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a, Ph.D., Assistant Secreiary
for Children and Pamiliey

This | mﬁﬂhmymthﬂmuemdlfyﬁmourpmumm Lo reject the draft Terms -

and Cbndmcn.s (T&Cs) for the Maximum Family Gract compansnt of eur Califorria Work Pays
Demonstration Project fororarded by your sta® on February 1, 1996. This modificationls

comsistant with the Secrstary’s letter of July 11, 1996 to Governor WEson, whersin she indicates
that the De, cntmndsmdytoadmhahleﬁoﬂrahmldthamedmwdnso While
our position ¢ including the first ¢hild of a tecnapsr residing with an wided parem is

-unchanged, emanbmﬁmﬁeMT&CsuutfoﬂhbythDWufﬁm

- amd Flumaen Services,

Wilson Mslmgbunwmmltwdtolpnﬁcyofmﬁhgincmﬁvuhtbe ,
welfara for women tp have additionzl ¢hildren in ordar to recsive higher grans. Now
tha: Ca!l 's easnomy is turning the comer, it is partisularly important to rewerd work mors
than w and tc take sppropriate steps to muure that oor cagaload snd cost inoreasas do nay
return to thelr previous fevels, OnrdadsiuatoachuhﬂT&Csmwmumihhbytbm
considerations as well aa the enactment of several myjor hew initigsives in the 1996-97 tudget to
combat Be prapmaney. As yol know, the pmmmn of teen pregnancy continues to be ane
of the M priacities of the Wilson Administration, since approximately half of the mothers
ourvently recriving aid had their frst child 2u a teenager. 'I‘Insuwhywzrequ:mdﬂmlhe
Maximum FTMY Grant waiver Include teenagors Living at home. - '

the Californin Legislature earlier this year to combat teenege pregrancy. Asamauhofﬁpartmn
udget wmina majer new ﬂmdlng for this purpoie, including $20 million for the

provide the tesourees necessary to prosscute satutory raps statewide, To pravide greater gocess
to fhmuly mmmmﬂmmhmdﬁhmﬂnuzmﬂﬁmmmndmm
famity pi services to individuals with incomes up o 200 percent artheﬁ:dmd peverty lovel
through the Madi-Cal program.
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These hew funds, commicsed even in 5 situation of searce ressurces, place us in o bester

‘poesitian to a

the TACs, by initigting several now efforts to combat teenage pregnanay.

Nevertheless, [we contlnue to request that you reconsider your decicion to Lmjt the scope of the
Maxirmym Fatroly Grant aad to remeve the requirement that we exempt the fo32 bovn child of _
teenage parents living in welfire households. Deletiog this provision would anable Californis to
continus ite all-sut effort to deal with the critical Issue of teenage pregoancy, and to combat

- generationg! dependency. Sueh sction would alse be consistert with President Clinton's
recent statememt and gctions with respact to preventing tesnage pregnancy.

in

your raconsiderution, we would respectiully point out ther your departmen:

had our initial waiver request for over ring monthe bafbre ever radging the 1ssire of possibly

exsmpting

teenuger living at home. Since the Adminigtration has pledged to approve state

waivers within 120 deys, we would greatly apprecigte an expeditious responss to our request for
reconsideration of your deeision to limit the scope of the Maximum Family Grant, thereby

allgwning us
application.

¥f youave ny questions ragurding the implementation of ths project, please contact
Bruce Wagstpff, Deputy Director, Welfare Programs Division at (916) 657-3546.

L NUL-22-1956. 12:84

th implement the Maximur Family Grant proposal described in our waiver
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Welfare Ralls for State, L.A. County Begin to Plummet . http:/fwww. latimes.com/HOME/NEWS/FRONT/leadstory.htmt

Thursday, October 9, 1997

Welfare Rolls for State, L.A. County Begin to Plummet

» Aid: Officials credit sharp three-month drop to surging economy and
the Jan. 1 deadline for moving more people into work force. L.A. posts
lowest figures in five years.

By VIRGINIA ELLIS. Tirwes Staff Writer

PREV STORY
NEXT STORY
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¥ U.S. Welfare
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ACRAMENTO--Afier lagging behind other states,
J Califormia's welfare rolls have suddenly begun to plummet,
== declining by nearly. 140,000 in a three-month period.

State offictals said Wednesday that a booming economy and the
prospect of stiff new time limits under welfare reforms have
encouraged recipients to leave public assistance in record numbers.

Even in Los Angeles, where job losses wete especially severe

. during the recession, welfare caseloads have plunged to the lowest

level in five years as 36,000 recipients left the rolls.

California's welfare rolls had been showing a modest decrease
for months but the rate of decline rapidly accelerated in May, lune
and July to nearly 2% a month--more than double what it had been
previously. In the last year, the rolls declined more than 11%.

"This 1s huge,” said Ted Gibson, chief economist for the state
Department of Finance. "For California to see monthly declines of
over 1% is just amazing. And for Los Angeles, the only

. metropolitan county that hasn't regained 1ts pre-recession peak in

employment, to see the welfare rolls decline 1s pretty remarkable.”

Officials believe that former welfare recipients have moved into
jobs. Although the question has not yet been researched, they cite
indications that many onetime reciptents have entered the
workplace.

National figures show a rise 11 the number of Jobs going to
single mothers, many of whoin are believed to be former welfare
recipients. '

In California, officials have noted that an increasing number of

welfare ICClplCntS also have jobs, causing their aid payments to go

down.
Spending on welfare grants has d10pped ncarly 23% 1n the last
year, according to Eloise Anderson the state's Social Services

“Department director.

"What that says to me is that I've got two 1hmgs goig on here,"
Anderson said. "T've got a whole group of people who are wor I\mg
and getting off welfare and I've got a whole group of people who
are working but they havcn t made enough money yet to get off
welfare.”

The sudden decline in reclplents Gibson said, is particularly
significant because California rolls have remained high during the
last year when other states were experiencing sharp drops.

10/09/97 16:00:44
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Welfare Rolis for State, L.A. County Begin to Plummet

The president announced in July that 1.2 million recipients
nationwide had moved off public assistance since he signed a
massive federal welfare reform law in August 1996. In the last year,
welfare rolls dropped 19% in Florida, 16% in Pennsylvania, 26% in
Wisconsin and 23% in Oregon..

Gibson attributes California's decline to what he calls the
"announcement effect.” As the Legislature debated and passed a
welfare reform plan in May, June and July, the attendant publicity
forced a realization by recipients, he said, that welfare reform with
its strict time limits and stiff work requirements was finally coming

- to California.

"People are beginming to reahize that the program is changing
and that the kind of behavior that perhaps had been going on for
decades literally may not be acceptable anymore,” he said. -
~ Although other states had already implemented their reform
plans, California's was delayed by partisan wrangling in the
Legislature, It still will nat go into effect until Jan. 1, allowing
recipients to remain on the rolls more than year longer than in some
states, '

Anderson said she expeots the rolls to continue to shrink as

county welfare agencies increasingly shift their emphasis to moving’

recipients mto jobs, rathet than matntaining them on welfare.

Although counties have not completed reports on their August
figures, officials said a preliminary examination shows the decline
1s continuing although at a somewhat slower rate.

With its revamped welfare-to-work programs, Los Angeles
County has played a key role in reducing the state's welfare rolls,
Anderson said.

"You can't move the number of people that Los Angeles (s

moving into the work force and not affect what we're doing

statewide,” she said. "Los Angeles is like an elephant; when it
moves, we all move.'

Ann Jankowski, chiet of the budgct and mamgcmcnt SEIViCes
division of the county's Department of Public Social Services, said
officials have no conclusive explanation but believe the improving
economy and the specter of welfare reform have driven down the
rolls.

"We're getting more people into jobs," she said. "They might not
all be able to leave welfare completely but certainly they are getting
less welfare." ‘

Mary Daly, a researcher for the Federal Reserve Bank in San
Francisco, said national statistics show the number of women
entering the job market who head families is skyrocketing. She said
that factor coupled with the falling unemployment rate would

_indicate that many welfare recipients are entering the worl¢ force.

Gibson said that although the improving economy has helped

- provide jobs for welfare recipients, he believes the motivation for

them to leave the rolls was probably created by welfare reform.

What is happening now to the welfare rolls, he said, is new for
California, because in the past an improving economy has not
always caused the number of recipients to decline.

Until 1995, when the rolls began a modest decline, he said the
last time California's welfare caseload had dropped was m 1972.

"Our history, our experience tells us that the effect the economy
has had on welfare caseload is to slow its growth down but not to
make it decline," he said. "1 think what has happened is that we
have taken some measures to make welfare perhaps a little bit less
attractive."

bttp:/www latimes.com/HOM E/NEWS/FRONTYleadstory, htm!
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Anderson said the huge government investment in child care has
made 1t easier to leave wel fare. for those who. are the most

.employabie.

"1 think you have some parents out there who are pretty

: sop}nstlcated " she said. "I think they looked up and said, 'Flve year
- time limits, I'm out of here,'"

£
97 Welfare Numbers

Through July, the number of people on welfare declined each
month this year in Los-Angeles County and statewide. .

tMonth L.A. County % change Statewlide &% haqqe
January 837,10€ -0.%% 2,472,872 -0.6%
February . B31,976 -0.6% 2,464,251 -0.3%
March 827,414 -0.5% 2,444,275 -0.3%
April 822,043 -0.6% 2,429,344 -0.8%
May ’ 809,107 -1.6% 2,380,478 ~1.8%
June 781,775 . -2.1% 2,329,877 -2.1%

CJuly 785,‘641 . —U.B% 2,284,541 -1.9%

Sources: California Department of Social Services, Los
Angeles Department of Public Social Services

%k ok

Welfare Decline
In recent years, the number of welfare recipients in California

 has been rising steadily. Since federal reforms were adopted a year

ago, the rest of the country has seen 2 downturn in the number of
recipients' California's decline has been modest until recent months,
when it began to accelerate.

1980: 1.36

1995: 2.68

1997: 2.48

Source: California Department of Socmf Services

E
<: Search the archives of the Los Angeles Times for similar steries. You will not
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The Association for Children for Enforcement of Support, [np.

May 21, 1997

Bruce Reed, Domestic Policy Council
The White House

1600 Pennsylvama Avenue, NW
Washington D.C., 20500

* Re: California’s Federal Waiver Request-Oppose
Dear Mr. Reed,

California’s $300 million computer, the Statewide Automated Child Support System, (SACSS),
has been plagued by many problems such as not being able to disperse payments to families and
not able to connect to the State Parent Locator. It is unlikely that SACSS w111 make the deadline
of Qctober 1, 1997 for federal certification,

It has come to our attention that your department 13 con51dermg giving a waiver to California’s
Department of Social Services, Office of Child Support Enforcement to allow each county to.
have their own separate automated computer system rather than a statewide system. ACES is
fully opposed to this waiver because this would further fragment the child support system in
California. Currently with California’s county-run system, each county develops different policies
based on state and federal law. The result is that there is no uniformity of procedure across the
state. SACSS (or it’s equivalent) needs to be functioning as quickly as possible, with costs kept at
a minimum to work for the 5 million children owed $5 billion.

Clearly, Los Angeles County’s computer system, ARS, which has barely functioned since it was
put in place in February 1995, is not the answer to California’s debacle. ACES members in Los
Angeles County have reported serious defects in the system. For example, ACES member Karin
Carter received only a partial payment recently and was told that the rest of the payment went to
reimburse welfare as well as pay support for other children. Ms. Carter has never been on aid and
the non-custodial parent has no other children. Other defects that have been revealed are:
payments on interstate cases were received in Los Angeles County but could not be distributed to
families for over nine months because the interstate case information would not be accepted by
the computer, and it’s accounting system so inaccurate that one case was $100,000 delinquent
actually showed an overpayment of $600.00. Lockheed Martin IMS was the contractor for both
the Los Angeles and California computers in addition to other states that are experiencing major
difficuities with implementation. Why give.credit to Lockheed Martin IMS when they have failed
| 50 rmserably to produce a computer that will help children ?

ACES FlEGlONAL OFFICE 926 J STREET, SUITE 615, SACRAMENTQ, CA 95814
. 916-448-2004 FAX 816-448-2117

2



Please contact us if you have any questions, we would be happy to provide assistance. We look
forward to hearing from you regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

Nora O’Brien
ACES California State Director

cc: Los Angeles County District Attorney Gil Garcetti
Representative Clay Shaw, House Ways and Means Commuttee
Donna Shalala, Secretary Health and Human Services Department
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE

SILL LOCKYER _ _ : " AICHARD KATZ
“BESIDENT PRQ TEMPORE . STATE CAPITGL ' ASSEMBLY
OF THE SENATE SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 DEMOCRATIC LEADER

' March 27, 1996

The Honorable Bill Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear President Clinton:

During the last few months, we or other members of the Legislature have communicated
with you regarding major concerns raised by proposed social services reform legislation.
The purpose of this letter is to provide recommendations for staff-level negotiations
regarding the details of this legislation. If there is to be an agreement, we ask that these
primarily technical issues be addressed in ways that will make implementation easier in
‘California (and other states) as well as protect the health and welfare of children.

In this letter we address nine issues in a variety of areas: child welfare, Supplemerital
Security Income (SSI), child care, AFDC-work participation rates, benefits eligibility, and
implementation dates. -

Maintain Er_nti;lt;_m;ént of Title IV-E Administration and Training Costs

-While we commend maintaining the entitlement to Adoptions Assistance and Foster Care
Maintenance payments, we think it is critical to maintain the entitlement for administration
and training as well. “Administration” dollars support caseworkers essential to providing
emergency response and other services necessary to place and maintain children safely in
foster care and adoptive homes. We must, at a minimum, assure meaningful protection for
children from abuse and neglect during welfare restructuring. Title I[V-E “administration”
is actually part and parcel of the foster care-and adoption assistance network; together
they provide child welfare services.



Page - 2

SSI for Older Non-Citizens

There were 292,000 non-citizen legal immigrants receiving SSI in California as of
December 1993, a figure that undoubtedly has grown in the two years since then. This aid
is provided to the aged, blind and disabled, most of whom could not support themselves
by going to work if their SSI benefits ended. Under HR 4, SSI would be denied to non-
citizens. Current recipients who are non-citizens would lose their SSI in 14 months.

‘The House version of HR 4 exempted from the SSI ban non-citizens who are at least 75
and have lived in the U.S. for five years, and those too disabled to become citizens. Your
December budget proposat also would exempt from an SSI ban those who become

" disabled aﬁer they enter this country. ' ;

The costs of the proposed congressxonal bar on SSI to-non-citizens are estimated in the
billions of doflars for California’s counties, which would have to provide for aged, blind
and disabled non-citizens tumed down elsewhere. At a minimum, the very elderly, those
too disabled to become citizens and those who find themselves disabled after they arrive in
this country should be exempted from the prohibition on SSI -- if for no other reason than
to lessen to counties the indefensible cost of shifting care for a needy populanon admitted
under U.S. lmnugratlon laws.

Adequate Funding for Child Care:

The funds provided for child care are inadequate to meet the needs of parents entering the
work force while on aid and ieaving aid as their eamings increase. For California to meet
‘required participation rates, about 400,000 parents would have to enter the work force
and an-additional 100,000 would have to increase their hours of work. Even if only 15
percent of these parents need a paid, formal child care arrangement, we will need nearly
$300 million per year in.additicnal child care funds. Furding provided in section 862 of
the Conference Report should increase in FFY 1998 and each year thereafter.

Real Flexibility for Child Care:

California has years of expenience utilizing a range of chiid care options. The more
flexibility states have to design high-quality, cost-effective options; the more families can
be served and the better will be children's child care experience. While the Conference
Report makes state flexibility the first goal of the Child Care title (see section 802), it
leaves limits and strictures in current federal law that stand in the way of such flexibility.
Section 658D{(c)(2)A) of the Child Care and Development Block Grant of 1990 should
direct states to provide parental-choice between a certificate and a space in a contract
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE

SILL LGCKYER . : " RICHARD KATZ
FRESIBENT PRO TEMPORE STATE CAPITOL ASSEMBLY
OF THE SENATE SACRAMENTQ, CALIFORNIA 95814 DEMOCAATIC LEADER

March 27, 1996

The Honorable Bill Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear President Clinton;

During the last few months, we of other members of the Legislature have communicated
with you regarding major concerns raised by proposed social services reform legislation.
The purpose of this letter is to provide recommendations for staff-level negotiations
regarding the details of this legislation. If there is to be an agreement, we ask that these
primarily technical issues be addressed in ways that will make implementation easier in
.California (and other states) as well as protect the health and welfare of children,

In this letter we address nine issues in a variety of areas: child welfare, Supplemental
Security Income (SSI), child care, AFDC-work participation rates, benefits eligibility, and
unplementat:on dates.

Maintsin Entitlement of Title IV-E _Adnﬁrﬁmtion and Training Costs

While we commend maintaining the entitiement to Adoptions Assistance and Foster Care
Maintenance payments, we think it is critical to maintain the entitlement for administration
and training as well. “Admirustration” dollars support caseworkers essential to providing
emergency response and other services necessary to place and maintain children safely in
foster care and adoptive homes. We must, at a minimum, assure meaningful protection. for
children from abuse and neglect during welfare restructuring, Title IV-E “administration”
is actually part and parcel of the foster care and adoptlon assistance network; together
they provide child welfare semces
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SSI for Older Non-Citizens

There were 292,000 non-citizen legal immigrants receiving SSI in California as of
December 1993, a figure that undoubtedly has grown in the twa years since then. This aid
is provided to the aged, blind and disabled, most of whom could not support themselves
by going to work if their SSI benefits ended. Under HR 4, SSI would be denied to nion-
citizens. Current recipients who are non-citizens would lose their SSI in 14 months.

