to medical, mental health, and early intervention
services.

The Congresstonally-mandated Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Project — a rigorous,
large-scale, random-assignment evaluation — concluded that Early Head Start is making a positive
difference in areas associated with children’s success in school. family self-sufficiency, and
parental support of child development. For example, Early Head Start produced statistically
significant, positive impacts on standardized measures of children’s cognitive and language
development™ Impacts were not limited to children. The program had significant positive
impacts on participation in education and training among parents with some impacts on
employment beginning to emerge late in the study.™ Findings include:
o Statistically significant, positive impacts on standardized measures of cognitive and
language development.
More positive approaches to learning.
o Fewer behavior problems.
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= Reductions in the negative impacts of parent stress and risk factors on child language
and self-regulatory development.

o Parents were more involved and provided more support for learning.

o Parents had reduced risk of depression.

o Positive impact on child-father mteractions.

Studies also show that children who participated in Farly Head Start had significantly larger
vocabularies and scored higher on standardized measures of cognitive development than children
in a control group who did not participate in Early Head Start. Additionally, Early Head Start
children and parents had more positive interactions, and these parents provided more support for
learning than did those in a control group.™*

Despite the program’s proven ability to lessen the negative effects of poverty, consistently low
levels of federal funding and increasing child poverty have kept the program’s capacity low. In
FY2012, less than 4 percent of eligible children are served by EHS initiatives.™

Child Care

Most people think of child care as a service that enables parents to work—and it certainly is a
vital piece of the puzzle for families seeking economic security for their young children. Yet, it
also has tmportant implications for early brain development. Second only to the immediate
family, child care is the setting in which early childhood development unfolds for 6 million
infants and toddlers who spend some part of their day in non-parental care. Child care that is of
poor quality can have a detrimental effect on early development. And the children who could
benefit most—those from low-income families—are the ones most likely to be in poorer quahty
care. High quality care for very young children is scarce and out of reach for many families.
Nationally, the cost of an infant’s child care for single mothers ranges from 25% to 69% of the
mother’s median income, and the cost for mairied couples ranges from 7% to 16% of their
median income.™

High quality child care is associated with outcomes that alf parents want to see in their children,
from cooperation with adults to the ability to mitiate and susfain positive exchanges with peers, to
early competence i math and reading — all key ingredients to later school snccess. Research
indicates that the strongest effects of quality care are found with at-risk children—children from
families with few resources and under great stress.

Specifically, studies that examine children’s development over time have shown that higher
quality child care is & predictor of improvement in children’s ability to understand spoken
language, communication skills, verbal 1Q skills, cognitive skills, behavioral skills. and
attainment of higher math and language scores—all of which impact later school success.
Research also indicates that participants in high quality child care and early education programs
may also experience lower levels of grade retention and placement in special education
classrooms ™

xvi

One of the features that distinguish higher quality care is the amount of language stimulation
provided. High quality child care, where providers are both supportive and offer more verbal
stimulation, creates an environment where children are likely to show advanced cognifive and
language development ™™ For virtually every developmental outcome that has been assessed.
quality of care also shows positive associations with early social and emotional development
Higher quality care is generally related to more competent peer relationships during early
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childhood and into the school years. It provides environments and opportunities for socialization.
problem-solving, empathy building. sharing, and relating.

+ Evidence-Based Home Visiting
Home vistting has been demounstrated to be an effective method of supporting families as they
guide their children’s development, particularly as part of a comprehensive and coordinated
system of services. These voluntary programs tailor services to meet the needs of individual
families and offer mformation, guidance, and support directly in the home environment. While
home visiting programs vary in goals and content of services, m general, they combine parenting
and health care education, child abuse prevention, and early intervention and education services
for voung children and their families. Home visiting is a means to establish trusting relationships
with families and deliver or link them to necessary resources and supports. Depending on the
model used services may include health, parent education, family support, and other services to
promote maternal well-being and family self-sufficiency.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and Mathematica Research have tdentified
12 evidence-based home visiting models that have demonstrated positive impacts in a set of eight
domains. Eleven of these are designed to include infants and toddlers and their families: Child
FIRST, Early Head Start-Home Visiting, Early Intervention Program for Adolescent Mothers
(EIP), Early Start (New Zealand), Family Check-Up, Healthy Families America (HFA), Healthy
Steps. Nurse Family Partnership (NFP), Oklahoma’s Community-Based Family Resource and
Support, Parents as Teachers (PAT). and Play and Learning Strategies (PALS) Infant.

