
	   	   	  

	   	  

Outcome Analysis for [Intervention] 
([Jurisdiction] Feasibility Study) 
 D A T E  

(by) 
Author’s Name, 
Organization  

This template is intended for you to be able to fill in the indicated information within 
the brackets as it relates to your intervention’s outcome analysis. Please feel free to 
provide additional information where it is necessary or helpful. Please do not remove 
sections – if a section does not apply to your intervention, please note that in its place. 
  

(goals) 
The goal of the outcome analysis component of the Pay for Success feasibility study process is to 
determine whether an intervention produces outcomes that could be appropriate for a PFS contract 
and, if so, to list those outcomes. A PFS outcome needs to meet 4 criteria: 

1. There must be sufficient EVIDENCE to persuade investors to invest.  
2. It must truly be an OUTCOME. 
3. The outcome must occur in a TIMEFRAME that investors will accept.   

 

(the process) 
We looked at published research studies, any unpublished studies or program data, and local data. We 
consulted with program leaders to get additional information and input. We listed all outcomes for 
which we found evidence. Then, we applied the above criteria, eliminating some of the outcomes 
from the initial list.  
 
We went through this process for [insert intervention or interventions analyzed]. The step-by-step 
analysis is below.  
 

TYPES OF OUTCOMES 
For the purposes of this analysis, we have categorized program outcomes into two categories: impact 
outcomes and intermediate outcomes. The types of outcomes that are appropriate for Pay for Success 
contracts are generally impact outcomes, although sometimes an intermediate outcome that is a 
credible proxy for an impact outcome can be appropriate. 
 

Impact Outcome 



 
	  

2 

If a program is shown to improve a societally-important outcome or desired long-term outcome to 
such a degree that it spurs the public and/or investors to action, then that outcome can stand on its 
own as an indicator that the program has succeeded. It is, thus, an impact outcome. 
Examples: 
High School Graduation is considered to be a good long-term outcome of early childhood 
programming, and the early childhood community is generally pleased if high school graduation is the 
only result. Kindergarten readiness historically spurs both the public and investors to action. This is 
because it is a strong and accepted indicator of future academic achievement and success later on in 
life. It has been used as a payment term in a PFS contract. Thus, both high school graduation and 
kindergarten readiness can be considered impact outcomes. 
 

Intermediate Outcome 
An intermediate outcome is a result of an intervention that indicates the intervention has changed the 
behavior or condition of its participants, but is not an end in and of itself. Its achievement does not 
generally spur the public and/or investors to action unless it is sufficiently linked to a societally-
important outcome or desired long-term outcome for which it can serve as a proxy. 
Example: 
Improved executive functioning is a positive result of some early childhood interventions. The goal of 
each of these interventions, however, is not solely to improve executive functioning. Rather, the 
program aims to improve executive functioning because better executive functioning skills are linked 
to improved academic outcomes (math and literacy), results that would spur the public and/or 
investors to action. Thus, improved executive functioning skills can be considered an intermediate 
outcome that is a proxy for the impact outcomes of academic success. 
 
It is important to note that outcomes that are not feasible for a Pay for Success contract— whether 
because they occur outside an investor’s timeframe or because they are intermediate outcomes rather 
than impact outcomes—may still be valuable to track as part of a PFS project even if they are not 
used as a payment term. They may be outcomes that are important to government or society or good 
indicators of program effectiveness. Indeed, PFS projects in the US have tracked outcomes beyond 
those in the PFS contract. 
 

(outcomes demonstrated in the research literature) 
PUBLISHED EVALUATIONS OF THE PROGRAM 
We reviewed published research to locate evaluations of [fill in the name of the intervention] and of 
similar interventions. 
 
There have been [fill in #] evaluations of the intervention. [If there have been a lot, you can estimate 
the #. If there are no completed ones, say so. Note any evaluations that are in progress.]  
 

Meta-analyses  
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There have been [number, if applicable] meta-analyses of the intervention. These meta-analyses 
found the following statistically significant outcomes: [List outcomes found in meta-analyses if 
any have been done. Provide citations to the meta-analyses] 
 
Individual evaluations 
We also reviewed individual evaluations of [intervention]. [If there have only been a few, go through 
each one. If there have been many, narrow your focus to the ones with the strongest evaluation 
designs and those most relevant to your jurisdiction. Explain which ones you focused on and why.]   
 