The House version of HR 4 exempted from-the SSI ban non-citizens who are at least 75
and have lived in the U.S. for five years, and those too disabled to become citizens. Your
December budget proposal also would exempt from an SSI ban those who become

" disabled after they enter this country. ' ;

The costs of the pr0posed congressnonal bar on SSI to non-citizens are estimated in the
billions of dollars for California’s counties, which would have to provide for aged, blind
and disabled non-citizens turned down elsewhere, At a minimum, the very elderly, those
tao disabled to become citizens and those who find themselves disabled after they arrive in
this country should be exempted from the prohibition on SSI -- if for no other reason than
to lessen ta counties the indefensible cost of shifting care for a needy population admitted
under. U.S. immigration laws,

Adequate Funding for Child Care;

The funds provided for child care are inadequate to meet the needs of parents entering the
work force while on aid and leaving aid as their earnings increase. For California to meet
‘required participation rates, about 400,000 parents would have to enter the work force
and an additional 100,000 would have to increase their hours of work. Even if only 15
percent of these parents need a paid, formal child care arrangement, we will need nearly
$300 million per year in additicnal child care funds. Funding grovided in section 8G2 of
the Conference Report should iqcrease in FFY 1998 and each year thereafiér.

Real Flexibility for Child Care:

California has years of experience utilizing a range of child care options. The more
flexibility states have to design high-quality, cost-effective options, the more families can
be served and the better will be children's child care experience. While the Conference
Report makes state flexibility the first goal of the Child Care title (see section 802), it
leaves limits and strictures in current federal law that stand in the way of such flexibility.
Section 658D(c)2)XA) of the Child Care and Development Block Grant of 1950 should
direct states to provide parental choice between a certificate and a space in a contract
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program at the time parents establish eligibility for care rather than at the time services are

offered -- because there is no guarantee that both a certificate and a space in a contract
program would be open on the same day. This change would provide true choice rather
than the false choice in current law. A similar provision should be amended into part A of
Title IV of the Social Security Act, in or near section 418 -- allowing states to design a
mix of certificates and contract programs to ensure access and quality in all communities.

Valuing Part-Time Work for Parents: -

Congress and the President can strike an important blow for children and single parents by
recognizing that part-time work is often the best way for a parent to mix family
responsibilities and eamings. Recognizing the value of part-time work also decreases the
need for child care funds -- either from a parent's eamings or from government subsidies.
In this spirit, any single parent who has a child 15 years of age or younger shouid be
credited with being in the work force and meeting a state's participation rates if he or she
is working 20 hours per week or more. This change should also assist parents to keep
their young adolescents safe from high-risk behavior that can lead to crime, drug and
alcohol use, and teen pregnancy. Such a change would also recognize the reality of
today's economy -- in which California and other states have more new part-time jobs than
full~t1me jobs. : -

Calculating Participation Rates

When someone is exempted from any work requirement imposed, either temporarily or
_permanently, they should not remain in the denominator ofthe calculation of participation
rates. For example, persons exempted from work with a young child, persons exempted.
because they or a dependent are disabled, and persons exempted due to the fact that they
are already working in the private sector shouid be excluded from the denominator as well

- as the numerator in this calculation. -

State Flexibility for Transition. Bengﬁts: :

States should be provided the ability to design their own benefits package, including

. transitional Medicaid and transitional child care, for those transitioning from AFDC to
private sector employment. For example, a state that currently provides up to a year of
Medicaid benefits to a family that is movmg off aid should not be prohibited from ma.kmg
that a two-year transition.
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Maintain the Link Between Eligibility for AFDC and for Medicaid:

States shouid be permitted to retain for the Medicaid program categorical eligibility ‘of
children and parents on. AFDC. This policy saves state and county administrative costs
(families do not have to apply separately), and it helps us ensure that iow-income children
get coverage, ' '

Set Implementation "Start Date” Realistically;

The states and counties need adequate time to enact statutory changes in state
law, notify recipients of program changes, train caseworkers, and reprogram
computers. Given the magnitude of the proposed changes and the size of
California's caseload, any measure enacted by Congress this year could not
reasonably be implemented until July 1, 1997, the beginning of our next fiscal
year, or January 1, 1997 at the very earliest. Moreover, we believe that the
date for the state implementation of program changes should correspond with the
date set for changes in federal funding.

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. If your staff have any questions
about these issues, they can contact Tim Gage, at (916} 324-0341.

Sincerely,
‘ BILL LOCKY¥R CHARD KATZ
President Pro Tempore Democratic Floor Leader

California Senate California Assembiy
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The Stories of Legal Immigrants
Age 65 and over |
in Los Angeles County
who would be endangered by the
Congressional Welfare Reform Bill

February 1996

Client Profiles provided by
* AltaMed Health Services Corporation,
Asian-Pacific Planning Council,
City of Arcadia,
Jewish Family Services of Los Angeles,
Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services, and
Los Angeles County Homecare Workers Union, SEIU 434B

Compiled by
Los Angeles County
Department of Community and Senior Services
3175 West 6th Street
Los Angeles, CA 950020
Phone (213) 738-2273 -- Fax (213) 381-8120




Over 100,000 legal immigrants age 65 and over in Los
Angeles County receive Supplemental Security Income
(SSI), Medicaid, and/or In-Home Supportive Services
(IHSS). The Conference version of the Congressional
Welfare Reform bill would deny one or more of these
benefits to most ¢lderly legal immigrants.

The following. true stories provide a glimpse of the
human devastation which would result from the
termination of these life-sustaining benefits to elderly
legal immigrants. The immigrants whose stories follow
~ have come to Los Angeles from every corner of the
globe, including Mexico, the former Soviet Union,
Honduras, Laos, China, Guatemala, Vietnam, Iran,
Nicaragua, and the Philippines. Most have been in the
United States for more than fifteen years. All are here
- legally. Some are recent political refugees. All would
have their survival severely threatened if the
Conference version of the Congressional welfare
reform bill were to become law. For each of them,
there are over 2,000 elderly legal immigrants in Los
Angeles County alone who stand to suffer a similar
fate. |



Garegin G., 92, from Armenia and Iran -

Mr. G. entered the United States as a political refugee in 1990 when he was §7 years old.
He is of Armenian origin and fled the Islamic Republic of Iran.

SSlis hts only source of income. He receives In-Home Supportlve Services (IHSS) to assist
with the tasks of daily living. :

Under the Congressional bill, Mr. G. would lose his SSI benefits because he arrived in the
United States as a refugee more than five years ago. Under California law, he would also lose
IHSS benefits, as a result of becoming ineligible for SSI.

Maria G.. 84, from Mexico

Maria came to the United States in 1973 when she was 62 years old to live with her

daughter. In 1984, her daughter had a stroke at work which resulted in two cerebral

aneurysms. Following the stroke, her daughter was unable to work and therefore unable

to support Maria as she had done for the preceding eleven years. Maria receives both SSI

and Medicaid. Neither Maria nor her daughter would be able to survive on her daughter’s
disability income alone.

Under the Congressional bill, Sophia would lose her SSI benefis.

Leonid G.. 68 and Irina G.. 73._ﬁ'om former Soviet Union

Leonid (age 68) and Irina (age 73) emigrated to this country as refugees in April 1991 from
the former Soviet Union, to escape political persecution. Irina has Parkinson’s disease and
needs personal care assistance which is provided by the IHSS program. She and her
husband are both receiving SSI, MediCal and In-Home Supportive Services. If their
benefits were cut off, they would lack financia] resources to maintain their independence
in their apartment, they would be unable to access necessary medical care and medication
and they would lose their IHSS provider, thus leavmg Leonid without the ability to care for
his wife at home.

Under the Congressional bill, Leonid and Irina would lose SSI. Under Ca!zform’a law, they
would lose IHSS benefits, as a result of becoming ineligible for SSI. Under Governor Wilson's
proposed budget, vhey would also lose non-emergency Medicaid benefits; the Congressional
welfare reform bill permits states to exclude legal immigrants from Medicaid coverage.
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Sophia'S. 86 from Iran

' Soplna S. was granted pohtlcal asylum from Iran in 1985 when she was 76 years old She
receives SSI and Medicaid. She has a range of medical problems, including enlarged heart
and clogged arteries, a stroke in 1992, high hlood pressure, and respiratory ailments.
Because of her age, medical condition, and limited knowledge of English, Sophia S. could
not pass the citizenship exam. Because of her poor eyesight, she can no longer read or
write even in her own language. :

"Under the Congressional bill, Sophia would lose SSI

Solomon F.. 76, from Russia

Solomon F., age 76, emigrated from Russia in 1991, when he was 72 to escape religious
persecution. - He receives SSI, Medicaid, and In-Home Supportive Services Solomon
resides with his son who is emotionally disturbed, but who provides for his physical care.
Solomon is totally dependent and wheelchair bound, following a stroke in February 1995.
His son has been known to be verbally and physically abusive, but Solomon is enrolled in
an Adult Day Health Care facility, covered by MediCal, so that his son receives resplte and
Solomon receives: medlcal, rehabilitative, and socialization services. Solomon is also
enrolled in a MSSP intensive case management program, for ‘elderly persons on MediCal,
at risk for institutionalization, so that his home situation can be monitored and he will be
more secure and protected. Any curtailment of benefits would put this senior totally at risk.
He would no longer be able to receive any services, he would need to be‘institutionalized,
and his son’s emotional 'disturbance ‘would be greatly exacerbated.

-Under the Congress:onal bzll, Solomon would lose SSI. Governor Wilson has also proposed to
terminate his non-emergency Medicaid benefits, picrsuant to authority which would be granted
by the Congressional welfare reform bill, Under California law, Solomon would also lose IHSS,
as a result of becoming meltglble for SSI. . -




Sunote S., 67, from Laos

Supoté“S' is 67 years old. He came to the United States from Laos in 1978 due to the
communist takeover in Laos. While in Laos, he worked for the ClA-sponsored Spec:al
Police.

This person needs SSI/THSS/Medicaid to survive in this country because of his age, language
and inability to find work. If benefits were cut off, this person would be helpless, hopeless
and may end up in the street and become homeless. :

 Under the Congressional bill Supote would _IOs_e his SSI benefits because he arrived as a refugee

more than five years ago. Governor Wilson has also proposed to terminate his non-emergency
Medicaid benefits, pursuant to authority which would be granted by the Congressional welfare
reform bill. Under California law, Supote would also lose IHSS, as a result of becoming
ineligible for SSI.

Tomasa G., 80, from Mexlco

Tomasa G. ummgrated to the Umted States in 1951. She worked as a housewife. She
receives SSI and in-home supportive services. Her late husband is a veteran of the U. S.
Army, while her son is a veteran of the U. S. Air Force.

Under the Congressional bill, Tomasa would be cut off $§1. Under California law, she would
also lose in-home supportive services (IHSS), as a result of becoming ineligible for SSI. If her
husband were still alive, she would remain eligible because he was a U.S. veteran.



Concepcion L., 70, from the Philippines

I come from a little town in the Philippine Islands. .1 came to join my husband here in the
U.S. I am 70 years old and my name is Concepcion L. My husband is one of the Filipino
War Veterans who served under the U.S. military command in the Philippines.. My busband
and I now live in a small rental bachelor apartment. Both my husband and I cannot find
any gainful employment because of our health problems. My husband has arthritis of the
backbone and I have hypertension and heart problems. We do not have any children here
to help us.

When we heard about the government's plan to take away SSI and Medicaid benefits, we
. got very worried. What will happen to us if this plan will go through? Where will we go
to live? How can we buy our fo6d? What can we do without medications? If the -
government will pass this dreadful Jaw we will be like stray dogs in the street with no place
to live - no home to shelter our frail old bodies, no clothes to protect us from the cold or
hot weather, no food to nourish our old and weak bodies. If you go ahead and cut off SSI
and other aid from us elderly, you might just as well round-up the legal immigrants
receiving these benefits and squeeze our necks, because it means a death sentence for us.

So please do not do this to us. Have pity on us poor old seniors who depend on the help
‘of the government to help us live a little Jonger. Please!

Under the Congressional bill, Concepcion L. would be denied SSI, because her husband does
not have status as a U.S. veteran, despite serving under U. S. military command in the
Philippines during World War Il. Governor Wilson has also proposed 1o terminate her non-
emergency Medicaid benefits pursuant to authority which would be granted by the Congressional
welfare reform bill. ,

Julia U., 75, from Chile

Julia U. immigrated from Chile in 1981. She became seriously ill in 1990, and has been in
a vegetative state since then which requires 24-hour care. She receives SSI and in-home
supportive services (IHSS). She is totally dependent upon others to survive. She cannot
- walk or speak, and has a feeding tube.

Under the Congressional bill, she would be cut off SSI and, as a resuli, IHSS. Under Governor
Wilson's proposal, she would also become ineligible for non-emergency Medicaid benefits and
would therefore not even be able to go to a nursing home.




Gabrella S., 79, from Columbia
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Gabriella emigrated to the United States in 1982. In 1984, she was paralysed by an
automobile accident, and has required total care since then. She receives SSI and IHSS.
She would like to become a U. S. citizen, but is unable to pass the exam.

Under the Congressional bill, Gabriella would be cut off S5I and, as a result, IHSS benefits.

Shendlva K., 71. from former Soviet Unjon

Shendlya, age 71, emigrated to Los Angeles as a political refugee from the former Soviet
Union, in 1990. She is widowed and has also lost her only daughter. She receives SSI
which allows her to pay rent and purchase food. While in this country, Shendlya’s diabetes
worsened and she is now on weekly dialysis for renal failure. Cutting off her Medicaid
benefits would deny her access to critical medical care.

Under the Congressional bill, Shendlya would be cut off SS1, because she has exhausted the five-

year eligibility period for refugees. Governor Wilson has also proposed to terminate her non-

emergency Medicaid benefits pursuant io authority which would be granted by the Congressional
welfare reform bill.

Encarnacion L., 70, from the Philippines

My name is Encarnacion L. I came from the province of Pamapanga in the Philippine
Islands to join my husband, a veteran of the Filipino military, who served under the U.S.
mikitary command. He is 70 years old now and is not in good physical condition.

I worked at. odd jobs upon my arrival in this country as a housekeeper, companion and
~ babysitter to supplement my husband’s meager income, until arthritis started crippling my
hands and I could not work as much any mor¢. That was the time that I applied for SSI
to help us rent our room, for that is all we can afford, to buy food, buy second-hand clothes
and buy medicine.

If the government cuts off SSI from the iegal immigrants, it would spell a slow, agonizing
death sentence for us elderly. So please have pity on us and spare us the cut on our lives.

Thank you for listening to our supplication.

Under the Congressional bill, Encarnacion L. would be denied SSI, because her husband does
not have status as a U.S. veteran, despite serving under U. S. military command in the
Philippines during World War I1.



Maria A., 86 _from Mexic':o

I am an 86-year old Hxspamc woman who has lived for many years in thls country. Iam
a legal resident and have always been a law abiding resident. -

Currently, I suffer from a vast array of illnesses that prevent me from doing some of the
things I enjoyed doing best. | have severe limitations, but I continue to do my best to make
things better for myself. :

However, with new legislation (H.R. 4) that will take away my SSI, I will lose the benefits
_ that keep me alive. Without these benefits I will bave no means of support and therefore
become homeless and die. My survival will become dim and sad without these services.

Under the Congressional bill, Maria would lose her SSI benefits.

Khjem N.,.64, from V'ie'tnan'l'

My name is Khiem N. I am 64 years old arid came to the United States from Vietnam as
a refugee in May 1991. I'cannot work because my arm was paralyzed in the war. I need
'§SI to survive. '

Under the Congresswnal bill, Khiem would lose his SS1 benefits, because refugees would only
remam ekgnble for SSI for five years aﬁer entering rhe United States. '

Fu, 77, fr'om China

My name is Fu. Iam 77.yearsold. Iam Chinesé and came to the United States nine years
ago. I got stomach disease and gall stones, and also hernia, and prostate trouble, headaches
all the time. On the 13 June in 1994 I was in an accident hit by a motor car. The lawyer
. is investigating, but they had no insurance to pay the medical bill. Only the government
would help me. I had to stay in the hospital two and a half months. Because I have SSI
I can support my life. Also, the government gives me THSS, family help. Suppose the
government cancels all these kinds of benefits ... I can only wait to die. Just ask for all the
Senators to give kindness, gentleness to old people. Thank you."

Under the Congressiorial bill, Fu would be cut off SSI. Under California law, he would also
lose In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS), as a result of becoming ineligible for SSI.




Chu, 78. from China and Bolivia

My name is Chu. I was born in 1917, I was born in Suchow in Kingsu Province, China.
I am female. I was an immigrant from Bolivia to the United States in 1986. Now I am
happy with a Green Card and permanent resident. I came here with help from childhood
friend my age. He. is my only friend in the United States. But he already died a long time
ago. Now I am a lonely old senior. 1 am only Living because of the SSI benefits. Now'l
heard the Senators and Congress will suggest canceling SSI benefits system. If it is trwe, I
don’t know how I can live. But to protect myself, I hope that all these Senators and
Congressmen give much thmkmg about very poor people. Don’t suggest this. I will be
appreciative.

Under the Congressional bill, Chu would lose SSI.