Depending on the model used, positive impacts have been shown in one or more domains,
inchuding child health. child development and school readiness, maternal health, reductions in
child maltreatment, family economic self-sufficiency, positive parenting practices, linkages and
referrals, and reductions in juvenile delinquency, family violence, and crime.™ In randomized
trials, home visiting programs were found to be effective methods for delivering these essential
parent support services. When compared to control group counterparts, parents with very low
incomes who participated in a home visiting program were more likely to read aloud, tell stories.
say nursery thymes, and sing with their child ™ Participants in home visiting programs also
created more developmentally stimulating home environments™, had more responsive
interactions with their children™ and knew more about child development

Home visitation programs can counteract the negative consequences of economic insecurity and
encourage success not only at home but also in school and at work. Home visitation programs
help parents enroll in educational and training programs and pursue employment opportunities. In
a sertes of randomized controlled wials of a nurse home visitation program serving unmarried
low-income women, 82% more participants worked compared to the control group in the period
up until their child turned 4. In another trial of the same program. pasticipants were twice as
likely to be employed as the control group at their child’s second birthday * A randomized
controlled trial of another program demonstrated high participation in school or training
compared to the rate of the control group; a particular benefit of this program was the setting of
concrete goals with the mothers for their education and professional development. ™ Finally, a 5-
year follow-up study of another home visitation program found higher monthly income for study
participants

CONCLUSION
During the first three years of life, children rapidly develop foundational capabilities—physical, social-
emotional, and cognitive—on which subsequent development builds. These areas of development are
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inextricably related. Yet, too often, we ignore the early vears of a child’s life in making public policy,
waiting until at-risk children are already behind physically, emotionally, or cognitively before significant
investments are made to address their needs. We must change this pattern and invest in at-risk infants and
toddlers early on, when that investment can have the biggest payoff—preventing problems or delays that
become more costly to address as the children grow older.

All young children should be given the opportunity to succeed in school and i life. Ensuring that infants
and toddlers have strong families who are able to support their healthy development will help lay the
foundation for a lifetime of success. We must increase federal investments so that infants, toddlers and
their families have access to developmentally appropriate early learning programs such as Early Head
Start, high quality and atfordable child care, and home visiting services to help ensure that they are ready
for school.

' T. Halle, N. Forry, E. Hair, et al., Disparities in Early Learning and Development: Lessons From the Early
Childhood Longimudinal Study — Birth Cohort (ECLS-B). Washington, DC: Child Trends, 2009.

" National Center for Education Statistics, Table 120: “Percentage of Children Demonstrating Specific Cognitive
Skills, Motor Skills, and Secure Emotional Attachment to Parents at About 2 Years of Age, by Selected
Characteristics: 2003-04.” In Digest of Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, January 25, 2013,
http:/inces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d1 1/tables/dt11_120.asp.

" Sices, L'xula (”007) DevelopmenmlSLrer.mz in Primary Care: The Effectiveness Of Current Practice and
The Commonwealth Fund. Retrieved from:

