for a better choice

NEFEFTERENRAEEBERATERHREHEN

; zT Behavioral Sciences Team

for a better choice

&S5




K(EEBPMIZH TS
FTEDFEINA

[l R T (NIRRT Er AT 58 25)



KEEBPMD B A EFE : ROBIEBEANTBIERD) — T —2vT &M/ R—23>

> 1940F X ~1960F 1% RCTD & 15
> 19604 ~ 1990 (LA HEHBEREANDRCTOILFA-RCTOEEFHA

> 1990FKEBF~2000FEKFIF HE-HFRLGE. BAROBEK RS EFTORYIEA
(IESYOWWC, J-PALZEE DERE)

> 2000 KB A w1 BHEIZE 1+ HEBPMD B Y #E A4

EEP<AGE 3i:¢ Gl fab of A N:np2:-t 1l
<20094F ~2016%F : A/ \TIHEIZ L A A RITREBPM D HEHE >

- OMB (Office of Management and Budget) Rl 5i&& L2 g —43 —v T
BAEATIZRENAFERMEAANNSAUTIET O RADFERERIHE
R HAl# AUERVEHIETUORBIHO=HIZAELT:
BIC.ETOBREEA-T—F T I—T%#HRE
OMB (2009) “Increased Emphasis on Program Evaluations”

> EBPMXAZR DB DK : KR GZ6DOTOT I+

> BHETFEDE A (Tiered grant, Pay for Success, {TEIRRFFHE)
OMB (2013) “Next Steps in the Evidence and Innovation Agenda”




My TFA B DL H#E A : Set-aside budget & Learning agenda (BRFEELES—=2FTF7OIH)

- AEARDOBEREEMIZ{RSIE1EE &L T. CEO (chief Evaluation Office/Officer) 2 E% B

= 584 (DOL) . {RIEAE (HHS) . £ B 4 (ED) TRiE

BEIF. BELTIETURBIBICRYBORESTFEZT—— 0 7005 (LA) [ITEH

= AL, FETHBERFREICRMYBT ETREL TV SHBEZF LD,

M ERELTRENICRZRAINEIY—F-IT v a3 EFELEXE

-BUREHE D=2 X (set-aside) FEZHE
= FEETIE. REWERETHEFED0.75%F LRICB &R ATEE

2017 BEEICH THEHOHEEBRFEDF &>

1. FEBEDTIMNTINOTIMILONR -FHMELZTHBTHLDEELTD
C& COBEIRMIEEBESADEBEIRS -EBEDNS—=—2 T 7O A
BEDEFLE—HITLHLNDET S,

2. EEGERMICEIETSDICARLERYEHIERGF X (Z<DIHHRCT /ALY
AL L BERPTADI VM BIET I —IL, BERD STV AV ILEREE.
g?w&ﬂ%@%f:ﬁiﬁbiﬁﬁ& T—RDOF AR, 2EENICONTIFEIE

3. TAPIETUR, FHEHENGARRIABEINSLIICEDHEL L, TDIEIC
(&, ARG T (- FREFRITH B -ENEDRIECENENT—
AQEIHOFRANFTEHEEARTRESNDRIIBZDHDHI L,

By BE ST 1E A0
2SS

FEBERED
AT YRR
INT A

STAd - 4T
Jaozyk

() ;[ - [iE (2018) I K EZF [+ BEvidence-based Policy Making (EBPM) M &f[A] 1, RIETI Policy Discussion Paper Series 18-P-016%— &8 i #m

TEsRESEDE
. B STlE L

ST 5



LT YTED LA : Tiered Grant (EE{T=#HE1E)

HMERFEOEHLELT. ZIETVRADEENEELGREZR - LA
IETVAD(DEEEASL (BB ZVEXEIC, SEOMPMEZIYAETS
REIETUVRADFELGWEHT-GEH AL, EBPMO A ZFE S TELITETFHICMHBIEZT X G

"EBPMD A ICEAZETIETUANERIN IEZEHNEEZXZ LFEL T ENEATFINS
BT Y TR— MR EDRBELTEITFONASL

RESEICKD1EE-BRXIE EBRAXEA/R—30770K

MIECHV: Maternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting Program WIF: Workforce Innovation Fund

IETUAN+97%

8SONETILEE Highest Tier
7 75%Ll % -RCTOTERIZEELIEERIZKDSIET R
- R12EARIL
FYHT X

Medium Tier
RSN DAINGREEfIZESIETUR

25%LLF - RK6EARIL E?ifujw
ZF1aI1C
HYHT LOBEA~BE

IETUORMERILELAS | Lowest Tier
(/R—TAIRBE | BHRSNODVIETIL

(HFRr) A - [ (2018) MK E ZF [+ B Evidence-based Policy Making (EBPM) M EA[H] |, RIETI Policy Discussion Paper Series 18-P-016% — &} ik



Assessing the Effectiveness of Mortgage Modifica-
tion Protocols

Res=arch Cueston

Dhstressed mongapge modificaion protocols have changed
significantly dunng the past few years. How are current modi-
hcations performing relative Lo past modifications made under

different protocols and rules after comrelling for changed eco-
nomic conditions? Which types of modifications are most ef-

Hationale

This research project is impontant to HUD for several reasons,
including policy relevance and comparative advantage.
Modifications are a key component of federal policy in dealing

with the current housing crisis, and the programs themselves
have been evolving. In the past, distressed montgage modihca-

Description

This rescarch project sechs answers to several interrelated ques-
tions around modibcations. First, servicers have been following
different mules for modification under different modihcation
programs (HAMP, FHA-HAMP, RD-HAMP, PRA, 2MP, a= well
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Task 1. Surveying and analyzing the effect of different modif-
cation protocals followed by servicers.

Background

Hetention alternatives to foreclosures, such as modiications,
have been an importam part of curment public policy solutions
ko the howsing market crisis. This msesrch project secks o
expiore Lhe various metrics for "successful” modifications and
Lo identify and guantify benefits and costs associated with the
modification decision to the broader stakeholder commumty,

Finance

The proposed cost estimates for this study is between $500,000
and §1 million, depending on the scope of the 1asks and the
data shanng agreements that can be obtamned with other feders
agencies such as OCC,

(HiFfr) Department of Housing and Urban Development “HUD RESEARCH ROADMAP FY 2014—FY 2018”