Leonid M., 65, from former Soviet Union

Leonid M., age 65, arrived as a political refugee in Los Angeles in October 1991 from the
former Sowet Union. Leonid suffers from ALS; a progressrve neurological disease. He

receives SSI, Medicaid and THSS in order to be maintained in the community, because he

cannot care for himself. He has been connected with the UCLA Department of Neurology

and would not be able to access this medical care without his Medicaid benefits. A visiting

-nurse provides him with a weekly bath, which would also no longer be available. Although

his daughter assists with his daily care, he requires IHSS to meet his basic needs of

shopping, meal preparation, laundry, etc.

Under the Congressional bill, Leonid would lose eligibility for SSI five years after his arrival in

the United Siates as a political refugee. Under Governor Wilson’ proposed budget, he would

lose non-emergency Medicaid benefits; the Congressional welfare reform bill permits states to

exclude legal immigrants form Medicaid coverage. Under California law, he would lose IHSS,
as a result of becoming ineligible for SSI.

Chang, 75, from China

My pame is Chang. I was born in 1920 in Ningpo in Cheking, China. 1 was the mayor. 1 .
came to the United States in 1985 as a legal immigrant. I have my Green Card and am a
permanent resident. I came to the United States to live with my daughter. My daughter’s
income is very low and can only support the minimum living. Now with the economic
situation very bad in the United States, my daughter was laid off from her office. Now 1
am living in very difficult situation, dependent for my living on SSI benefits. And now I
heard Senators and Congress will cancel the SSI and benefit system. This is not only about
my life. This is pressure threatening my life. 1 write this letter to complain--do not cancel
the SSI and benefit system. That will be much appreciated, and thanks to all the Senators
and Congressmen.

Under the Congressional bill, Chang would lose SSI.

- -8‘-



Chen, 78 from Tajwan

My name is Chen. Tam 78 years old. My wlfe is 72. We are living together. Both of us
were born in China. Nine years ago we immigrated from Taiwan to the United States. We
already receive the government SSI and Medicaid. We receive assistance from the
American government and are very appreciative to the government for this kind of system.
If the American government changes the benefit policies and cancels all the benefits of SSI
and Medicaid, we will lose everything. If we become sick we cannot get Medicaid. This will
put us in a very difficult position. At the same time, many old people will lose government
help and make society unsafe. I really hope the government doesn’t take such steps. Don’t
make any changes in supporting this good benefit system. Please continue to treat senior
citizens by protecting them. Keep society safe. Keep the benefit system.

. Under the Congressional bill, Chen and his wife would both lose SSf. Governor Wilson has
proposed to terminate their non-emergency Medicaid benefits as well; the Congressional welfare
reform bill permits states to exclude legal immigrants from Medicaid coverage.

"Charles S.. 66, from Laos

Charles S. is 66 years old. He came to the United States from Laos in 1978 in response to
the communist takeover there. In Laos, he worked at the U.S.-funded Operation
Brotherhood Hospital. ' : : _
This person needs SSI, [HSS and Medicaid to survive in this country because of his age,
language and inability to find work. If benefits were cut off, this person would be helpless,
hopeless and may end up.in the street and become homeless.

Under the Congressional bill, Charles would lose his SSI benefits because he arrived as a refugee
more than five years ago.  Under California law, he would lose THSS, as a result of becoming
ineligible for SSI. Under Governor Wilson’s proposed budget, he would also lose non-emergency
Medicaid benefits; the Congressional welfare reform bill permits states to exclude legal
immigrants from Medicaid coverage. .

Yu Yung C., 87, from Taiwan -

Yu Yung 1mmlgrated fmm Taiwan in 1980 He worked as a volunteer English teacher at
a public housing project from 1983-88 when he was already in his seventies. He was
spousored by his daughter, who was subsequently divorced and left by herself to care for
two young clnldrcn Mr. C. receives both SSI and [HSS.

Under the Congressional bill, Yu Yung would be cut off 881 and, as a result, he would also lose
ITHSS.




Mrs. N., 65, from Nicaragua

Mrs. N. is a 65 year old woman from Nicaragua who has lived in the United States since
1980. Mrs. N. worked as a maid for nine years and was paid in cash. Now her only source
of income is SSL

Six or seven years ago, Mrs. N. fell and injured her knee. She required a complete knee
reconstruction. Since her injury, she has been unable to work. Mrs. N. is in severe pain,
has limjted use of her left leg and suffers from depression. She lives alone and has no
~ family to help her. She depends on IHSS for assistance with routine tasks of daily living
such as housekeeping and laundry, and for personal care tasks such as bathing and
grooming. ' '

Under the Congressional bill, Mrs. N. would lose SSI. She would lose her SSI eligibility because
she has only nine years work history in the United States rather than the 10 years (40 quarters)
required by the Congressional bill. Under California law, she would also lose IHSS, as a result
of becoming ineligible for SSI.

Ernestina B., 76, from Mexico

Ernestina, age 76, immigrated from Mexico many years ago, She lived with her husband
until his death in April 1995. She is wheelchair bound and has multiple medlcal problems,
including diabetes, inability to walk, and a pacemaker.

Mrs. B. receives SSI, IHSS and Medicaid. If her benefits were terminated, she would be
unable to live at home because she is totally dependent on her IHSS provider for personal
care, bathing, dressing, and meal preparation. Without Medicaid, she would be unable to
secure medical attention. Without SSI, she would have no money for food or other
necessities. ' g

Under the Congresszonai bill, Ernestina would lose SSI and, as a result, she would also lose
THSS,
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Chin-Chen W., 85 and Man-Ju W., 82 from Taiwan

We are Chin-Chen W. and Man-Ju W. of Chinese nationality, and were admitted as legal
immigrants to this country from Taiwan in 1977 and 1988 respectively. Chin-Chen is now
eighty-five, Man-Ju 82. Being old and in poor health, we depend on SSI to maintain a
living. We also need Medi-Cal to provide medical services. If SSI and medical services
were suspended, we could hardly earn a living by ourselves. For this reason, we urgently
appeal to you to make every effort to continue to give us such benefits. We wish to express
to you our heartfelt thanks for your help and attention. )

Under the Congressional bill, Chin-Chen and Man-Ju would both lose SSI. Under Governor
Wilson's proposed budget, he would also lose non-emergency Medicaid benefits; the
' Congresszonal welfare reform bill permus states to exclude legal immigrants from Medzcatd
coverage.

Mark V., 75 and Mrs. V., 72 from Laos

My name is Mr. Mark V. Tam 75 years old. I was born in Laos and came to the United
States in 1980. I live with my wife who 1s 72; she also receives SSI. Neither wife and T can
speak a little bit of English.

Because both of us are elderly, we cannot work. Only SSI helps.us survive. The SSI money
pays for rent, food, utilities, and clothes for us. With the SSI money, it still isn’t enough to
use at the end of our age, so we make sure we use it carefully so that we survive -each
month. My wife and I cannot travel a long way on this money, cannot use money for
happiness like havmg partles It is for our lives each month.

With no SSI, we will fall down like drowmng in water. Without food, without anythmg
The most important needs for our lives would be lost. If the government still wants to do
this, you will see within a month how many elderly will be killed or die. Because what we
depend on is this—there would be no food, no place to live. :

This is mcomparable to our country, Laos. There we can grow food on our land, vegetables,
but here we have no place to do that. The system and culture is so different. How can we
‘survive? We cannot go back to Laos. It's too late for us because of our age, and we would
suffer a lot from the government, *

If the government and officials do this, can you place yourselves in my position and think
-.about what my wife and I will have to do.” Language is different, age: is 75, we do not know
the system working here. Everything must be bought in this country. Everyone needs
money. We feel that it is not that you are trying to save the money. You must be
punlshmg us for somethmg else. If you have respect to the elderly who used to work but
not in this country, who used to work for the whole world to make peace to make
joyfulness, we don’t ask for much. :

Please don’t take the SSL. To do this would be a sentence of death..'
Under the Congressional bill, Mr. and Mrs. V. would both lose their SSI.
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Natasha, 73 and Boris, 74 from Russia

Natasha and Boris immigrated from Russia four years ago. Natasha is 73 and Boris is 74. -
They are very proud to be living in the United States and had been taking English classes,
until their health prevented them from leaving the house to go to school. Natasha has had
bilateral hip replacements and Boris has kidney failure requiring dialysis three times a week.
Boris’ multiple illnesses are a result of bullet wounds suffered as a soldier during World
War II, when he fought with the Allies.

Natasha and Boris rely on their support from SSI, Medicaid and THSS in order to remain
independent in their own home. Without medical treatment, Boris would go into renal
failure, costing more dollars in emergency medical treatment. Without SSI, this couple
would not have money for rent, food or medication, and it is impossible to imagine the
situation in which they would find themselves.

Under the Congressional bill, Natasha and Boris would lose their SS1 benefits. Under California
law, they would also lose IHSS, as a result of becoming ineligible for SSI. Under Governor
Wilson's proposed budget, they would also lose non-emergency Medicaid benefits; the
Congressional welfare reform bill permits states to exclude legal immigrants from Medicaid
coverage.

proinaco.de
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IMPACTS OF IMMIGRANT PROVISIONS OF SENATE—PASSED WELFARE REFCRM BILL
ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY

--  Rs provisions to bar SSI benefits to most legal non-citizens would cut off SSI benefits
to .an estimated 93,000 immigrants in the County who would remain eligible for
general assistance (GA) under current State law. if all Immigrants who are denied S5|
benefits apply for GA, the annual increased cost to the County would total an
estimated $317 million {note: in Galifomia, counties finance 100% of GA costs).

-~ Under current State law, the loss of SSI eligibility also would result in an estimated
37,000 aged, biind, or disabled immigrants in the County losing eligibility for in-home
supportive services (IHSS), which allow them to five safely in their homes, avolding
much more costly institutional care.

- lts provisions to bar future legal immigrants {except for refugees and asylees) from -
receiving non-emergency Medicaid services during their first 5 years in the country
would result in an estimated Medicaid revenue loss to the County’s public

. hospital /health system of over $100 million a year when its full impact is felt 5 years
after the bill's enactment.

- The denial of non-emergency Medicaid services to legal immigrants also would resuft
in & major shift in health costs from the private sector 10 the County, which Is the
health provider of last resort for indigert and uninsured persons. Without Medicaid
coverage, many private health providers no longer would be mlllng to.serve legal
imimigrants.

«~ The adverse impact on the County‘s health care system would be even worse if the
State exerclsed Iits option to deny non-emergency Medicaid services to most legal
o non-citizens, including those who currently are in the country. This is because an
estimated 35 percent of all patients at the County’s Depamnent of Health Services
facilities are legal non-cstlzens

-~
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Caﬁ}orrﬂaﬂeparﬁnauof.focidsm ) . . . Adnginistration Division

November 1995 Subvention

Financial Planning Branch

DESCRIPTION:

Personal Care Services Program/ Remdual 1HSS
Basic Costs

In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) enables eligible persons to remain in their
own homes as an alternative to out-of-home care. Eligible persons are aged, blind
or disabled recipients of public assistance and similar persons with low incomes.
Services include: domestic services such as meal preparation, laundry, shopping
and errands; non-medical personal care services; assistance while traveling to

" medical appointments or to other sources of supportive services; protective

supervision; teaching and demonstration directed at reducing the need for

. supportive services; and certain paramedical services ordered by a physician.

The existing 1HSS Program is now split between Personal Care Services Program
{PCSP) and Residual IHSS. All recipients eligible under the HSS Program are
eligible for PCSP except for the following: domestic services only cases,
protective supervision tasks, spousal providers, parent providers, parent providers
of minor children, income eligibles, advance pay recipients, and recipients
covered by third party insurance. These recipients receive services under the
Residual IHSS Program.

Personal Care Services Program (PCSP)
Chapter 939, Statutes of 1992 (AB 1773) required the Califomnia Department of

. Health Services to submit a Medicaid State Plan Amendment to the federal Health

Care Financing Administration to include a portion of the IH55 Program as a
covered service. Federal approval was received on November 2, 1992, and the
Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) was implemented beginning April 1,
1993.

Services under PCSP are eligible for 50 percent federal financial participation.
The remaining 50 percent is shared 32.5 percent/17.5 percent state/county.
Currently, PCSP makes up 60 percent of the IHSS caseload and 63.5 percent of
the IHSS expendntures

Resiﬂual.lﬂﬁi

The Residual program provides services to those recipients not PCSP eligible.
Services not eligible for PCSP are listed above. Costs are shared 65 percent/35

 percent state/county.
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California Department of Social Services  * - . L . Admiinistration Division ~

November 1995 Subvention

Financial Planning Branch

Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS (Continued - 2)

METHODOLOGY:

The basic estimate includes the costs of the three delivery modes: Individual
Providers {IP), Contract Mode and Welfare Staff. Based on 1994-95 actuals, the
IP mode constitutes 94.45 percent of the caseload {174,867 for 1995-96 and
180,824 for 1996-97. . Of the remaining 5.55 percent, (10,276 for 1995-96 and
10,626 for 1996-97) the welfare staff mode makes up less than 3 percent {the
1994-95 average caseload was 290). Due to the small percentage of recipients
served by the contract and welfare staff modes, these two modes have been
combined for estimating purposes

The estimate for the Indwudual Provider and Contractheifare Staff Mode is based
on caseload cost per hour, and average hours. -

Hour Per Case;

The average hours per case are based on 1994-95 aduais, adjusted for year over

growth between 1993-94 and 1994-95.

In the IP mode the estimated hours per case-arle‘77.34 for 1995-96, and 78.27 for
1996-97. The actual 1994-95 hours were 76.42, with a'year over growth of 1.012
percent. '

The contract/welfare staff mode hours per case are 33 hours per case in both
1995-96 and 1996-97. The 1994-95 actual hours per case were 33 hours per case
with no discemible year over growth. The total actual hours for the contract
mode and the welfare staff mode were added together and divided by the total
actual caseload in both modes. The resulting number of hours per case (33)
represents a weighted average of the total of both modes.

_m,m

The average cost per hour is based on 1994-95 actﬁafs.

For IP mode, the cost per hour is adjusted to reflect the effect of Share of Cost

- (SOQ). This results in an average net IP hourly rate of $4.12 per hour over the last

two fiscal years. This rate is expected to continue; therefore the IP hourly rate of
$4.12 is used in both 1995-96 and 1996-97.

For the combined contract/welfare staff mode, the hourly rate for 1995-96 and
1996-97 has been adjusted to reflect year over growth. The 1994-95 actual total
hours and actual total cost of those hours for hoth the contract and welfare staff
modes were added together and the total cost was divided by the total hours to
produce a weighted average cost per hour for the combined modes. The average

‘cost per hour for 1994-95 was $11.11. The year over growth from 1993-94 to

1994-95 was 1.027 percent, After adjusting the 1994-95 actuals for year over
growth, the estimated cost per hour is $11.41 for 1995-96 and $11.71 for
1996-97.
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California Deparoment of Social Services . Administration Division
Novernber 1995 Subvention . Financial Planning Branch

Personal Care Sérvi_ces Program/Residual IHSS (Continued - 3}

Contract Expenditures and Other Costs

The IP mode has the following additional costs not reflected in the average cost
per hour; employer taxes, workers compensation,. the payrolling contracts and the
restaurant meal allowance.

Emplaoyer Taxes: Although the IHSS recipients are the employers of their
respective service providers, the employer taxes are paid by the state. The cost
estimate for IP employer taxes is based on the cost of IP wages. Prior fiscal year
actuals are used to estimate employer taxes. The actual percentage of taxes to
actual wages for the 1994-95 fiscal year is calculated. The percentage is then
adjusted for SOC. The adjusted percentage is then applied to estimated wages for
1995-96 and 1996-97 to arrive at the estimated employer taxes.

Workers Compensation: The estimated costs for workers' compensation for 1995-
96 and 1996-97 are fixed contract costs based on 1994-95 actual billing amounts
provided by the Office of Insurance and Risk Management. The contract amount
is the same in both 1935-96 and 1996-97. The workers compensation contract is
held by the State Compensation Insurance Fund (SCIF).

The Deparntment of General Services (DGS), under contract, acts as agent for CDSS
in the management and supervision of SCIf. DGS also monitors high cost cases
($50,000 and over in paid costs) on a quarterly basis. .

: The 1995-96 costs for the contracts with the State
Controller’s Office, the Office of the State Treasurer, and Electronic Data Systems
{EDS) are based on the actual amounts of the contracts. The contract amounts for
1996-97 were adjusted for caseload growth.

Restaurant Meal Allowance: The estimate of the restaurant meal allowance (RMA)
cases was derived by multiplying the ratio of restaurant meal cases to total
caseload for 1994-95. The resulting percentage of RMA cases to total caseload
was then applied to the projected caseload for 1995-96 and 1996-97. The
resulting estimated RMA caseload for both years was then multiplied by the
11994-95 actual cost per case of $62.00. The average cost per case of $62.00 has
been constant over the last two fiscal years.

ion P i fltant; The data
processlng contract, currently held by EDS wull be up for bsd in the 1995-96
fiscal year. A private outside consultant will be hired to help with the CMIPS
contract procurement process. The total cost for the consultant is estsmated to be
$181,500 for both years.
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CHANGE FROM
PRIOR SUBVENTION:

amount represents 50 percent of the total cost and the nonfederal share is split

65 percent/35 percent state/county. Based on latest data, 63.5 percent of the total
IHSS expenditures will be PCSP eligible and will receive Title XIX funding. In
addition, 60 percent of the cases are assumed to be PCSP eligible.