ziux. ‘1082 . dey dop}mma: sereening p)m

_care. pdiZsectio

gOv/ mix‘dd acteariv? pdl,pmx.nh op LRt
Testlmony of Ross A. Thompson, PhD. Professor of Psychology, University of € ahfomia, Davis. Hearing on
Improving Head Start for America’s Childre, House Conumnittee on Education and Labor Subcommittee on Early
Childhood, Elementary, and Secondary Education, 2007.
" National Research Council and Institute of Medicine, From Neurons fo Neighborhoods: The Science of Eaily
Childhood Development. Jack Shonkoeff and Deborah A. Phillips. eds. Washington, DC: National Academy Press,
2000.
" Brenda Jones Harden. Infants in the Child Welfare System. 4 Developmental Framework for Policy and
Practice. Washington, DC: ZERO TO THREE Fress, 2007.
“* Infant Mental Health Project, Center for Prevention and Early Intervention Policy, Florida State University,
Tallahassee.
* James Heckman, Rob Grunewald. and Arthur Reynolds, “The Dollars and Ceats of Investing Early: Cost-Benefit
Analysis in Early Care and Education.” Zero fo Three 26, no. 6 (2006).
* Shonkof¥, J. P., & Phillips, D A (Eds 3 (2000). From neurons to neighborhoads: The science of early clzz/dPood
level C"m""" onk rating the Science of Early Childhood Develog , National R h Couneil
and Iusumte of Medicine. Washington, DC: National Academy Press, p. 11.
*1J.8. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families. 2002. Making a
difference in the lives of infants and toddlers and their families: The impacts of Early Head Start.
$ chirepotis/mpacts sxesumimpacts execsun pdf (accessed

Sereentiug oidf

L SOVIDIOLLT

October 23 2006).

** U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families. Earfy Head Start
Benefits Children and Families. Research to Practice Brief. U.S. Departuent of Health and Human Services. 2006,
¥ U.S. Department of Health and Fhunan Services, Administration tor Children and Families, Making a Difference
in the Lives of Infants and Toddlers and Their Families: The Impacts of Early Head Start. U.S. Department of
Health and Humau Services, 2002, wv
" 2011 is the most recent year of Census Bureau data available. Note that 110.884 is the exact number of children
under 3 served by Early Head Start (funded enrollment) in fiscal year 2011. U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. Administration for Children and Famities. Early Childhood Leaming and Knowledge Center, Head Start
Program Information Report for the 2011-2012 Program Year, Early Head Start Programs Only. U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services. Note that 2,996,000 children wnder 3 in the United States live below the federal




100

poverty level U.S. Census Bureau, “Table POV 34: Single Year of Age—Poverty Status: 2611." In
Popudation Survey, 2011 Annual Social and Economic Supplement. U.S. Census Bureau, 201
* National Association of Child Care Resource and Referal Ageincies, Child Care in America:
Sheets. National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies. 2011,
™ U.S. General Accounting Office, Child Care: States Have Undertaken a Variety of Quali

Tmprovement

Initiatives, but More Evaluations of Effectiveness Are Needed. U.S. General Accounting Office. 2002,
w

o OV,
e Carolina Abecedarian Project, Early Learning Later Success: The Abecedarian Study Executive Summary.
The Carolina Abecedarian Project, 1999, wwiw. fpe . une.edu/abe.
** 1. Ronald Lally. Abbey Griffin, Emily Fenichel, et al., Caring for Infants and Toddlers in Groups:
Developmentally Appropriate Practice. Washington, DC: ZERO TO THREE, 2003.
= Ihid.
™ Paulsell, D., Avellar, S., Sama Martin, E., & Del Grosso, P. (2011). Home Visiting Evidence of Effectiveness
Revtew Executive Smnmary. Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation. Administration for Children and
Depaﬂment of Health and Human Services. Washington, DC. Retrieved from:
y \ ExecutiveSumary Revi0-15-2011 pdf

