
 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Subcommittee on Human Services of the Joint Committee on Ways and Means 
 
CC:  Sen. Richard Devlin and Rep. Peter Buckley 
 
CC:  Janet Bauer, Oregon Center for Public Policy 
 
FROM: Pam Curtis & Duke Shepard 
 
DATE:  May 26, 2015 
 
RE:  Pay for Prevention 
 
The Oregon Center For Public Policy (OCPP) has issued a memo seeking to keep the state from 
futher exploring Pay For Prevention in Oregon. While there is room for debate about the best path 
forward, the memo issued by OCPP contains factual inaccuracies and offers no credible alternative. It 
is important to clarify these inaccuracies, many of them based on misunderstood principles and 
misinterpreted facts.  
 
Oregon’s Pay for Prevention model has been carefully and methodically developed since 2009 by a 
bipartisan group of public and private leaders. It was developed specifically to address many of the 
fears postulated in the OCPP memo.  
 
• The OCPP memo repeatedly refers to Pay for Prevention as a bonding approach.   
 
Pay for Prevention is not, nor has it ever been, a bonding approach. Pay for Prevention seeks a $5m 
general fund appropriation that will be used to establish a reimbursement fund that will be triggered 
only when specified prevention outcomes are achieved. Social impact bonds are one type of “pay for 
success” financing, but they are not used by Oregon’s Pay for Prevention approach, which explores 
other avenues to finance outcomes.  
 
• The OCPP memo discusses the unproven nature of social impact financing – arguing that 

unproven approaches should not be explored.   
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The memo goes into detail about one jurisdiction that chose not to pursue social impact bonding. It 
misunderstands how Oregon’s approach differs from the one described – and fails to discuss the 
myriad jurisdictions that have chosen to pursue the model. 
 
The momentum behind “pay for success” is growing rapidly. The Obama administration is actively 
promoting pay-for-success approaches across the federal government.  Two pieces of federal 
legislation advancing pay for success have been introduced on a bi-partisan basis in the US House 
and Senate.    
 
In Oregon, the Center for Evidence-based Policy is a grantee of the federally sponsored Social 
Innovation Fund to further develop the Pay for Prevention model. Indeed, Oregon is alone in the 
country in being a hub for such activity, with a total of three projects receiving approximately 
$400,000 in total support – with Pay for Prevention explicitly in the lead. 
 
• The OCPP memo offers no credible alternative to the crisis of child abuse and neglect, nor 

financing to address it.  
 
The memo treats the ongoing, multi-decade crisis of abuse and neglect of Oregon children as another 
budget and revenue consideration. The reality is that every two years, in good times and bad, Oregon 
has the same discussions about child welfare. Funding increases in good economic times and 
decreases in poor economic times. Progress is made, and then lost. In abstract budget terms it might 
be “just politics,” but the ongoing human and financial cost of child maltreatment is staggering.   
 
Research clearly shows that adverse child experiences negatively impact a child’s development, 
educational achievement, and health for the entirety of their lives.  The taxpayer costs of abuse and 
neglect cross budget categories and generations.  As important and significant as all of the recent 
changes have been in child welfare, from SB 964 in 2011 to Differential Response in 2013, these are 
still reactive changes. They help children after they’ve been exposed or harmed – they don’t prevent 
contact with the system in the first place.  
 
OCPP’s memo expresses nervousness about exploring new financing approaches.  However, Oregon 
will be facing very real financial problems in the next several biennia that will limit its ability to 
address, let alone prevent, problems like child abuse that have proved intractable. Short of significant, 
bi-partisan and/or voter approved financial reforms (changing tax structures, massive unforeseen 
revenue, ending the kicker etc.), the state has very few options that offer real possibilities for 
intentional prevention of abuse and neglect. .   
 
Doing more of the same thing will get us more of the same thing; and just finding more tax money is 
unrealistic.  Oregon’s longstanding poor results in child abuse and neglect – in human and financial 
terms – should not be tolerated. New thinking is not a risk. It is a necessity.  
 
• Pay for Prevention offers hope and new opportunity.   
 
Pay for Prevention seeks a small, $5M GF investment to deliver a service model that can improve 
results for children and possibly provide a funding model that captures and quantifies avoided costs.  
 
The worst-case scenario, which the memo is anxious to avoid, looks like this: The program does not 
pay for itself through short-term savings. Under this “negative” scenario three things happen: (a) the 



 

 

state spends $5M on services to children who would, with a high degree of probability, have become 
part of Oregon’s child welfare system; that (b) those services are rigorously evaluated; and (c) the 
legislature gains a better understanding of what preventive services are promising and cost-effective. 
 
The best-case scenario looks like the one above – but with a financing model that is also successful. 
That result produces a program that can be scaled up to produce a system that values harm-prevention 
over harm-reaction. 
 
Pay for Prevention is not guaranteed to work. But there is a very realistic chance that it will. Even its 
worst-case scenario is better than the status quo. And its best-case scenario would be a boon for 
Oregon, pointing the way to increased financial flexibility and better lives for children across the 
state.  
 