For the Residual IHSS Program, the state share represents 65 percent of the total,
and the county share represents 35 percent of the total.

in 1995-96 the Title XX amount for the Residual IHSS Program is $171,081,000
and in 1996-97 the amount will be $120,081,000. (See separate premuse on Tatle
XX funding). ,

‘ The estimate has been revised to reﬂect the most recent trends in caseload and

average hours,

00

oo

. November 1995 Subvention Fmana'a_l Planning Branch
Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS (Continued - 4) - ' F: o
199596 1996-97
Total IF_’ Basic - '$_760,472,1 23 $794,800,770
IP Wages . 668,639,284 699,731,023
Employer Taxes 62,473,297 _ 65,378,307
Workers' Compensation 19,809,269 19,809,269
"~ Dept. General Services 110,000 113,740
Payrolling Contracts
Treasurer _ 251,261 _ 259,804
Controllers - 2,000,000 . 2,068,000
EDS 7,189,012 - ‘ 7,440,627_
. CMIPS Consultant 96,659 : 84,841
RMA - 995,254 1,029,158
FUNDING: For the Personal Care Services Program, the federal (Title XIX reimbursehents) :‘



&an}ﬂa Department of Social Services o Administration Division
November 1995 Subvention : Financiol Planning Branch

Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS {Continued -5}

1995-96 1996—9?
CASEMONTHS: 2,221,714 2,297,399
EXPENDITURES
(IN 000's):
1HSS Total $ 807,993 $845,186
PCSP Total $ 512,444 $536,040
Federal 0 0
State 166,544 173,513
County 89,678 93,447
Reimbursements 256,222 269,080
Residual IHSS Total $295,549 $309,146
Federal 0 0
State 192,107 200,945
County 103,442 108,201
Reimbursements 0 0

2m
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Federsl Punding for Illegal
Immigrants. Federal immigradon

- policy and the provisions of OBRA
1686 requice that California provide
Medi-Cal benefits for emergency
secvices and deliveries o dicgal
mmigrana. Excluding sue only

s, tocal costs in this sres sre

populition places on states and the
federal government's responeibiliry

+ [or funding these costs. California,
* which has the largest number of

- illegal immigrants of any stite and

. 43 percent of the nation's tlegal

» immigranm, Is cxpected to receive
. $1.6 biltion over the next five yaan,
«» This rranalares into an additional

* $215.7 million In 1995-96 and

$765 tailtion ($384 milllon Geners! . $303.4 million in 1996-97.
Fund) and §787 million ($394 mll- * ‘
lion General Pund) in 199396 and . Swute-Only Preaatl Services. The
1996-97, respectively. The federal * Govemor's Budget also sasumes
; governmens participates by provid- . that prenam] benefity for dlegal
ing funds at the federal medical ¢ immigrants; although suthorteed
ssalstance payment (FMAP) e . under Sute law, will be discontin-
which has been approgimately * ued 2 of March 1, 1996. Stmilarty,
) 40 percent of total psyments. . 1O new long-verm care benefits will
) ' be provided w illegal immigrants as
: The FFY 1596 Budget Is expected 0 . of that date. Federsl icgisladon
| suthorize an addivional $3.S billion * enacting federal welfare reform
that will be allocated by formuls . prohibits sares from providing
over & five-year petiod 1o sttes . public benefits, including all non-
which hxve had the greatest number . emergency medical services, w0

of iliegal immigrants. This marks the
firsy timse that the federal govern- .
ment has recognized the obvious
burden the illegal immigrant

FICLIRE . BEWw £,

tence P

' llegal immigrans unless & stase

chooses o reauthorize these

. benefim w illegal immigrants after
+ the enactment of the federul law,

B Cstupary’s Pararsuge of Tl Bl Cagy
0 Cagnlity Crmpery © Frraivge of Aorage Mooty
Cmdee

-
'"'"“
w o

e
Porwmgt of T

/’{Z\yfc’éua_'d/ 5“’“{:‘3 y -.f.

Fy 7¢-93

. The sanction imposed on stares

: continuing to provide benefis i

. loss of federe) welfare reform block
* grant funds. The budger assumes

. these bencefits will be discontinued
« a8 the Sute will be accepring the

. federal hlock grant funds.

. The budget proposes state legisla-

! Hon to reauthorize services to [Uegal X
. Immigrants currenty residing in .
* long-rerm care. No other non- '

emergency services will be contin.
uedbtothmlﬂeﬁl!yhﬂngln:hc
United Stares.

Federal Punding for Legal -
Inmigrants. In addinon, federal
law specified thar legal immigrans !
in the country for less than five! :

. yeurs ase ineligiblc for SSUSSP ‘;

+ effective January 1, 1997, This |

sutomstically males this populstion
tneligible for full ecope Medi-Cal

beaefits. After Januaty 1, 1997 these ;
immigraots will transitlon to Medl |
Cal Only eligibliiey, & category under | :];1
which they will enly qualify for: .
emergency servioss in secordance | L1f
with the federal law change. Legal Tl

immigrants qualifying for AFDC cash |'ti

 benefita will continue to receive full

scope Medi-Cal benefits. Though ‘I'J;Ii_
the Genernl Pund will have an | l!{
oversll suvings as s result of compiy ¥
ing with the federal legislation '

related w0 legal immigrants, the

Medi-Cal program wiil have anet !"
increase of $5.9 million Geners! &
Pund due to the shifting of sligibility 1“
determination snd administragve !

. -cosm from che Social Security

Adminisiration oy the State,

. -‘/—-

* Riiminating Alcobol or Drug -
. Addiction a» & Disability. Federal
+ legislation is expected to revise the
. definttion of dissbility to not |
* recognize disabilitics based an
. alcobo! or drug abuse. Persons

+

whouonlybuhofdhmutyudrua

e e —
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.‘ Policy’. Brief

The Pres1dent ) Welfare Reform Proposal
~ Fiscal Effect on Cahforrua

. | Summv
On June 14, 1994, President Clinton formally released his weltare reform proposal, generaily
designed to faciiitate empioyment for AFDC recipionts. Major changes Inciude:

« Making the current JOBS Program (GAIN in Cailfornia) mors employment-orfentad, andphas:’ng-
In its participation starting with AFDC parents born after 1571.

. Estabﬂshmg & two-year time {imit on JOBS and raquln’ng those who reach this time hmir ‘
 toparticipate in a new WORK Program, which would place mdeuaIs in jobs paying wages
- subsidized in whele cr part by the gcvernment. '

. Maklng other AFDC program chsngas, mciud!ng lncraaslng tha resource limits for AFDG '
sligibility. .

+ Adopting varibus changes in tha dnld suppon on!omement prugram ‘
This pohcy brief sssessee the pmposa.'s fiscal lmpact on Callfornia. Wé conclude that:

Legisiative Analyst's Office e . . . . July 7, 1994
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in the JOBS
Program
would result
in savings to
the state of
app'roximately
$150 million
during the

“of implemen-
taﬁanﬂ ’

“...the changes

first five years |
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On June 14, 1994, President

Clinton presented his proposal to

reform the nation’s welfare system

(SB 2224 and HR 4505). The proposal
focuses on facilitating employment

for AFDC recipients, providing

support services for AFDC ‘teen

‘parents, and. h‘ueaﬂngd'ulds.lppuﬂ
. enforcement.

" In this policy brief, wemmmm

ment and-'&airﬁng*‘between the
President's plan and the current
GAIN Program. Specifically, the

‘President's plan places a greater
.. emphasis on (1) moving participants

through the program in a specified -

‘period of time (two~year time limit)

and (2) connecting participants as

" quickly as possible to the job market

the key features of the plan and its
potential effects on state and local .

governments in California.

EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING PROGRAMS

JOBS (Galn) Program

In 1988, the federal govemment

Program, designed to provide educa-
services. to AFDC recipients. In

California, this program is known .

" established the Job Opportunities
. and Basic Skills. Training (JOBS)

- tion, training, and employment

astheGmlervemesforImlepm—.

The President's proposal would

modify the JOBS Program in several .

key ways. Figure 1 summarizes the
maijor proposed changes.and com-

ments-of the GAIN Program. -

Several of thesé changes areworth
. highlighting because they illustrate

a difference in approach to employ-

Page 2

" the

(job search before basic education;
employment-oriented education

" instead of basic/remedial education; -

requiring acceptance of a ]ob if
offered).

' Another‘sigru‘.ﬁcant change in the -
President's proposal is that manda-
toty participation is lmited to these’
born after 1971 (initially, those under

. age 25). Thus, with each passing

year, the age litnit for those required
to participate in the program will

© increase, thereby regulting in an

increasing percmtage of mru:latory

 participants.

Fiscal Effect. We estimate that for -

. California, thechangmmthe]OBS

Program would result insavings to.
state of approximately |
$150 million during the first five

* years of implementation. This esti-
- mate assumes that the state would
. serve voluntary participards (from

the non-mandatory group) up to the

. point where the state reaches the
. federal funding cap on JOBS, as

Tequired by the propesal.” -
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Policy Brief

President's Proposed Changes in the JOBS (GAIN} Program
o "’ o %ﬁf B Presidefty b
L o éﬁnmm Y it . Proposat "> S

Pa-icipation Requiremnnts Mandatory paricipation unless child Mandatory participation by alt AFDC
under three if funding is sufficient  parants barn after 1971, unless child
under one year, and all volunteers
{from the nonmandatory group) up o

- - the federal funding cap
Participation Standards  Penalizes states for not semng Penalizes states for net serving
. 20 percent of all mandatory partici-  50'parcent of mandatory panticipants

pantsandSOpercerrtofAFDC-Ure» : -

cipients (federa] fiscal yoar [FFY] s

1995)
Targeting of Services - Targets servicas by giving pnoﬂty ta Eliminates target groups for receiving

: - certain groups—~teen parents, Eong- sarvices o ,

term recipients , :

Deforals/Pro-Jobs - No requirement thafdefonad penons 'Requires. that all parsons ‘deferred

parucipata n.any emplaymam achvnty from JOBS (dua 1o termporary disabi-
ity-or child-under ane) engage in

soma preparation for JOBS
Timelimits . Notmelmt . .  Establishes two-year limit (followed
‘ S ‘ . " by tha WORK Program)
' Soqueﬁceofshrﬂm Job saairch after basic edicaticn, it Raquires job search immadiately -
Education Sa-vlcas Raqmreé basic and remedial educa- Replaces requirement for ba-
;. tond needed _ sic/remadial education with employ-
: o ment-oriented education
Job Acceptance. . . .- Participants can’ refusa jobs ifwages Requiras participants to accept jeb if
_ _ are below spacified lavels - . offerad, and incragses sancion on
: . . panicipants for noncooperation
-|Funding - Provides 50 porcent tederal fundlng' EstéinSh'es 65 ;iercem fedaral fund-

for most program components ing in FFY 1996, incresgsing to 70
: : : percent by FFY 2000. increases the
natiohwida federal funding cap

Darma R
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“more.than an average of 20 hours
per week would be placed in a’
- . subsidized private- or public-sector
job; with the government subsidizing
part or all of the wages, (For private--
sector pbs, the employer would have’

to pay fer part of the wages.} The

government would provide supple-
mental cash benafits if necessary to

augment wages so that the family.

is no worse off than a nonwo:rkmg
family on AFDC.

Participants would receive child
care, transportation, and other
support services if neede:l If WORK

TD

._.TUL741-97~1994- 12:17 FROM
Legistative Analyst's Office
The proposal results in a savings
to the state primarily because of the
- increase in the. federal share of
o program oosts, including the cost of
“ the WORK  <ase management for teen parents.
. ~ in the state’s Cal Learn Program.
Program in e
The President proposes to estab-
would TE._‘SHH‘ lish a new WORK Program, which
: would be required for the new
in a state mandatory group of JOBS partic-
cost Of $210 pants (bom after 1971) once they -
' il . h have been on aid for two years
million in the  (eiuding time in preJOBS and time
" first five vear in which an individual worked at '
ﬁ ﬁ years least 20 hours per week).
of welfare - L -
= p Under the WORK Program, per-
refonn. ‘sons who are not already working

94567028 P.gs

assignments are not available, the

family would receive regular AFDC |

benefits and would engage in job
search activities. while waiting for

~a WORK slot,

Federal financial participation for
the WORK Program would be the
same as for the JOBS Program (65

to 70 percent), and the amount of

federal funds for these programs
would be capped nationwide, except
that funding for wages would be

. maiched at the state’s regular AFDC

rate (50 percent in California) and

. would rot be capped.

Fiscal Effect. We estimate that the

WORK Program in Californiz would
result in a state cost of $210 million
in the first five years of welfare
reform. [t is important to note that

this represents only three years of
".operation of the WORK Program, |

and that the cost would increase

significantly in subsequent yearsas

more AFDC recipients are phased
into the two-year time limit for the
JOBS Program. The state cost in the
sixth year of welfare reform, for
example, is estimated to be
$130 million.

We also note that gtate costs
would be higher if the cap on federal
funds is not sufficient to meet man-
dated costs for the WORK Program.

g A — r— 2 — PR
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The Pre51dent S Welfare Reform Pr0posal
Flscal Effect on Cahforma

. SUMMAHY _
On June 14 1994, President Clln ten fanna!!y released his welfare reform propossl gonemﬂy
| designed to facliitate employment for AFDC reciplents. Major changes Include:

« Making the wnmtJOBSPrugm (GAIN in Californiz) more employment-orientpd, mdphasﬂ:g— -
_ In its participation starting with AFDC parents born after 1971.

. Esrabﬂsmng a two-year time limit on JOBS and naqulrr’ng those who reach this time limit
 to participate in a new WORK Program, which would place mdeuals in jobs paying wages
.- subsidized in whole or part by the government. -

. Maklng other AFDC program changes, mcfudlng Incmas!ng the resource limits ror AFDC
oligibiity.

_+ Adopting various changes in rhe child support enforcement pragm .
'rhls pahcy brief assesses ths pmposal s ﬂscal lmpact on California. We mncluda thst:

e

Legisiative Analyst's Office . .' - July 7, 1694


http:fiscallmpsct.on

-3

| JUL*19-1994

42116 FROM

Legisiative Analyst's Office

“...the changeé
in the JOBS
Program
would result
in savings to
the state of
approximately
$150 million
during the -

| first five years
of implemen- -

tation”

TO-

94567828 .. P.@3

On June 14, 19%4, President

Clinton presented his proposat to
reform the nation's welfare system .
(SB 2224 and HR 4605). The proposal -

focuses on facilitating employment

for AFDC recipients, providing

support services for AFDC teen

parents, andh'u'eaﬂngchﬂdmppurt
enforcement.

' In this policy brief, we summuarize
the key features of the plan and its

ment and h'ammg‘between the
President's plan and the current
GAIN Program. Specifically, the

‘President’s plan places a greater
.. emphasis on (1) moving participants

through the program in a specified

“period of Eime (two-year time limit)
and (2) connecting participants as-
" quickly as possible to the job market

(b search before basic education;

potential effects on state and local .

governments in California.

EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING PROGRAMS

JOBS (Galn) Program
In 1988, the federal govemmenf

established the Job Opportunities -

~and Basic Skills Tramrig JoBs)

ng:anudm:gmdbptwﬁeedm-

ton, training” and employment. .= partmpants

FmtEﬂ'ect,Weeshmafeﬂutfor A
. California, thechangesmtl'lejOBS

services. to AFDC recipients. In

California, this program is knawn.
as the Greater Averutes for Indepen-.

dence (GAIN) Prograni. -
‘l'he President's pmpasa] wou.ld

* " the
'$150 million during the first five

modify the JOBS Program in several -

key ways Figure 1 summarizes the
major proposed changes and com-

ments of the GAIN Program.

Several of these changes are worth.
- highlighting because they illustrate
a difference in approach to emplay-

employment-oriented . education

' instead of basic/remedial education;

requiring acceptarce of a ;ob if
offered). .

-A'n'other'si'grdﬁmnt change inthe

President's proposal is that manda-

tory participation is limjted to those’
born after 1971 (initially, those under

. age 25). Thus, with each passing
. year, the age limit for those required

to participate in the program will

* increase, thereby resulting in an

increasing percentage of mandatory

Program would result in savings to.
state of approximately |

years of implementation. This esti-

- mate assumes that the state would
. serve voluntary participants (from
* the non-mandatory group) up to the

point where the state reaches the

. federal furding cap on JOBS, as

required by the proposal.”
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Policy Brief
A AR
Presldents Proposad Changes in the JOBS (GAIN) Prograrn o
‘ i RO T e R : >i’rosl’cfd!“t's& . %
o o ;.;,;. . Fmpoea! ﬁ_
Pa-icipation Requlremnnts Mandatory participation unless child Mandatory-parthpahon by all AFDG
under three, if funding is sufficient parents born after. 1971, unfass child
under one year, and all volunteaers
-{from the nonmandatory group) up o
- the federal funding cap
Participation Standards  Penalizes states for not semng _ Penafizes states for not serving
. 20 parcant of all mandatory partici- mmmmdnmndarorypanscipanm
pants and S0 percent of AFDC-U re- -
. cipients (federal fiscal yaar fFFY] :
- 1995)
Yargeting of Services . Targets services by giving priority to  Eliminates target groups for receiving
, certain groups—teen parants, Inng- S6VICas .
tarm recipients
Dofarrala/Pro-Jobs . No requirement that deferred: pe:aohs' Requites that all parsons deforred
: ‘ parﬁdpate in.any employmm actrv:ty from JOBS (due to temporary disabi-
L . ity or chlig-arider one) engage in
somea proparation. for JOBS
Time Limits . Notime limit Establishes two-year limit (followed
a . by the WORK Program)
'|Sequence of Services  Job saarch after basic educaticn, it Requires job search immediataly -
' Cy " neaded L -;-_aﬂeroﬁgntatim ' .
Education Services _ Requiraﬁ basi¢c and remedial educa- - Replaces requirement for ba-
, tion-ff needed ¢ sic/remadial education with employ-
o ' ment-oriented education
Job Acceoptance . - . Participarts can refuse jobs if wages - Requires participants o accept job it
, ~ are below spacified levels - offerad, and inCreases sandtion oh
. participants for noncooperation
-|Funding " Provides 50 percent federal ﬁ.mding‘ Establishes €5 pércerrt federal fund-
: : far most program components ing in FFY 1998, increasing to 70
: parcent by FFY 2000. Increases the
nationwida federal funding cap

Qama 2
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Program in
California
would result
in a state

cost of $210
million in the

of welfare

reform.”