™ Mary Wagner, Ehzaberh Iida, and Donna Spikes, The Multisite Evaluation of the Parents as Teachers Home
Visiting Program. Three Year Findings from One Community. Menlo Park, CA: SRI International, 2001.
B. Jones Harden, R. Chazan-Cohen, H. Raikes. et al. “Early Head Start Home Visitation: The Role of
Implementation in Bolstering Program Benefits.” Unpublished manuscript, 2010.
' Healthy Families America, Research Spatlight on Success: Healthy Families America Promoftes Positive
Parenting. Healthy Families America, 2008, hetp:/iwww healthyfamiliesamerica.ove.
David L. Olds, JoAnn Robinson, Lisa Pettitt, et al., “Effects of Home Visits by Paraprofessionals and by Nurses:
Age Four Follow-Up of 2 Randomized Trial.” Pediatrics 114, n0.6 (2004): 1560-1568.
¥ David L. Olds, JoAnn Robinson, Lisa Pettitt. et al.. “Effects of Home Visits by Paraprofessionals and by Nurses:
Age Four Follow-Up of a Randomized Trial.”
Healthy Families America. Research Spotlight on Success: Healthy Families America Promotes Positive Parenting.
** Healthy Families America, Research Spotlight on Success: Healthy Families America Promotes Positive
Parenting.
¥ D. Olds, C. Henderson, R. Tatelbaum, et al., “Improving the Life-Course Development of Socially
Disadvantaged Mothers: A Randomized Trial of Nurse Home Visitation.” .dmerican Journal of Public Health 78,
no. 11 (1988): 1436-1445.
W H. Kitzinan, D. L. Olds, C. R. Henderson, Jr.. ef al.. “Effect of Prenatal and Infancy Home Visitation by Nurses
on Pregnancy Outcomes, Childhood Injuries, and Repeated Childbearing: A Randomized Controlted Trial.” Jowrnal
of the American Medical Associarion 278, no. 8 (1997): 644-652.
MC. W, LeCroy and J. Krysik, “Randoinized Trial of the Healthy Families Arizona Home Visiting Program,
Children and Youth Services Review 33, no. 10 (2011): 1761-1766.
T Jones Harden, Chazan-Cohen, Railies, ef al., “Early Head Start Home Visitation: The Role of Implementation o
Bolstering Program Benefits.”




101

Capital IDEA Board of Directors

Testimony of Paul Skeith
Chair, Capital IDEA Board of Directors
Leader and Strategy Team Member, Austin Interfaith
Managing Partner, Richards, Rodriguez, and Skeith

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this written testimony about how Capitaf IDEA lifts working
poor adults from poverty into good careers through a community college education. We are very proud
of our 1,000+ formerly working poor who have started new careers as nurses, network administrators,
energy techs, and other skilled workers needed by our economy. As you heard in testimony from Tara
Smith of the University of Texas” Ray Marshall Center, rigorous evaluations demonstrate that Capital
IDEA graduates nearly triple their earnings and deliver a 501 percent return-on-investment to taxpayers.
QOver 1,000 working poor adults who formerly needed taxpayer assistance are now substantial taxpayers
themselves. Mareover, they serve as role models for their children, 90 percent of whom graduate from
high school and 75 percent go on to higher education—permanently breaking the cycle of poverty.

The strategy that the Texas Industrial Areas Foundation Network of Organizations first developed with
Project QUEST in San Antonio in the 1990s is simultaneously complex and simple. The most important
ingredient of our success is a mutual commitment between the student and the community. Yes, we
invest substantial money and time in our students: our sectoral workforce intermediary organizations
like Capital iDEA pay for {or leverage with our partners) tuition, fees, books, vaccinations, tools, exam
fees, uniforms, child care, bus passes or gas money, credentials, and everything else short of bare living
expenses. But there is much more to success in a community college than just resources.

First, people find out about us from institutions they trust -- the congregations of Austin Interfaith and
our sister Industrial Areas Foundation organizations, friends and family, and social service agencies.
They know that these institutions believe in them, care about them, and also expect accountability from
them.

Second, they go through a six-week “admissions” process. The first step is to ask them to explore the
high-demand, high-skilt careers our employer partner’s offer. Next we measure their baseline math and
reading skills and assess their fit for their career of interest. Then together we develop a three or four-
year financial and educational plan that will raise them from as low as fifth-grade math and reading skills
to a community college graduate. The final and most important step is a heart-to-heart conversation
about commitment to the plan and, once graduated, to give back to the community that supported and
belfieved in them. We don’t often say “No,” but we do say “Not yet,” and help them identify the things
needed to get ready.

Third, once they begin, students team with a group of their peers and a Career Navigator, who is a
student’s guardian ange! throughout their journey. Students meet weekly as a group with their
Navigator and his or her responsibility is to get them successfully through their education and into a
career, no matter what. i{f someone’s spouse or partner becomes abusive, we help them getinto a
shelter. If the shelter is closed, we take our credit card and get them into a hotel until the shelter opens.
if someone’s child acts up in school, we help them deal with the school system. If someone has an
undiagnosed learning disability, we help them get support.
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Currently, the Federal funding for these efforts is limited and short-term. We leverage everything
available from the Workforce investment Act, federat child care dollars, Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families, and other sources. However, none will support all of a student’s needs throughout this
multiple year and muttiple step process. From the beginning the Industrial Areas Foundation
organizations and their business community partners develop local general revenue and philanthropic
support to fill the gaps left by traditional workforce development funding. We have also developed a
state program, the Innovative Adult Career Education program, which we offer as a mode! for future
Federal efforts.