These evaluations found the following outcomes: 

• [List any outcomes indicated in the studies reviewed in this section that were not already 
listed in the review of the meta-analyses. You can do this study by study or, if there are a 
few outcomes that appear in multiple studies, outcome by outcome, citing the relevant 
studies. Note whether the outcomes are consistently found in all evaluations or whether there 
are mixed results.] 

[Attach an annotated bibliography with comments on the strength of the evaluation designs.] 
 

PUBLISHED EVALUATIONS OF SIMILAR PROGRAMS  
[Note: This section is not necessary if there are strong evaluations of the intervention itself.] 
We also reviewed evaluations of similar programs. We identified [number] similar programs:  
[Describe programs and evaluations.] 
Bullet list outcomes found in evaluations of similar programs 
Note any significant differences that might qualify the results 
Indicate any results found in these studies that were not found in the studies of the intervention itself 
Include annotated bibliography of these evaluations in attachment 
List other bodies of research considered and rejected and why 

 

EVALUATION SUMMARY 
Based on our review of all research literature reported above, we conclude that there is evidence that 
the intervention produces the following outcomes:  

• [list]  
or 
There is not sufficient evidence of outcomes in published research literature to support a PFS 
contract. We then looked at program data to determine whether there is other evidence of outcomes 
sufficient to convince investors. 
 

(other outcomes found in program data/reports)  
We then looked at data and reports other than published external evaluations to determine whether 
there is support for outcomes not found in the research literature. We reviewed the following 
data/reports: 
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[Describe the data analyzed or the reports reviewed] 
We found the following additional outcomes supported by this data: 

• [Describe any additional outcomes supported by some evidence. Explain data supporting 
those outcomes, including baseline used if applicable] 

[Include any data analyses in an attachment.] 
 
We believe this additional data is persuasive enough to add the following outcomes to the list to be 
considered for PFS outcomes: [list] 

 
 

(local evidence of established outcomes) 
For outcomes that have been established in published research from other jurisdictions, we looked to 
see if there was any local data that indicates that the intervention produces those outcomes here. We 
reviewed the following data/reports: 
[Describe the data analyzed or the reports reviewed] 
 
[Describe any evidence supporting or not supporting local outcomes] 
[Include the analyses in an attachment.] 

 
 

(application of PFS criteria) 
After our review of the research literature and program data, we have found the following results 
from the intervention: 
[Bullet list all outcomes found in the review] 
 

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE 
First we eliminate those outcomes for which there is not persuasive evidence to persuade investors. 
[Please note that it is possible that no outcomes are eliminated based on this criterion.  If it was the 
case that evidence was rigorous and persuasive for all outcomes, please note that, state that no 
outcomes were eliminated, and move on to the next criterion.] 
 

IMPACT OUTCOME 
We then eliminated those that are not impact outcomes (or credible proxies for impact outcomes). 
On this ground, we eliminated the following results that are not truly impact outcomes:  

• [list; explain if needed] 
 
Thus, we were left with the following impact outcomes (or strong proxies for impact outcomes) that 
have sufficient evidence to be considered as payment terms for a PFS contract: 

• [bullet list of impact outcomes found in the review] 
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FEASIBLE TIMEFRAME 
The outcome must occur in a timeframe that could be covered in a government PFS contract and that 
any impact investors would accept. Generally this has been 4-8 years, although there are exceptions. 
Based on this criterion, we determined that the following outcomes are not feasible for a PFS 
contract: 
[list any outcomes eliminated and explain why] 
 
 

(conclusion) 
We thus conclude that the following outcomes are both indicated in the research on this intervention 
and are well-suited to a PFS project: 
[Bullet list of outcomes that were not removed from the list.] 
 
[If an intervention does not have significant evidence of outcomes, or you anticipate barriers to 
tracking the outcomes you have identified, you may note what the program is doing to develop that 
evidence or what would be needed to develop the evidence in the future.]  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*This material is based upon work supported by the Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS) under 
Social Innovation Fund Grant No. 14PSHSC001. Opinions or points of view expressed in this document are those of the 
authors and do not necessarily reflect the official position of, or a position that is endorsed by, CNCS. 