Page 4

12:17 -FROM

“..the WORK'

first five years

The proposal results in a savings
to the state primarily because of the

- increase in the federal share of

program costs, including the cost of

case management for teen parents.
~ in the state’s Cal Learn Program.

WORK Pronram

The President proposes to estab-
lish a new WORK Program, which
would be required for the new
mandatory group of JOBS partici-

pants (born after 1971) once they -

have been on aid for two years

TO

94567028 P.a@s

assignments are not available, the

family would recetve regular AFDC |

benefits and would engage in job
search activities. while waiting for

~a WORK slot.

" Federal financial participation for
the WORK Program would be the
same as for the JOBS Program (65

to 70 percent), and the amount of

federal funds for these programs
would be capped nationwide, except
that funding for wages would be

. matched at the state’s regular AFDC

(exduding time in pre-JOBS and time -

in which an individual worked at

least 20 hours per week). .
Under the WORK Program, per-

sons who are not already working

more than an average of 20 hours
per week would be placed in a

subsidized private- or public-sector

job; with the govertment subsidizing
part or all of the wages. (For private-

sector jobs, the employer would have
to pay for part of the wages.) The

government would provide supple-
mental cash benefits if necessary to

augment wages so that the family

is no worge off than a nonwork‘mg
family on AFDC.

 Participants would receive child |
care, transportation, and other -
suppart services if needed. If WORK

rate (50 percent in Californja) and

would not be cap-ped

 Fiscal Effect. We estimate that the

WORK Program in California would
result in a state cost of $210 million
in the first five years of weifare
reform. It is important to note that
this’ represents only thrée years of

" operation of the WORK Program, |

and that the cost would increase
significantly in subsequent years as
more AFDC recipients are phased

into the two-year time limit for the

JOBS Program. The stite cost in the
sixth year of welfare reform, for
exammple, is estimated to be
$130 million.

We also note that state costs
wmﬂdbehxghen'if&temponfedeml

_ funds is not sufficient to meet man-

dated costs for the WORK Program.
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© JOBS/WORK~—Reduced

Depsndency impact

The President's proposals are
hker to increase the proportion of -

‘ ~ AFDX recipients who obtain employ-

ment, for several reasons, First of all,
the JOBS program would be ex-
panded (on a phase—ih basis) and
made more employment-oriented.
Secondly, the two-year time limit
and the establishment of the WORK
Program mean that eventually most

recipients will have an obligationto
work in a subsidized job if they are
not employed in a nonsubsidized

job. In other words, not working
would no longer be an alternative.
This change, in conjunction with the

fact that nonsubsidized jobs gener-
ally will provide more income to

recipients than will WORK slots (due
largely to differences in how the
income disregard—discussed be-

low=—ar«i the Earned Income Tax -
Credit are treated), could lead toa "

significant increase in the incentive
for recipients to obtain

ronsubsidized jobs. Furthermore, the

‘experience gained in the WORK
Program should make participants

better qualified for euiploymmt.

Comequenﬂy, itis reasonable to

assume that the provisions relating .
to the JOBS and WORK programs -
will réesult in an increase in
nonsubsidized employment and

associated savings due o & reduction

" in AFDC casetoad and lower grants.
‘(These savings would be partly offset
by additional Transitional Child Care -

o | 945E7E28  P.O6

.- and Transitional MedJ-Cai costs.) 1

Additional savings could result from
the provisions to make more strin-

- gent the sanctions on recipients for

insufficient cnoperahon inthe JOBS

. Program,

Sufﬁaent data are not available

to estimate these savings, but they

are potentially significant. Based on

. the federal administration's nation-

~wide estimate, the five-year savings
to the state and counties in Califor-

Ria would be roughly 350 mitlion.

We note . that this is less than’

"1 percent of the state's AFDC grant

expenditutes over this period. Inour
judgment, the admihistration’s
estimate appears to be conservative,

" particularly in light of the june 1994 |
"GAIN evaluation findings for River- -

side County (which has adopted an

employment-oriented approach that

bears some similatity to JOBS as

_ ehvisioned in the proposal) as well ‘|

as the potential effects of the WORK
Propgram. The GAIN evaluation
showed that the program in River-

. side County reduced AFDC grant’
 payments by an average of
- 15 percent over a three-year period.

OTHER AFDC-RELATED
PROGRAM CHARGES

- AFDC Resource Limits
The proposal would increase from -

$1,000 to $2,000 the maximum

amount of resources (with certain |
. items excluded) that a family can
have and be eligible for AFDC. .

Page 5.
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. receive AFDC—is the samie as pro-

posed by the Governor in the
1994—95 budget. The budget esti-

mates that the proposal would result.

in no net costs or savings. (The
Governor's. proposal was not

adopted by the Legislature) -

AFDC Grat = -

Determination Rulos
- This proposal would replace l:he

__existing rules for income disregards

(ir calculating AFDC grants) with

a flat $120 income disregard, but

would allow states to adopt higher
distegards of up to 50 percent of

eamed income. Califérnia is cur-’

rentiy ‘operating under a federal

-waiver to apply the “$30 and one-
- third” income disregard without

regard to time in employment. We
assume that the state will continue
its current policy for the AFDC
Program, but will apply the flat $120
disregard to earnings in the WORK
Program. The fiscal effect is sub-
sumed in our estimates for the

" 'WORK Program.

Child Care tor the

 Working Poor

 JUL~19-1994
Legislative Analyst's Office L
. T
Urder current state hw, the resource
limit for applicants is $1,000 but the
state is operating under a federal
waiver that provides for recipients
“ the a $2,000 limjt (the higher limit is.
operable once 2 pexson is on aid).
(proposed)
. ] The proposal also prov:des that
ncrease in the automokile resource limit be
increased from $1,500 to $3,500.
T.ESOHT'CE " Under current state law, the limit
limits...would  is$1,500 for applicants but, pursuant
- to a waiver, $4,500 for recipients.
increase the - o )
_ " Because the increase in Fesource
AFDC case limits would apply to app].icants as
load and well as recipients, these provisions
' . . would increase the AFDC caseload .
result .in and result in additional state costs
additional of about $245 million over the first
o five years. These costs would be
state costs of partly offset by unknown savings
b $245 - tocounties due'to reduced caseloads
about in the General Aasxshnceprogram
million over |
o ) AFDC Teen Parents'
the first five . posidance.
.years." ' . This proposal-—-requmng teen
parents to live with their parents or
- other responsible adult in order to

The proposal would expand

funding for the At-Risk Child Care -

Program for low-income working
families not on AFDC. This program

is designed to prevent participants

~ from going on public assistance. -

" Based on the administration's -

projected five-year costs for the
nation, we estimate that California
could receive an
$280 million in federal funds. The
net increase in state costs.(to provide
the required match) would be about
$20 million when considered in
level for the At-Risk program. The

additional |

s e n
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rélau'vely. low net cost is due to
savings that would be realized in the

‘existing: program due to the pro-

posed increase in the federal share
of costs {corresponding to the JOBS
Program match). We also note that
the additional child care could result

~ in unknown “cost-avoidance” in the

AFDC and Medi-Cal Programs.

~ CHILD SUPPORT |

ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

The President proposes numerous
changes to the financing and opera-

tion of the child support enforcement

program. ngure 2 summarizes the
financing changes and Figure 3
summarizes the changes in program

. operations,

" federal matching requirements for

.costs and a
‘cent—generally 6 to 6.5 percent in |

- tions. Under the President's proposal,
all federal financial participation

O - 9456702F P.aE"

Policy Brief *

Financing Provisions

The three financing provisions that
would have the most significant
fiscal effects are (1) the fedleral match
of administrative costs, (2) the |
performance incentives, and (3) the
maintenance of effort provision.

The pmposa] would change the

the child support enforcement
program. Under the current system,
the federal government pays for
66 percent of most administrative
variable " per-

California——of child suppott collec-

Proposed Changes In Child Suppoﬂ Enfomment
Financing Changes

« Federal Match of Administrative Costs, Increasss from 66 percent to €9 percent in
federal fiscal year (FFY) 1996, 72 percent in FFY 1997, and 75 percant annually thereaRer,
- Performance-Based Incentives. Replacas the existing federal incentive payments, based
an child support collections, with perfonnance incantives of up 1o 15 percent of administra-
tive costs, effective FFY 1398,
- Maintenances-of-Effort. Requires states {o maintam total program expend:tures for sach
year, at a level determined by a specified formula.
« Patomnity Estsblishment. Penalizes states for not establishing paternity in a specsﬁed
percentage of cases within gne year.
+ Distribution of Arrearage Coliections. Flequlres that collections for AFDC arrearages for
custodial parents who were formeriy on AFDC be paid directly to the custodial parent
- rather than used to offset prior govemment costs for the grants, effective FFY 1998,

+ Paternity Outreach. Provides enhanced (90 parcant) fedaral funding for these activities.

- §50 Pass~Through. Requires inflation adjustmems to the “pass-through" of cdiechons to
the custodial parent.

it u-‘.wc >/\/$’“ fk P”fw“gﬁ*%; A}% wwd
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' Proposod Changas in Chuld Suppon Enfomment .
Pragram Operatlons Ghanges

s - e, AR R ]
< Cantral noglsty Requires establsshmnt of an autamited registry of all cases.

« Efforcement of Non-AFDC Cases. Requires states to enforce all non-AFDC cases except
under specified circumstances, rather than only upon request.

« Non-AFDC Awards. Requires periodic updating of awards (for example, reviewing
changes in parent’s income} unless requested otherwise, rather than anly on request.
_+ Hosphal-Based Patemity Establishments. Strengthens existing requirements and
requires patemity autreach efforts.

« Administrative Procedures. Facrlnates gmater use of thesa procedures to reduce the
rallance of courts.

» Noncooperation by Custodiai Paront Strengmens e:nstmg penalues for not cooperaung
with state child support agencies.

N A '« Suspension of Licensee. Requires suspension of drivers' and professional hcenses for
! . persons with specified levels of dalinquency in child support obligations. '

« Enforcement Tools, Establishes and strengthens various enforcemant tools, such as use -
of administrative liens and providing access 10 crodit reparts and financial ang other '
: rewtds 10 locate absent parents.

. Fodoral Intorstate Enloraomon!. Strang‘thans hdam] actmnes such as the federal parent
focator service.

- Directery of New Hires. Establishes a cﬁrectory at the federal laval to ass:st states in.
. locating- nencustodial parents.

e o

~ would be based on administrative
‘costs and could reach 95 percent,
with (1) the base percentage increas-

- . ing annually to 75 percent in FFY

11998, (2) an additiona] performance-
based amount up to 15 percent, and
(3) an additional 5 percent for states
with a state-operated child support
enforcement program, beginning in
FFY 1998. Also, erthanced funding
at 90 percent wouid be provided for
development and implementation
of automated central registries and
for paternity outreach {(and genetic
testing, as currently authorized).

The proposal also includes a

maintenance of effort provision for
total program spending; effectivein

FFY 1996. This provision, however,

would require the state to do more

than simply maintain its existing |

expenditure effort. Instead, it wouild
have the effect of requiring the state

- to increase its current level of spend-

ing, with the amount varying in-
versely with the amount of the

- federal matching funds. In other

words, if the state qualifies for a
relatively high federal match in

. performance-based incentives, its

maintenance of effort requirement

e rm— . £t e i 2k s 3 e il
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will be lower than if the state does -

not do well on the performance
meastires. Thus, the maintenance of
effort provision would have the

effect of magnifying the importance -

- of the performance incentives.

Fiscal Effect. We estimate that
these three financing provisions will

increase total spending (federaland.

state) for the child support enforce-
ment program in California by
$235 million over the first five years.

This consists of an increase in federal

funds ranging from $70 million to
$200 million and
‘state/county spending ranging from
"$35 million to $165 million.  The
' federal share will be proportionately
- higher, and the state share propor-
tionately lower, depending on how

- well the state does in the perfor-

marnce-based incentives. These fve-
year cost increases represent about

-a 13 percent increase above the-
- amount projected under current law.

" In addition to these three major
financing provisions, there are two
other financing provisions with fiscal
implications for the state. First, we
estimate that the state would save

. about $20 million annually, begin-

ning no earlier than FFY 1998, from
additional federal matching funds
if the state converted to a state-
operated, rather than the existing
county-operated, system. (This is an
option that we recommended in our
. report on the child support enforce-

ment program in The 1992-33 Budget:

Perspectives and [ssues.)

additional

Second, ‘the proposal ‘provides

" that, effective FFY 1998, collections

for AFDC arrearages for custodial
parents who were formerly on AFDC

be paid to the custodial parent rather
~ than used to reimburse the govern-
ment for the costs of the grant, as

currently authorized. We estimate

that this provision would resuit in’

costs to the state and counties of

about $20 million over the first five

years of welfare reform, offset by an

unknown amount to the extent that
. the additional income results in
. families not returning to AFDC or |
- 'using other public assistance.

Changes in
Prqg@'m Operations .

"Some or all of the additional |

spending resulting from the financ-

ing provisions (discussed above).

would be applied toward the various
program changes required by the
proposal. If the actual costs of man-

dated program changes exceed the
increase in spending pursuant to the. |

financing provisions, the state would

* Fiseal Effect. The fiscal effect of

the proposed program changes on
the state would fall into three basic

categories: additional administrative |

costs, resulting from various provi-

' sions; potential penalties from not

meeting paternity establishment
standards; and savings from reduced

AFDC expenditures; resulting pri- |

Page 8

- incur additional costs beyond the |
expenditures resulting from the
financing provisions. :
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would result
in five-year
costs ranging
from $380
million to
$510 million
to the state...”-

" Page 10

ple, requires development of .a

statewide automation system, coop-

- eration by custodial parents in

providing information to county
district attorneys, an in-hospital

- paternity establishment program, a

new hire registry (with some limita-
tions), periodic updating of non-

" AFDC awards on request, inclusion -

of non-AFDC cases on request, and
prohibitions against issuance of
certain professional licenses -to .
individuals who are delinquent in

child support payments.

On the other hard, several provi-

sions could significantly increase
| costs. For example, the requirement
" that all non-AFDC child support .

cases be enforced by the state (except
under certain circumstances) could
increase administrative costs sub-
stantially. State costs could also
increase significantly due to the
provision requiring states to meet
specified paternity establishment
standards.

g4s67028 P11l
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marily from various _provisions Finally, the child sapport enforce-
designed to increase collections. ment propesals could result in state
s S .savings to the extent that child .
Because of data limitations, weare - Support collections increase, thereby
”CGT?Ibiﬂfﬂg unable to estimate the net increase - reducing AFDC grant expenditures.
. in costs resulting from the various It is not possible to estimate this |
all compo- . proposals. We note, however, that fiscal effect. As a point of reference, -
nenlts Of the many of the propesed changes do however, we note Ihalt a 1 percent
Coe not vary significantly from ¢urrent increase in AFDXC collections would
{President’s) federal or state law and therefore are result in state and county saving of
\ not likely to have a major fiscal about $1.5 million. Some “cost-
proposal,...it impact Current state law, forexam- . avoidance” would also result from -

increases in non-AFDC collections,

- to the extent that this prevents

famities from going on AFDC.

~ Summary of the Effect of the

ChHd Suppart Provisions -
The net effect of the President's

proposais for child support enforce-
‘ment depends on a number. of {°

factors. As indicated above, we
estimate that the financing provi-

~ sions would increase state expendi-
* tures over the first five years by an

amount ranging from $55 million to

- §185 milljon, depending- on the
- performance incentives. Costs,

however, could be higher if the
program changes result in costs that
exceed these minimum expenditures
required by the financing provisions.

- In general, we believe that the cost:

of the program changes probably can

- be accommodated within “these |
- amounts. S c

It is not possible ta estimate the
effect of the proposed changes in
bringing about a highet level of child
support collections. ' Clearly the

[t . SO
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spending would have some effect
on increasing collections, This, in
turn, would result in savings from
reduced AFDXC grant expenditures.

We note, however, that if a large

share of the additional resources

goes into the enforcement of non-.

AFDC child support cases, the
savings to government will be
relatively low because there is no

" direct offset to grants in these cases.