We emphasize that resources are not enough on their own. Legislation needs to fund the full-on case
management and counseling/advising of Career Navigators for non-traditional adults and other first-
generation college students. if one does not have a college-educated parent to guide him or her
through the college maze, he or she needs someone like our Career Navigator to play a similar role.

industrial Areas Foundation organizations have put this strategy to work effectively in cities and regions
across Texas and in Arizona, Louisiana, and lowa. We firmly believe that the working poor are not a
liability for our society but our biggest opportunity. No students will work harder than parents who
have determined to change their lives and their children’s lives. We have had women give birthon a
Thursday and then take mid-terms the next week. The time and resources necessary to educate an
adult may seem like a lot from the perspective of traditional workforce development policy, but itisa
very little from the perspective of a lifefong career contributing to our economy and tax base.

Thank you.
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PEW Charitable Trusts

Statement for the Record from the Pew Charitable Trusts
U.S. House Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Human Resources
Hearing on Evaluating Efforts to Help Families Support their Children and Escape Poverty

Thank you for the opportunity to share a statement for the record with the House Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Human Resources as part of the July 17, 2013, record on Evaluating Efforts to Help
Families Support Their Children and Escape Poverty. We applaud the Subcommittee for their leadership
and share your commitment to ensuring that states are investing in what works.

The Pew Charitable Trusts (Pew) is a global research and public policy organization, operating as an
independent, non-partisan, non-governmental organization dedicated to serving the public. Our work
fays the foundation for effective policy solutions by informing and engaging citizens, linking diverse
interests to pursue common cause and insisting on tangible results. Our projects encourage efficient,
responsive governments — at the local, state, national and international levels - serving the best
interests of the people.

In his opening statement, Chairman Reichert noted that, “Congress and the Administration should fund
what works so we can deliver better results to those in need.” We agree and strongly encourage
members of the Subcommittee and Congress more broadly, to support reauthorization of the Maternal,
Infant and Early Childhood Home Visiting {MIECHV) program. This program, as was noted during the
hearing, is uniquely designed and highly-effective in delivering improved outcomes for children and their
families. This statement for the record provides a summary of recently released, Pew-commissioned
research on home visiting and an overview of our partnership with states as they work to strengthen
their home visiting systems. Both reinforce the call for reauthorization of MIECHV.

New home visiting research deepens understanding of how to achieve success

Voluntary, home visiting is an effective, evidence-based and cost-efficient way to ensure that children
have the opportunity to grow up healthy, ready to learn and able to become productive members of
society. importantly, high quality programs can also yield improved educational and employment
outcomes for mothers, equipping families with needed tools to move beyond poverty.! Well-designed
and well-implemented programs have been shown to improve the lives and future prospects of children
and families and to yield positive returns on taxpayer investments. >

! LeCroy, C. W., & Krysik, J. {2011}. Randomized triaf of the Healthy Families Arizona hame visiting program. Children and Youth
Services Review, 33(10): 1762-1766.

2 DuMont, K., K. Kirkiand, S. Mitchell-Herzfeld, S. Ehrhard-Dietzel, M. Rodriguez, E. Leg, C. Layne, and R. Greene, Final Report: A
Randomized Trial of Healthy Families New York (HFNY): Does Home Visiting Prevent Child Mattreatment? 2010. As of February
2011:http/ fwww . ncins.gov/pdffiles 1/nii/aranis/232945.ndf and Karoly, LA, Kilburn, MR, and Cannon, JS. Lynn A, M.
Rebecca Kilburn, and Jilt 5. Cannon, Eorly Childhood interventions: Proven Results, Future Promise {Santa Monica,
CA: The RAND Corporation, 2005).
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Neuroscientists tell us that our experiences as infants and toddlers greatly affect later life. The years up
to age three are a unique and critical developmental period in brain growth. Researchers have found
that our parents’ actions {or inaction), and the environment they provide, shape the brain’s
fundamentat capacity during this “once in a lifetime” developmental period. in other words, our
potential isn’t something we're just born with, it’s also built up by what our parents do—the way they
interact with us, speak with us, nurture and play with us. Sharing knowledge like this and, more
importantly, teaching parents how they can apply it while raising their child, is an essential part of home
visiting.

For families facing difficult situations, the information and support home visitors provide have proven to
improve outcomes for children and parents. Decades of research on home visiting have shown
important gains in school achievement and health and farge decreases in rates of low birth-weight
babies, infant mortality, and involvement with the criminal justice system.

These outcomes matter, for families, for communities and for taxpayers.

As part of our commitment to advance quality home visiting across the country, the Pew Charitable
Trusts, with generous support from the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation and the Children’s Services
Councit of Palm Beach County, sponsored independent research to build the evidence needed to inform
policymakers’ decisions, and to advance effective practice in home visiting programs.

This new research points to the importance of program quality and target population—and the
interactions between them—in determining ultimate outcomes for children and families. The critical
question has become not just “What works?” but “What works for whom under what circumstances?”

The Pew-commissioned research begins to answer this key question, provide new mechanisms by which
states can evaluate the effectiveness and appropriateness of their home visiting investments, and
identify needed improvements.

Key findings from our research:

> Being truly evidence-based is an ongoing process that goes beyond model selection to include
continuous data monitoring, analysis, feedback, experimentation, and testing in order to
improve quality and maximize outcomes for children and families.

» Programs need to maintain a strong focus on relevant content areas (such as parenting skills and
children’s cognitive development} in order to achieve positive outcomes for children and
families.

Within the context of individual studies, researchers also found:

» in addition to other benefits, high-quality home visiting can significantly improve first-graders’
school readiness and reduce the rate at which they repeat first grade.

¥ At-risk mothers who already have children can benefit from home visiting as much as first-time
mothers can.

Pew’s partnership with states provides critical lessons in “what works” for improving outcomes for ot-
risk families and chiidren
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Pew applauds Congress for recognizing the value of investing in voluntary, evidence-based home visiting
through MIECHV. importantly, the legislation struck a thoughtful balance — allowing for tailoring and
innovation at the state level and providing accountability and technical support at the federal level -
that has yielded a strong state-federal partnership. MIECHV provides a critical framework of
accountability for ensuring that the federal investment truly yields improved outcomes for children and
families. This same kind of framework is needed to bolster the investments states have long been
making in home visiting to ensure that there is one coordinated system of home visiting operating within
a state. Building one system will help ensure that program quality, effectiveness and accountability are
consistent, regardiess of funding stream.

For that reason, and informed by the growing body of implementation research including that which is
summarized above, Pew has been partnering with states to enact legislation that builds upon MIECHY
and better positions states to more effectively and efficiently leverage the array of funding streams. Ten
states have enacted legislation that builds upon the MIECHV legislation: Arkansas, Connecticut, lowa,
Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, New Mexico, Ohio, Texas, and Vermont.

in general, the legislation does the following three things:

First, it clearly defines the purpose and expected outcomes of the state’s home visiting investment. This
is vital to ensuring that programs target the families and work toward the outcomes that are the state’s
highest priorities. it is also key to creating a system that fairly measures the performance of all
programs.

Next, the legislation invests taxpayer dollars in home visiting programs that have a proven record of
success. Once a state knows which families it wants to serve and the outcomes it seeks, policy makers
should look for programs with solid evidence to meet those objectives.

And finally, the state’s responsibility does not end at reviewing the evidence and picking the programs
to fund. As Congress recognized in the MIEHCV program, ensuring effectiveness means states must track
public dolfars and outcomes across alt programs, even those that have demonstrated solid results in the
past. States are working to establish that same infrastructure for their home visiting system more
broadly to ensure that the programs they are funding actually “move the needle” on the goals they've
set. For example, are they reducing infant mortality or resulting in kids being more ready for school?