PROPOSALS FOR FINANCING

THE FEDERAL COST OF

WELFARE REFORM

The Clinton administration esti-

mates that if its welfare reform -

proposal is adopted, it would result
incosts of $9.3 billion to the federal

government aver the first five years.
The President's proposal includes
- various provisions designed to save

funds at the federal level in order
to finance these new federal costs.
The major financing components
include (1) placing a cap on federal
Emergency Assistance funds allo-

cated to states, (2) extending the

period for deeming aliens’ sponsors’

. thcome from three to five years in.
- the AFDC Program, (3) eliminating,

SSI/55P and AFDC eligibility for
aliens whose sponsors’ incomes are

above the US. median, (4) conform-

ing eligibility, for certain immigrants,

- for SSI/SSP, Medicaid, and AFDXC

to the more restrictive criteria in the
Food Stamps Program and (5) limit-
ing to three years SSI/SSP eligibility

O . 94567828 - P.12
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program changes and the additional for drug- and alcotml-addxcted :

recipients.

. Duetoalackofmfﬁdentinfom-" |

tion, it is not possible at this time
to estimate the net fiscal effect of .
these financing provisions on Cali-

fornia. Some provisiors would result
in state savings while others would
result in costs..Of the major provi-
sions noted above, the cap on federal
Emergercy Assistance funds would

.rgsult in costs to the state, and the

other provisions would result in
savings. The restrictions on eligibility
for aliens and immigrants to receive

AFDC, SSI/SSP, and Medicaid;
"however, could resuil in state costs
rather than savings if the state
decided to confinue to provide |

assistance to those individuals

The net effect could be costs or-

savings, depending primarily on

how the administration applies the |

Emergency Assistarce cap to the
state,

SUMMARY OF
FiscAL EFFECT

- Figure 4 summarizes the eshmata:l :
fiscal effect of the President's pro-
. posal on California. Combining all
components. of the proposal, we’
. estimate that it would result in five-.

year costs ranging frozm 3380 million
to $510 million to the state {(com-

~ bined state General Furd and county

funds), offset at least in part by

unkrown savings from reduced

- Page 11
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dependency on AFDC and increased
child support collections. We also
‘note that costs would increase

more AFDC recipients are phased

significantly in subsequent yearsas

into the new JOBS and WORK

programs. For example, the state cost
for the WORK Piogram in the sixth

year of welfare reform would be |

" $130 mﬂhon

Page 12
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President's Welfare Reform Proposal
Fiscal Effect On California

Sunmary: Estmated five-year costs ranging from $380 miflion to $510 million to the state Genearal Fund and
courmty funds, offset at least.in part by unknown savings from reduced dependency on AFODC due primarily to
incréasas in employrmert and ohild support cofiections. Costs in sutsequent years would increase s:gmr cantly
due fo phase-in of mandatory participation in the JOBS and WORK pmgmms

REE) i T tiewmtii. &v“t‘v:'}’

Prag@m/ co W,-. &Y ﬁ,‘ :'. 3y il £ - i ;
JOBS {GAIN) ,' _ S.evlngs. 8150 mimon. due pnmanly -] mcreasad lademl hmding mh f0r
‘ - JOBS, including case management for teon parents. Additional unknown,
- but potertially significant, savings from reduced AFDC dependency, de-
pending on.the expanded program's effect an mcraamng the level of
. ~ employment by parnicipants
WORK : Costs. 3210 million. (This represents three full years of WORK Program
: ' costs because virtually no costs would be incurred'in the first two years of
weltare reform.) Costs would increase significantly in subsequert years as
. marg AFDC recipients are:phased intd the two-year limit for JOBS. |
. Savings. Unknown, but potentially significan, savings from reduced AFDC
dependency, depending un the program's. effect on imramng the levet of
nansubsidized employment by AFDC recipients. - '

AFDIC Rosource Limits © ~  Gosts. About 8245 million due to increased AFDC casefoad, party offset by
’ . . unknown county sa-\mgs in ge-neral assistance. '

AFDC Teon Parents’ - m No net fiscal effoct Grant savings OffSBt by admlni.amﬂve costs.

Rosidenca

At-Rigk Child Care o Costs. 320 maion nct custs for state match. Unknown * -Mmme in
: ' theAFDCandMecﬁ-Calegrarmfrmnaddiﬁonaldﬂdm

Child Support Enforcement: . o T
Financing Provisions Coata. State/county costs ranging from $55 million to $186 million. - ;
Program Provisiens Coste. Urdawown poterttial costs to the extent (1) state costs of the program
' ' changes exceed the expendituros required by the financing provisions, as
shown above, and (2) the state incurs penialties for r)ot maeting patemity
"
: Ssvlngs. Unknown but pcteﬂualty gignifican savings in !he AFDC Program
 due to increased chitd suppent collections.

Federal Financing of Costs or Savings. Unknown, depanding primarily nn me offect of ths cap
Weltzro Reform © 7 on Emergency Assistance fiunds.

Page 13
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REPORT SUMMARY

GAIN: Benefits, Costs, and Three-Year Impacts of a Welfare-to—-Work Program
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, June 15, 1994

MDRC offers their evaluation of California's Greater Avenues for Independence
(GAIN) program, the largest and one of the most ambitious state JOBS programs (operating
since 1989, GAIN accounts for almost 13 percent of total federal spending on the JOBS
Program). The MDRC study shows GAIN as a qualified success, with varying outcomes
across the six counties studied. At its best, when the program combined a strong employment
focus with a controlled use of education and training, GAIN substantially raised participants'
income and taxpayers' savings. But the results also contain a caution: even with strong
programs many people remained on welfare three years after entering JOBS.

(The study was based on at least three years of follow-up data for 33,000 people who
entered GAIN between early 1988 and mid—-1990; each of the sample members was assigned
randomly to either an experimental group who were subject to GAIN requirements or a
control group who were precluded from the group; the study examined the effects in six
counties on employment, earnings, welfare receipt and other outcomes).

GAIN increased the average earnings of participants by 25 percent in the third year after
orientation (average increase of 22 percent over the entire three year period), continuing its
trend of progressively stronger earnings effects over time. GAIN also reduced participants’
average AFDC payments by 8 percent in the third year (average reduction of 6 percent over
the three years). -

A comparison of those recipients who participated in GAIN (the experimental group) and
those who did not (the control group) also reveal the following outcome differentials:

ea modest increase (3 percentage points) in the proportion of recipients whose
combined income (earnings, AFDC and Food Stamps) exceeded the poverty line.

ea modest increase (3 percentage points) in the proportion of recipients who both
worked and received no AFDC payments during the last quarter of the follow-up period
(those who had attained "self-sufficiency through employment"); 53 percent of GAIN
participants were on welfare at the end of the three—year period, compared to 56 percent of
the controls. :

e moderate to large increases in camings for long-term ("difficult—to—serve")
recipients in three counties

The most insightful elements of the MDRC assessment reveal why the impacts of
GAIN varied across the six counties studied. In five of the six counties, GAIN produced
moderate—to—large earnings gains for the participants or welfare savings for the government
or both. One county (the famed Riverside) was a widely hailed success story, producing both
earnings gains (an increase of 49 percent) and welfare savings (a 15 percent reduction).
Three counties (Alameda, Butte and San Diego) had more moderate earnings gains and
welfare savings. Of the two remaining counties, Los Angeles achieved welfare savings but



with little effect on earnings gains, while Tulare produced eamings gains but with little effect
on welfare payments.

In Riverside, GAIN produced the most impressive results ever found for a large-scale
welfare-to—work program. Riverside's success points to the importance of the program'’s
message — WORK. Most distinctive was Riverside's attempt to communicate to all registrants
that employment was essential, that it should be sought expeditiously and that opportunities to
obtain low—paying jobs should not be tumed down. In contrast, the staff in Alameda county
believed strongly in "human capital” development and pushed education and training as the
path to higher—paying jobs. Alameda's outcomes were across—the—board less impressive than
those of Riverside. Furthermore, to a much greater extent than any other county, case
managers in Riverside directly assisted participants in locating employment opportunities. But
Riverside workers were also reported as qu1ckcst to evoke the threat of sanctioning in
response to noncompliance.

In the final analysis, what most distinguished Riverside from other counties - and,
therefore, what might have contributed to Riverside's more favorable results — was its unique
combination of practices and conditions: a pervasive employment message and strong job
development efforts, extensive use of job search and education activities for registrants
needing basic education, a strong commitment to (and adequate resources for) securing the
participation of all mandatory registrants, and reliance on GAIN's formal enforcement
mechanisms to underline the seriousness with which it viewed the participation obligation.

Other points of interest:
® Net costs varied widely across counties, from $1,597 per participant in Riverside to $5, 597
in Alameda.

¢ Government budgcfs came out ahead in two counties (Riverside and San Diego) and broke
¢ven in a third (Butte); return to government budget per net dollar invested was largest in

Riverside ($2.84).
S

- ® The MDRC findings reiterated the need for a campaign to increase awareness of the
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). Only 54 percent of those participants who had worked and
34 percent of those who had never worked said they had even heard of the EITC.

® In Riverside, a special substudy assigned a group of participants to casg managers with
smaller case loads (approximatclcs as opposed to the average of @ ases).
Preliminary results found that there was po significant improvement in_carnings and AFDC
payments for the participants who were monitored more closely.
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TABLE 4

GAIN’s EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

{ALL COUNTIES COMBINED} {a}

Average : Average
Earnings per - Earnings per Difference Percentage
Experimental ($) Control ($} - {Ilmpact) {$) Change
Year 1 1,908 1,642 266*** 16%
Year 2 2,714 2,202 B12%%* 23%

Total 7,781 6,367 1,414**

22%
: Difference
Experimentals Controls {impact)
Percent ever employed, ' :
s 1-3 56 B0 6.0%**

Percent earning $5,000

or mare in year 3 19.7 16.3 , 3.5%**
Percent eérning $10,000 - ‘
or more in year 3 ' 12.1 9.2 - 3,.0%**
Employed Employed
Experimentals - Controls

Of those employed in year 3, percent earning
$10,000 or more . 30.6 27.3

NOTES: ***Denotes statistical significance at the 1 percent level.
(a) Each impact estimate is the average of the impacts for each of the six counties,
which are weighted egually. e :

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporétion
June 1994
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The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation’s evaluation of the California Greater Avenues
for Independence (GAIN) Program is funded by a contract from the California Department of Social
. Services (CDSS) with funding from CDSS and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS). HHS provided additional funding for the collection and analysis of literacy test data. In
addition, for special analyses of employment and welfare dynamics and parts of the benefit-cost
analysis, HHS provided resources under MDRC's contract with HHS to conduct the evaluation of
the Job Opportunities and Basic Skiils Training (JOBS) Program (Contract No. HHS-100-89-

0030). :

Dissemination of MDRC publicaﬁons is also supported by MDRC's Public Policy Outreach funders: the
Ford Foundation, the Ambrose Monei! Foundation, and the Alcoa Foundation.

The findings and conclusions presented in this report do not necessarily represent the official positions
or policies of the funders. :

Copyright © 1994 by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
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The White House
The Old Executive Qffice Building, Room 216
Washin_gton, D.C. 20500

Dear Bruce:

In June, MDRC will be releasing new findings from two studies that are of critical relevance to current
discussions of welfare reform:

1. On June 15: The final report from MDRC’s evaluation of California’s Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN) Program, the largest state JOBS program. The new findings show a
continuation of the promising eamings and welfare results reported earlier and provide, for the first
time, cost-effectiveness data for JOBS. At its best, when the program combined a strong
employment focus with a controlled use of education and training, GAIN substantially raised
people’s income and saved taxpayers money. The variation in results across counties points to the
challenge of bringing the welfare system up to this high standard of performance. The results also
contain a caution: even with strong programs, many people remained on welfare three years after
entering JORS.

. 2. On June 22: An interim report from MDRC’s evaiuation of The New Chance Demonstration, a
program of intensive services for young mothers on welfare who were high school dropouts and
their children. New Chance’s impacts after 18 months are mixed. Positive impacts on GED
receipt and modest effects on parenting skills are balanced by high rates of repeat pregnancy and
lower than anticipated program participation, Future reports will focus on longer-term impacts on
empleyment and welfare receipt and the program’s effects on children. However, the contrast with
GAIN’s continuing success with older mothers provides a cautionary note about the potential of
welfare reform to increase the self-sufficiency of this group of young welfare mothers.

I thought you might want to see advance copies of the Executive Summaries of both reports. The Summary
for GAIN is enclosed; I will send that for New Chance as soon as it is available. Please. note that the
GAIN report is embargoed until June 15th and the New Chance report until June 22nd.

Let me know if you have any questions or would like further information.

Best wishes, % \Q)&gl C‘mh\—o le e
\KY '\v@u W owd MCLQ)\ Qr~

Qsﬁ&kﬁ v Hiee %w%m%

Judith M. Gueron
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

- This report presents the latest findings on the effectivenéss of California’s Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN) Program, a statewide initiative aimed at increasing the employment and self- .
sﬁfﬁciency of recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the nation’s major cash
welfare program. Based on three years or more of follow-up data for 33,000 people who entered
GAIN between early 1988 and mid-1990, the study examines the program’s effects in six counties on
employment, earnings, welfare receipt, and other outcomes, as well as findings from a qomprehcnsivc
benefit-cost analysis. The results are of broad relevance to welfare reform because California has the
country’s biggest AFDC caseload and GAIN is the largest and one of the most ambitious proémms
operating under the federal Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Progr‘im, created by
the Family Support Act of 1988. Operating as California’s JOBS program since July 1989, GAIN
curre'ntly accounts for almost 13 percent of federal spending on JOBS." GAIN is overseen by
Califomia‘s.Depanmcnt of Social Services (CDSS) and administered by. the 58 counties. This repoft
is part of a multi-year evaluation conducted for CDSS by the Manpower Demonstration Research

Cotporation (MDRC).

The Findings in Brief

Each of thc 33, 000 sample mcmbers was assigned at random to either an cxpenmcmal group
(who were subject to GAIN s participation requirements) or a control group (who were precluded from
the program but could seek ot.hcr services in the community on their own). The two groups were
tracked over time, and the differences between them (e.g., in earnings and welfare receipt) constitute

the effe‘qts or 1mpacts of GAIN — the dlfferencc the program made.

Single Parents Q&FDC FGs)‘

OveraH +Over the enure I‘hl'ee-year follow-up period, and across the six counties, GAIN

WW (AFDC-FGs), a group mostly with children

Wmmngémhﬂmdy ln year 3, average earnings for the experimental group_
were $636 hi p )'s average (a_25 pe ranL,gam) for_the full three years, they
W"""‘-—-M
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were $1,414 higher (2 22 percent gain). @mings for each group were averaged over all members

of each group, inoluding those who did not work as well as those who did.)/ Moreover, some data

point to sustained or still larger earnings impacts .in the future. - GAIN also continued to produce
welfare savings in year 3 at the same level as in year 2. In year 3 and across the six counties,

experimentals received an average of $331 less in AFDC payments (an 8 percent reduction) compared
T e

to the control group average; the reduction was $961..(6-percent) for_the entire three-year period.

Longer-term trends suggest a gradual tapering off of these welfare effects in the fuure.

GAIN also had an effect on the rate of AFDC case closures but it was not large. Across all

six counties, over half of the experimental group was on AFDC in the last quarter of the three- year

——r—..

follow-up period (53 percent, or only 3 percentage points lower than the rate for controls).

* County-Specific. GAIN’s impacts on single parents varied across the six counties in the study.

Riverside County, which had unusually large first- and second—yéar €arnings gain

again produced large effects in year 3. Over the three-year period
experimental group’s earnings by an average of $3,113, a 49 percenf gain over the control group
average. It reduced welfare. payments by $1,983, 2 15 percent reduction compared to the control
group. - These impacts were the biggest for any of the six counties, and are greater than those found
in previous large—scale expenmemal studies of state welfare-to-work programs, Riverside also
produced large earnings gains and welfare savings for a special sample ~ single parents with children
under the age of 6.

GAIN’s three-year ix_npactson earnings were moderate to large in three of the other five
counties: $1,492 in Alameda (a 30 percent increaso above the county’s control group average), $1,474
in Butte (a 21 percent increase), and $_1,772 in San Diego (a 22 percent increase). Tulare produced
a moderate impact ($518) in year 3, but i;s average effect for the full follow-up period was under
$400, as was true in Los Angeles. Four of the remaining five counties (all but Tulare) achieved
welfare savings for AFDC-FGs for the three-year penod ranging from an average of $782 per
experimental in Alameda (a 4 percent reductlon cornparcd to the control group average) to $1, 136 in
San‘Dnego (an 8 percent reduction),

Benefits and Costs. GAIN was a relatively expensive program compared to t‘h'e simpler and

primarily job search welfare-to-work programs of the 1980s. . For the single-parent sample in all six
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counties combined, over a five-year period, county welfare departments were estimated to have spent

an average of $2,899 per experimental, about 60 percent of.vilxich.was_foLb.is&.managcmem functions.

In addition, schools and other non-welfare agencies spent $1,515 per experimental to provide education
and training instruction as part of the GAIN program, bringing the total cost of GAIN o $4,415 per
experimental. Another important cost nﬁmber is the net cost per experimental, which measures the
government’s net expenditures after adding the cost of education and training activities experimentals
éntered on their own after leaving GAIN, and then subtracting the cost of services that members of
the control group received on their own. The net cost over five years was $3,422 per experimental
for the sik counties combined, but varied widely by county, from under $2,000 per experiméntal in
Riverside and San Diego to over $5,500 in Alameda and Los Angeles. The higher costs in the Jatter
two cdunties which enrolled only long-term welfare recipients into their GAIN programs, reflects,
to an important extent, a greater net increase in the use of education and trammg activities in Alameda
and Los Angeles compared to the patterns in other counties. 7

Net cost estimates are key because they are used in the benefit-cost study to determine whether
the program costs or saves taxpayers money. That analysis also assesses whcrhef people .in the

experimental group are made ﬁnancially better off by the program. (The benefit-cost analysis does

‘not take mto account non-monetary gains or losses.)