MIECHV also encourages states to invest 25 percent of funds in promising programs that are still being
evaluated. Pew strongly supports this because it allows the state to promate innovations that may help
families for whom programs with stronger evidence haven’t worked or been tested. Additionally, a few
states have innovative long standing programs that are ready to be rigorously evaluated. And,
importantly, funding innovation may identify ways the state can achieve results comparable to more
established programs at less cost.

Pew shares your commitment to investing in what works along with ongoing monitoring and
measurement of the effectiveness of programs. Voluntary, evidence-based home visiting is proven to
help families support their children and escape poverty. In addition to the real and lasting impact these
programs have on the families they serve, research shows that these investments can yield returns on
taxpayer dollars. We believe it is critical to continue learning from the research and for the federal
government to continue encouraging states to improve the systems that monitor program outcomes.

To that end, we note the looming need for reauthorization of the MIECHY program. As noted by Jon
Baron, President of the Cealition for Evidence-Based Policy, in his testimony before the Subcommittee,
the MIECHV program exempilifies the kind of smart investment that yields strong returns. We encourage
members of the House of Representatives to support reauthorization of this highly-effective program.
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Chautauqua Opportunities

Chautauqua Opportunities Inc. has been an anti poverty agency since 1965. For the past 15
years we have restructured our service modei to be integrated and comprehensive. We are an
evidence based agency and we have created a sefvice model that is asset focused and
provides individuals in poverty a ladder out . We measure individual and household progress
toward self sufficiency and economic sectrity against continuums of care based on ROMA
categories (Crisis to Thriving). It is a customer driven model that is strength based and utilizes a
wide array of services as “tools” to achieve short and long range transformative life goals. We
deliver our services from a cognitive behavioral approach and have full supports in place that
reinforce behaviorat change theory.

From our experience we make the following recommendations: {o remove existing barriers and
to create better opportunities to assist families working their way out of poverty.

* Current Welfare system needs to be re-designed to reflect financial life after welfare (copays in
fine with overall percentages of net cash)

* There needs to be a planned transition off welfare { assuming the recipient will be attaining a
refatively low paying job)....supportive services should provide the necessary supports at levels
that allow stightly more cash in hand while working (comprehensive enroliment that matches
need)

* Soft employment skill development should continue — post welfare - to increase earning

capacity

* Supportive services should be designed to incrementally decrease as wages increase

+ Basic service design: (applicable to employable individuals — not to specific populations that are
not able to be self supporting)

+ No service should be “for life” and do not force divesting of assets to qualify

+ Do not incentivize default and bad credit in order to become eligible for greater benefit.

+ Address waiting lists for services that are critical for employment {child care, housing, heaith
care, transportation, food)

* Structure services to support asset acquisition and a ladder out of poverty —

« Al services should support financial education and financial repair

New areas for federal concem:

« Promote integration of services:
o Centralize oversight of human service funding.. (result: lower gov't audit cost, alt
resources would support similar goals, would bring coordinated service delivery at locat level
to customers — resulting in better outcomes and lower costs)
o Mandate that RFPs reflect integration, holistic customer respanse, outcome tracking,
centralized services within organization
o Encourage organizations to develop economies of scale and reward good

management(performance based contracting — rather than grant funding)
« Mandate that states' demonstrate streamlined contract process across
beaurocracies
o Mandate centralized intake and customer file by all organizations responding to federal
RFPs
o Promote administrative model that capitalizes on volume and saves money and is more
efficient and effective
*  Expect that agencies move to electronic files (efficient, cost effective, able to be
audited off site, better off site back up for disaster recovery - eliminates agency
redundancy in staff and files)
« Promote asset focused policies that benefit low and moderate income Americans
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History with local stakeholders/ comprehensive sector involvement: leverage federal, state,
local and private support, create local opportunities, breakdown local barriers
Grassroots connections: involve low income resid in creating soluti and building their

future

Comprehensive service delivery mechanism: blending service options expands services and
reduces cost while increasing impact on outcomes

Utilizing all dollars to serve multi level purposes simultaneously: individuals and families, towns
and municipalities, institutions (ex: schools, health care, housing, economic development)

O
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