\‘ﬂ:lgmﬂe_aﬂrgd_e,amgs gains are compared fo welfare reductions and other losses over five

years, welfare recipients in five of the suc counties (Alameda, Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare)

were, on average, better off financially as a consequence of the GAIN program. Net benefits ranged

from $948 per expenmental in San Diego to $1, 900 per experlmental in Riverside, for an overall

average of $923 per cxperlmcntal .
FrOm the perspective of the governmcm budget the benefit- cost findings were posmve in three

of the six counties — Wmsm;m and negative in the remaining three counties.
From mmmmm&:mummmmmgﬂwmmgggmmem

invested per experimental (above and beyond the public cost of education and training controls received

on their own initiative), it got more than a dollar back in the form of reduced_ costs for AFDC and

other transfer programs and increased tax payments arising from experimentals’ increased employment.

This return was exceptionally large@ Riverside —\$2.84 per every nei 1 invesited. The return was

R




Embargoed until June 15, 1994

$1.40 per $1 in San Dlego and $1.02 per $1 in Butte but less than a dollar ($.76) per $1 for all six
counties together. It is worr.h mentioning. that rerurn per net dollar invested is a standard of success

by which few social programs are assessed.

Heads of Two-Parent Families (AFDC-Us)

GAIN also produced earnings gains and welfare savings for the heads of two-parent families
(AFDC-Us), who make up about 18 percent of all AFDC cases in California. Although the longer-

term trends were not as impressive as they were for single parents, GAIN's earnings effects over the

full three»year follow-up period were moderate to large- in three counties (Butte, Los Angeles, and

Riverside, although they were dec]mmg over time in Riverside). They were especially large in Butte,
reachmg $3,295 per experimental. The same three counties also produced moderate to large welfare
savmgs, as did San Diego. GAIN’s benefit-cost results for AFDC-US show a large positive effect
~ from the perspeétivé of welfare recipients so]ély- in Butte, and a modest -positivé return on the
government’s investment in Butte ($1.22 pér net $1 invested) and Riverside ($1.61 per net $1
invested). . ‘
| In sum, the results of this evaluation show that the GAIN program can work, especially for
single parents on welfare, who account for about 82 pcrcent. of California’s welfare caseload: For that
group, both welfare recipients and the governmentl budget came out ahead in two counties as a result
of GAIN, with one county (Riversicie) producing the most impressive results yet observed for a large-
scale welfare-to-work program. Of r.hé remaining four counties, three made welfare recipients better
off, but without producing net bﬁdgetary savings (although the government essentially "broke even"
in one). An important open duestioﬁ is whether some of ﬂ;e implemeﬁtation approaches of the better-
- performing counties, especially those of Riverside, can be adapted by other localities and produce

similarly impressive results.

. The GAIN Program Model

A key feature of GAIN, ‘which distinguishes it from most other welfare-to-work and JOBS
programs, is the way it uses educational and basic skills levels to sort registrants into one of two

service streams. - Those” who do not have a high school diploma (or a General Educational
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Development certificate — a GED) or fail to achteve predetermined scores on both parts of a math and
readihg test or are not proficient in English are deemed by GAIN to be "in need of basic educat'ion.'“
These individuals can choose to attend a basic education class ~ Adult Basic Fducation (ABE), GED
preparation, or English as a Second Language (ESL) instruction — or@Wﬁ, but’
if they choose job search and fail 1o obtain employment, they must then enter basic education.
Registrants judged "nor in need of basic edl_.lcation" — those who pass both parts of ‘.the math and
reading test and possess a high school diploma (or a GED) — usually must participate in job search
first. Registrants already enrolled in education and training programs when they enter GAIN may

continue in those activities if the activities meet certain criteria (e.g., they must prepare registrants for

~ occupations in need of workers in the local labor market, and registrants must be able to complete the

training within two years after enrolling in GAIN). Participants in any of these three sequences who

do not find employment after completing their initial activities undergo an employability assessment

“designed to help th;m choose their next activity, e.g., skills training, vocationally oriented post-

secondary education, on-the-job training, or unpaid work experience. Any GAIN registrant, who,

without "good cause,” fails to participate in GAIN’s erientation-and services nmay ificur a “sanction,”
i.e., a reduction of th rant. (The grant level in California is one of the nation’s highest.)

The GAIN Evaluation

The six c_oilnties selgc'ted t0 participate in the study of GAIN’é impacts caprure a wide variety
of local conditions and population chéractei'istics account for more than one-third of the state’s GAIN
caseload and more than one-half of its AFDC caseload. Three counties are in southern California:
Los Angeles, with about one-third of the state’s caseload and a welfare population larger than all but
a few states’; San Diego, with the state’s second-largest caseload; and Riverside, a large cdunty

encompassing both urban and rural areas. Two counties are in northern California: Alameda, an urban

" county that includes the City of Oakland, and, further north, the miid-sized county of Butte. Tulare

is located in the largely a'gric.:ultural,' rural Central Vatley. (Table 11, at the end of this summary,

presents a brief profile of each county.)

It is imponant to stress that this report’s descriptions of the counties’ strategies for implementing

GAIN are based on information collected no later than mid-1991, and prior to that in most cases. This

ES-5
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is the relevant information for describing the research sample’s actual experiences in GAIN. However,
some of the information does not portray the counties current modes of ~operatihg GAIN. All of the
counties have continued to revise their implementation strategies as they have acquired more
cxpefience in operating this very complex welfare-to-work initiative, and in response to changes in
funding and other circumstarces.

The findings on GA.I‘N 's implementation, effectiveness, and benefits and costs come from a
study (;f 33,000 applicants for and recipients of AFDC whose participation in GAIN was mandatory,
i.e., a condition for receiving their full welfare grant. This group included single heads of families
(AFDC-FGs, who are usually mothers) mostly with children age 6 or older, and all heads of two-
parent families (AFDC-Us, typically fathers). (It is important to-noie that almost one-third of

Alameda’s sample consisted of single parents with children younger than age 6.)

During the period in which members of the research sample enrolted in GAIN and thus. became

-part of the study (March 1988 to June 1990), four of the six counties had sufficient resources to enrol!

all registrants in their cascloads who were mandatory for GAIN under the pre-JOBS rules. The other

countiés — Alameda and Los Angeles — focused exclusively on long-term recipients, in conformity
with GAIN’s rules in cases where resources did not permit serving all those required to participate.

- To determine the effects of GAIN, mandatory registrants who attended an orientation to the

program were randomly assigned to either an experimental group (who were subject to GAIN's

participation mandate) or a contro! group (who were precluded from GAIN but could seek other
-services in the conﬁnunity). ‘Random assignment assured that the two groups did not differ
systenmtidally on measured and unmeasured bapkgrbund characteristics when they entered the study,
- and that any differences in their subsequent labor market and welfare experiences could be attributed

with confidence to the GAIN program. The two groups’ employment rates, average earnings, hver_age

AFDC payments, and other outcomes were'compa:ed over the course of the follow-up period, and the -

differences between them are referred to as the estimated "impacts” of GAIN. The data used in this
study came from a variety of sources, including automated employment, earnings, and welfare records

for the full 33,000-person sample, a registrant survey administered two to three years after orientation

to a Subsamp[e of experimentals and controls in five counties (excluding Butte because of the .

_ evaluation’s limited survey budget), and program partictpation and fiscal information obtained from
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the counties and various state agencies.

.Findings ﬁn Program Implementation

s The six counties made different decisions about how much to emphasize
quick entry into the labor market versus the longer and more expensive
process of building reg:strants human capital through educatnon and

training.

Not surprisingly, given California’s state-supervised but county-operated welfare system, énd‘

the abgence of evidence when GAIN started as to what strategies would work best, the six counties
varied in how thej_' sought to prepare registrants for érnployment. Viewing almost any'job as a positive
first step, with advancement t60 come by acquiring a work history and learning skills on the job,

Riverside’s staff placed much more emphasis on moving registrants into the labor market quickly than

did the staff in any other county. Most distinctive was Riverside’s attempt to communicate a strong

SR

message to all repistranis (even those in educatlon and training activities), at all st&ges\oftlhe

program, that employment was central, tha; it should be sought expedmously, and that opportumtles
e, =

T —

to obtain Jow-paying jobs should not be mmed down. The county’s management underscored this

message by establishing job placement standards as onme of several criteria for assessing staff
petformance, while at the same time attempting to secure the participation of all mandatory registrants,
In addition, the county mstlmted a strong _]Ob development component to assist recipients in galmng

access 1o job _opportunities. _ : .
e e F ~Lo5d”
Alame stratés a very different approach Its GAIN managers and staff beheved strongly

ill_”jp_m’a_q_c_:ggi_tgl" development — the use of education and training as a path to getting jobs that offer
a better chance to gemff welfare. Within the overall constraints imposed by the GAIN
model’é service sequences, Alameda’s staff encouraged Tegistrants to be selective about the jobs they
accepted and to take advantage of GAIN’s education and training to prepare for higher-paying jobs.
Butte, Los Angeles, San Dieg(:;, and Tulare took approaches failing between those of Riverside and
Alameda, but closer to Alameda’s than to Riverside,’s. ' !

e All six counties successfully communicated to registrants that the

participation requirement was real and would be enforced, although the
counties varied in the extent to which they relied on GAIN’s formal penalty

process.
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Over 90 percent of experimentals said on the registrant survey that they believed it was "likety"

or "very likely” that their AFDC grants would be reduced if they were assigned to a GAIN activity
but did not go. Casefile records showed that up to about 6 percent of experimentals (in Los Angeles

and Riverside)- were sanctioned within the ﬁrst 11 months after GAIN onematlon although self- |

reported mformatlon from the survey and mterwcws with GAIN staff suggest that the rates rose over
~ time in all the counties. Evidence also suggests.that case managers Q_Q_Angele&andﬁwemdeavere
quickest to invoke the "threat" of sénctioning ijl_jgw_tg_nomompliance. About half to three-’

o .
quarters of survey respondents believed the participation mandate to be "fair” and "a good idea,” and
_ only about one-quarter of respondents in hoth the experimental and control groups agreed with the

statement, "Making welfare mothers work is bad for their children. "

Impacts on Participation in Employment-Related Actjvities for AFDC-FGs

GAIN could have an impact on labor market and welfare outcomes if experimentals received
more or different kinds of services than controls and were subject to different reqﬁirements. Since
controls could participiite i,n-ndn»GA[N employment-related services on their own initiative, an
important measure 6f the GAIN intervention (ahd a major determinant of the net costs) is the extent
to which experimt'e'ntal,s had diffq}ent participation patterns than controls. .

To determine GAIN’s effect oﬁ eiperimentals’ use of einployment—related'activities, the
evaluation compared experimentals’ rates and durauon of participation in all such activities (including
- GAIN and post-GAIN participation) with the amount of participation in non-GAIN activities by the
control group. The difference tn the amount of participation represents the "impact” of GAIN, which
telis how much experimentals’ participation changed compared to what it would have been in the
absence of GAIN. ' ' |

‘e A sizable number of controls used non-GAIN employment-related activities,

usually vocational training and post-secondary education.

Few controls (4 percent) participated in job search activities, which, .in comparison to

opportunities for educatign and training, are not widely available in the com:_nunity. Moreover, few

(8 percent) participated in basic education classes (for ABE, GED, and ESL instruction). Although

more widely available, basic education may have been of less interest to controis than occupational
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skills training (nor was it generally needed by those who already had a high school diploma or GED).
Only a handful of controls took part in unpaid.work experience and on-the-job training (OJT)
assignments. In contrast, a full 23 percent participated in vocationa] training or post-secondary

education.

¢ The GAIN prngram substantially mcreased experimentals’ participation in
- job search and basic education.

Given that the GAIN model requires most participants to enter upfront job search or basic

education as their initial GAIN activity, it is not surprising that GAIN’s largest impacts were on the

use of these two activities. Across all six counties, 29 percent of experimentals partibipated in job
search compared to only 4 percent of controls, for a diffcrcncc of 25 percentage poinfs. Similarly,
GAIN increased cxperimentals’ participation in ABE, GED, anq ESL activities (taken together) by 28
percentage points, The ‘program had Tittle overall impact (3.3 percentage points) on the percentage
who participated in vocational traim’hg or pdst-secondary education, aithough, as discussed later in this
summary, it did in some counties (especially Alameda) for registrants determined not to need basic
education.. Few experimentals took part in unpaid work experience (PREP) or OJT. (More recently, .

the use of PREP has increased in several counties.) P

Impacts on Em lo ent Earnin a.nd Welfare Outcomes for AFDC-FGs

Impacts on Earnmgg and Welfare Paments - A '

» GAIN increased the nverage earnings of experimentals by 25 percent in the
. third year after orientation, continuing its trend of progressively stronger
earnings effects over time. It reduced experimentals’ average AFDC
 payments by 8 percent, a result that reflected a leveling off of GAIN’s
impacts on this measure. ' '

The average'eam'ings for all experimentals and all controls were calculatedfor the fult sample,

- including people who did not work (émd whose earnings were counted as zero). Averaged across the

six counties, with each county given equal! weight, earnings for AFDC-FGs in the third year (as shown -

" in official automated earnings records) were $3,159 per experimental group member and $2,523 per

control group member. This yields an earnings gain, or impact, of $636 per experimental (or 25
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percent of the average control group member's earnings), as shown in the "all counties” section of
Table 1. (This, again, is an average that includes sample miembers ﬁuhb did not work at all; those who
worked benefited more than this $636 supgests.) Welfare sa\_fings were $331 per experimemal in year
3 (i.e., AFDC payments were 8 percent lower than the average payments of $4,163 for controls). As
indicated by the asterisks for the "all counties” rows in Table 1, these results were statistically
significant, meaning that one can have greater confidence that they were due to the program rather
than to statistical chance.! The earnings impacts compare favorably with the three-year results for
simpler (mostly job search) programs studied previously, and the AFDC impacts compare very
favorablj:. ' _ |

Over the entire three-year follow-up period, GAIN’s earnings impacts grew progressively larger.

Averaged across the six counties, with each county given equal weight, the program’s impact on .

earnings nearly doubled berween the first and second years of follow-up and rose by another 24
percent berween the second and third follow-up years, reaching $1,414 per expérimentél for the entire
period. (Sec Table 1 and Figure 1A.) An analysis of GAIN’s effects-for an early cohort of sample
members (i.e., those who emtered the study early on and for whom more quarters of follow-up are
available) points toward sustained or still larger earning impacts after the third year.

- GAIN’s effects on AFDC payments leveled off in year 3, but totaled $961 for the full three-year
period. (See Table 1 and Fi_guré 1B.) After having grown by about 23 percent between years 1 and
2, they were about the same in yeér 3 as in year 2. Longer-term trends for the early cohort suggest
a gradual-tapering off of these welfare effects in the future. h
GAIN’s impacts varied by county. One county (Riverside) had larg.e

earnings gains and welfare savings in all three follow-up years. Three
counties (Alameda, Butte, and San Diego) had more moderate earnings gains
and welfare savings. Of the two remaining counties, one (Los Angeles)

achieved welfare savings but with little effect on earnings gains, while the
other (Tulare} produced earnings gains but with little effect on welfare

payments.

Riverside, which had unusually large first- and second-year earnings gains and welfare savings,

1Some of the year 1 and year 2 numbers in this and other tables differ slightly ffor'n those reported earlier
because’ they were recalculated using updated eamings and AFDC data.
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TABLE 1 '
GAIN's THREE—YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC FAYMENTS FOR AFDC —FGs {SINGLE PARENTS)

‘ Average Total Earnings Average Total AFDC Payments
: Fercenlage : . Fercentage
County Expetimentals ($) Controk (8) - Ditference {3) Change Experimentals ($) Controk {8) Difference (§) Change
Alameda - . '
Year 1 ) 1421 1212 209 17% 6916 7066 —-150 -2%
Year 2 © 2132 1624 508 * 31% - ' 5016 8077 ~251 - 4%
Year 3 ) 2880 2105 774 " 37% - . ~ 4B61 5232 . —371 ~ 7%
Total ' 6432 - 4944 1492 ** 0% . 17593 18375 ~-782 *. —4%
Butte i ‘ ) S
Year 1 ) 2001 1729 272 16% 5132 5486 -353 * —-6%
Year 2 29986 2442 556 23% ar7156 4048 --333 —-8%
Year3d | 3638 2992 647 22% . ) 2812 3104 =290 -99%
Total - -~ BBa37 7163 - 1474 21% - 11659 12635 ' -Q76 . —B%
Los Angeles . . ' ' .
ear 1 1304 1308 —4 -0% : 6874 7202 ~225 v -5%
Year 2 1699 1589 ’ 110 . 7% 5711 6111 —401 *** -7%
Year3d. 1939 1786 153 9% 4729 - 5006 —277 ** —-6%
Totaf - 45943 . 4683 260 6% 17314 18319 —~1005 *** -~ 5%
Riverside o ’ : :
Year 1 2470 1550 Qo0 e+ 59% - 4962 . 5658 : -6Q5 *w4 -12%
Year 2 - 3416 2233 1183 *=+ 53% . 3458 4161 . —703 e -17%
Year 3 a562 - 2552 1010 *** 40% 2864 3448 =584 *er —-17%
Total . . N 9448 . 6335 3113 #** 49% ! 11284 13267 —15083 *** —-15%
San Diego .
Year 1 2462 2113 349 ** 17% 5629 5832 . ~302 v -5%
Yearz - asoa 2794 709 *** 25% 4199 4679 —480 *** —-10%
Yeard . as21 " a108 713 #e* 23% - 3555 3908 © 353 A ~9%
Total 9786 8014 1772w 22% 13283 14419 —1136 —8%
Tulare _
Year 1 ) 1792 1941 - 149 -8% 6363 6231 132 ’ 2%
Year 2 2536 2531 5 - 0% ) 5118 : 5023 a5 2%
Year 3 3t 2554 518 »+ 20% : 4171 4284 -113 —~3%
Total . 7439 7066 a74 5% ‘ 15653 - 15538 114 1%
All caunties (a}) . -
Year 1 1908 1642 266 *** 16% 5963 5246 —283 -5%
Year 2 2714 2202 512 4w 23% 4669 57 ~347 -~ T%
Year 3 i " 3159 2523 - 636 *** 25% - as32 . 4163 - <} Bkl ~8%
Total 7781 6367 1414 *** 22% 14464 15426 ~961 *** " 6%
NOTES: Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not empioyed or did not receive weifare during that year.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent {the highest level);** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
(a) In the all—county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. L Co



FIGURE 1

. GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC-FG REGISTRANTS
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also produced large third-year effects on AFDC-FGs. (See Table 1 and Figure 1.) Over the entire

. . - - . w
three-year period, the experimental group’seannn@ere $3,113 higher, on average, thap————

the control group's earnings, an increase of 49 percent. Their welfare payments were $1,983 lower,

—

a 15 percent reduction compared to the control group. These impacts were the largest in any of the
six counties, and are larger than those found in previous large-scale experimental studies of state

welfare-to-work programs. They are notable as r their consistency as for their magnitude:

Riverside had statistically significant earnings gains for many key subgroups of the single-parent
e L

research sample, and these gains were almost always accompanied by welfare savings. Such a

consistent pattern was not found in any other county. .

Among the other five counties, three (Alameda, Butte, and San Diégo) had middle-level three-
year earnings impacts ($1,474 to $1,772 per experimental, or 21 to 30 percent above the control group
average). Also of note was the $518 earnings impact in year 3 for Tulare, where positive and statis-
tically significant effects were observed for 'the_ first time. Four of these five counties (Tulare was the
exécption) achieved moderate welfare.sévings (ranging from §$782 per'experilm‘emal 6ver the three
vears to $1,136, or a 4 to 8 percent reduction). (The three-year earnings and welfare impacts in Butte
were not statistically significant, possibly owing to the small control group sampie size there.)

In Los Angeles, the finding that GAIN produced welfare savings but had little effect on earnings
($260, and not statistically significant) may have resulted from GAIN's prodqcing an increase in the
rate of employment, but in jobs that were low-paying,'of shont duration, or both. The welfare savings
may also partly reflect the influence of financial sanctions (grant reductions) for noncompliance with
GAIN’s participation mandate and any effect the mandate may have had in increasing or hastening case
closures among experimentals who were working "off the books. " .It is also worth noting that although
the éarnings impact in Los Angeles was small overall, this was not true in all five of the county’s
GAIN offices. The two offices located -outside of éentral-city areas produced three-year earnings
impacis exceeding $2,100 per experimental (an effect thét was sm@istically significant in one office).
None of the other ofﬁces. all of which were in central-city-locations, produced an earnings gafn

In Riverside, each of the four local offices operating GAIN in the four economlcally d1vefsc
regions of that county produced large and statistically SIgmﬁcant earnings gains and welfare savmgs

San Diego also had consistently positive results (though not always statistically significant) across most

of its local offices, but Tlﬂare did nbt. (Alameda and Butte each had only one GAIN office.)
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L

All in. all, the evidence of impacts across the six counties shows that GAIN can produce

earnings gains, welfare savings, or both within a three-year period, even when it is operated in very
djfferent ways EIFM1MM an encouraging finding because local

condmons will always vary across counties and because some variation in key implementation pracnces

is inevitable.

Impacts on Employment Rates, Earnings Levels. and Job Quality

* GAIN increased the proportion of experimentals who were ever employed
in year 3 by 6 percentage points above the control group rate. At the same
time, a majority of experimentals as well as confrols did not work at all
during that year.

For the six counties combined? automated official records show that 40 percent of experimentals
had worked at some time during year 3 compared to 34 percent of controls, resulting in a statistically
significant difference of 6 percehtage points (see Table 2). A similar impact is found when the
proportions of experimentals and controls ever employed over the entire three-year period are
compared (57 percent versus 51 percent, respectively). GAIN’s impact on the rate of employment was
largest in Riverside, where it exceeded.9 percentage points in year 3 and almost 14 percentage points

oﬁcr the full follow-up period. Despite this accomplishment, the data in Table 2 imply that, across the

.—__——‘___—“_"""‘“-u
six counties, about two-thirds of experimentals and controls did nor work during year 3, and almost _
half never worked during the entire three-year-period. In response to a question on the registrant

surve)-f in" four counties (Alameda, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare), about 60 perceht of
experimentals who were not wbrldng at the time of the interview said that they were not looking for
work. Of that group, 28 percent ciled their own ill health or disability as the most important reason,
4 percent cited the ill health of_ disability of their children, and 22 percent said that they were in a
school or training program. Only 4 percent said that the main reason they were not looking for work
was that they could not afford or arrange for child care (perhaps in part because the study sample was
composed largely of women with no preschool-age children), although 10 percent said that their major

4 reason was that they wanted to stay home with their children.

Of 1 t.hose 0se who had never worked during the survey follow-up period, only 34, percent said that
-only 34 percent said

0})) (/ /Kt/ they had heard of th a federal tax credit for low-income workers
/
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TABLE 2

GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSURES
FOR AFDC~FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

Ever Employed in the Specified Year On AFDC in the Last Quarter of the Specified Year
County : . : . '
and Year Experimentais {%}  Controls (%) Ditterence Experimentals %)  Contro's (%) Difference
Alameda
Year 1 : : 301 273 ‘2.8 . : E5.0 89.2 -32*
Year 2 328 26.3 6.5 76.6 771, ~0.5
Year 3 33.9 267 7.2 wx &§7.5 706 -3.1
Total 48.8 40.8 8.0 * nfa. n/a " n/a
Butte ‘ : . .
Yeari 42.3 45.6 -3.3 . 65.0 668.4 . -34
Year 2 : 46.3 422 . 40 49.4 47.7 17
Year 3 46.7 425 4.3 : 39.7 41.0 -13
Total 63.4 63.7 ~0.2 ' n/a n/a . nfa
Los Angeles
Year t ) 270 248 21 84.8 879 -3 v
Year 2 269 229 - 4,0 wew 74.0 763 -2.3
Year 3 - 260 224 3.6 *** §3.8 675 -3.7 **
Totat 39.4 34.9 . 45w oo nfa n/a n/a
Riverside \ : : ‘ '
Year 1 52.1 34.0 18,0 **+. 58.7 659 7.2 e
Year 2 494 35.4 140 *** 466 52.0 -7 Bl
Year 3 . 445 35.2 - pg 40.6 " 458 ~5.7 v~
Total T 674 53.4 13.6 *** na nfa _ nia
San Diego . : .
Year 1 : 46.0 400 §.0 ' 69.1 72.1 C =3 v
Year 2 : 458 408 5.1 vt 56.0 811 .5 ek
Year 3 _ 42,5 a7.3 , 5.2 *v* 490 - 519 -30*
. Tetal ' 622 56.5 57 ‘ n/a n/a - nfa
Tulare ' ' : ,
Year 1 359 . 409 | —-1.0 . 767 - 750 17
Year 2 418 . 423 -05 - . 65.4 62.2 an
Year 3 439 an.0 58 545 56.2- -1.7
Total 585 55.3 42 n/a nia n/a
All counties (a) . ) .
Year 1 ' 96 355 4,1 v : 73.4 764 =31 v
Year 2 405 - - 35.0 55 » ) 513 62.7 —14
Year 3 39.6 : a7 5.9 »+* 525 . 55.5 ~3.0 **+*
Total . . 56,7 50.8 ) 8.0 *** n/a " nja nfa

NOTES: The totals indicate the proportion of sample members who were ever employed at any time during the three years
of follow-—up, Totals are not applicable {n/a) in the AFDC panel of the table.
Statistical sighificance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent ({the highest level); ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
{b} In the all~county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally.
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intended to enhance the financial payoff from working. Of those who had worked, 54 percent said that
they had heard of it. ' '

e Riverside and San Diego produced earnings gains mostly by increasing the
rate and duration of employment, while Alameda and Butte produced about
half their earnings gains by increasing the amount of money earned per
quarter of employment. '
~ In Riverside and, to a lesser extent in San Diego; GAIN appears to have produced earnings
~ impacts because cxperiméntals had higher eméloyment rates and more quarters of employment, but
-_ the jobs they held paid about as much, on average, as the jobs held by controls. In Alameda and
Butte, in contrast, approxiinate]y half the earnings gains were associated with increased earnings per
quarter of employment for experimentals, implying that, on average, experimentals who worked held
better jobs than cpntrols who worked.

These différences across the counties are also reflected in the characteristics of the most recent
jobs reported on the registrant survey by experimentals and controls who had worked at some time
during the two- to ﬂme-yéar follow-up per_iod. In Riverside, similar proportions of employed
experimerzfals and emp!oyéd controls (64 percent) had worked full-time (ie., I;O hours a week or more}

in their most recent job, and average weekly wages were somewhat lower for all workers in the

experimental group ($191 per week) than for all workers in the control group ($206). In contrast,
_employed experimentals in Alameda got jobé providing more hours of work per week than the jobs
obtained by employed controls (é. g., 59 percent versus 55 percent, respectively, were full-time), and
higher weekly wages for those working ($209 versus $167). '

It is also of interest that af:proximately 28 percent of employed experimentals in the four
counties had jobs providing health care coverage. Among controls, the rate was 25 percent.

* GAIN increased the proportion of experimehtals who had more substantial
earnings. :

Table 3 shows that, for all six counties combined, about 20 percent of experimentals earned af

least $5,000 in year 3 compared to 16 percent of controls, for an impact of almost 4 percentage points;
12 percent of experimentals, compared to 9 percent of controls, earned at least $10,000 — an amount

of money that exceeds the poverty line for a single parent with one child.
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TABLE 3 L
GAIN's IMPACTS ON YEAR 3 EARNINGS LEVELS AND THE PERCENTAGE OF AFDC~FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)
BOTH EMPLOYED AND OFF AFDC AT THE END OF YEARS

- Qutcome Measure

and County : Experimentals (%) ' Controks (%) ... Difference

Earned $5,000 or-
more in year 3

Alameda . 16.4 127 3.7*
Butte ' 21.9 . t8.8 . 3.1
Los Angeles 128 120 ‘ 06
Riverside ' 297 . 7.1 . 6.5 ***
San Diego 23.3 : 18.7 : - 3.6 v
Tulare , 206 17.6 a0~
All counties (a) ' ' 19.7 16.3 . 35 v

Earned $10,000 or
more in year 3

Alameda - ' 106 84 22
Butte . 146 C102 43 *
Los Angeles : : ; 7.7 6.7 : 1.0
Riverside 137 - 8.5 4.2 e
San Diego - ‘ ‘ 15.0 ' 12.0 < B b
Tulare o _ 11.2 . 82 . ‘3.0 **
All counties (a} ) 121 8.2 3.0 A+

Employed and received no
AFDC in the last quarter of year 3

Alameda . Co 14.2 10.0 42 o
Butte . 228 220 . OB
Los Angeles _ . 1.2 : 9.1 2.1 **
Riverside 23.0 16.4 i ! Co4.6 t
San Diego _ 214 . 18.8 T 2B
Tulare 199 i76 23

All counties (a) ‘ ‘ 18.8 ) - 160 2.8 W

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent {the highest level}; ** = 5 percen’t * =10 percent
{a) In the ali~county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. -
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AnoLherlway to view earnings levels is to consider what proportion of workers, rather than all
‘experimentals or all controls, earned above certain thresholds. Although experimental-controf
differences on such a measure are not true estimates of GAIN’s impacts (since the background
characteristics of those who found jobs in each group may not have been equivalent), they illustrate
that many of those who did find work had more substantia! earnings. For example, for all six counties
combined, about 31 percent of all employed experimentals earned above $10,000 in year 3. Among

B

employed controls, the rate was 27 percent.

* GAIN produced a small increase in the proportion of experimentals whose

combined income from earnings; AFDC, and Food Stamps exceeded the

poverty line in year 3.
To approximate GAIN’s effects on poverty, the analysis compared sample members” total year
3 earnings, AFDC payments, and Food Stamps with the official poverty line, taking into account the
siie of each sample member’s family at the time of GAIN orientation. (In 1992, the poverty line for
a single parent with one child was $9,190.) The income measure used here is different from the
Census Bureau’s official poverty measure in that Food Stamps are not counted in the ofﬁcial measure,
while other family income not measured in the GAIN evaluz_uion is counted. The analysis suggests that
GAIN helped move some families out of poverty: 20 percent of the experimentals across the six
counties, compared to 17 percent ﬁf the controls, had a combined income above the poverty line. In
other words, experimentals™ poverty rate was reduced by 3 percentage points. This impact reached

almost 5 percentage points in Butte and Tulare.

Impacts on Case Ciosqres

" GAIN reduced by a small amount (3 percentage points) the proportion of
experimentals who were on AFDC during the last quarter of year 3. About
half of all experimentals and controls received some AFDC payments during
that period. Only about one-fifth were both off AFDC and working.

Table 2 shows the prdportion of sample members who had received any AFDC payments in the
last quarter of each follow-up year. The proportion of experimentals on AFDC had dropped to 53
percent (for all six counties combined) by the end of the three-year period. However, only a portion

of this change can be attributed to GAIN, since the control group experienced a similar decline.

ES-14

AN
.
- o

-
{ ¢
il




\
A

1!

Emﬁargued unti? June 15, 1994

Nonétheless, the counties collectively produced a reduction of 3 percentage points in the proportion
of experimentals receiving welfare by the end of year 3, ranging from under 2 percentage points in
Butte and Tulare to over 5 percentage points in Riverside.

Table 3 (bottom panel) shows the proportion of people who had both worked and received no
AFDC payments during the last quarter of the follow-up period. This combined slatus comes closer
than any other measure in this study to representing the achieve,mcn_t of_"self-sufficiency through

employment.” By this criterion, about 19 percent of experimentals (for all six counties combined)

achieved self-sufficiency by working compared to 16 percent of controls, for a smail (statistically

significant) impact of almost 3 percentage points. The impact on this measure was highest in Riverside

- and Alameda, where it exceeded 4 percentage points. (During this same quarter, another 10 percent

of experimentals both worked and received welfare.)

» Several counties increased the proportion of registrants who made
a permanent exit from AFDC during the available follow-up period,
although this effect was not large.
Welfare recipients who leave AFDC often return to the rolls. - Across the six st'udy'counties,'
27 percent of experimentals who left AFDC for at least one full quarter during the first half of the
follow-up period (i.e., from quarters 2 through 7) returned to AFDC before the three years were out.
(This rate ranged from 22 percent in Los Angeles to 30 percent in Tulare.) Nonetheless, three counties

' increased the likelihood that experimentals would get off welfare and remain off the rolis. For

‘example, 39 percent of all experimentals in Riverside, compared to 35 percent of all controls, had left
AFDC during the first half of the three-year follow-up period and did not return during the rest of that
period. This 4 percentage point difference was statistically significant and accounts for more than half

~ of Riverside’s impact of nearly 8 péréentage points on the fotal percentage of experimentals who left
. AFDC within the first half of the follow-up period. For the full follow-up period, Los Angeles and

‘San Diego each had an impact of 3 percentage points (statistically significant) on the likelihood of
-exiting AFDC, but little effect was detected in the other three counties (Alameda, Butte, and Tulare).

Impact Findings for Selected AFDC-FG Subgroups

* For the two basic education subgroups, GAIN produced earnings gains and
welfare savings, but not always for both groups in each county.

A central question for GAIN 1is whether particular subgroﬁps of welfare recipients are or are
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not affected by the services the program offers and by its participation mandate. All GAIN registrants
were classiﬁed into two groups, for whom the GAIN program model established different service
sequences: those determined "not in need of basic education” and those deemed "in need of basic
education.” Overall, GAIN produced earhings gains and welfare savings for both of these subgroups
-among AFDC-FGs, '

Three counties (Alameda, Riverside, and San Diego) produced large earnings gains — ranging
from about $3,000 to $4000 - for registrants determined not to need basic education, as shown in
the top panel of Table 4. Two of these counties (Riverside and San Diego) also produced large
'welfare savings, while the third (Alameda) did not. (The pattern in Alameda could have occurred if
its earnings impact was concentrated among individuals who, during the follow-up period; would have
left welfare and worked even in the absence of GAIN, but in lower-paying jobs.) In contrast, Los
Angeles achieved large welfare savings for this subgroup, but more modest '(and not statisticatly
significant) earnings gains. '

Alameda’s success (noted above) in raising the quality of jobs suggests that the use of job search
to explore career options, combined with subsequent participation in vocational training and post-
secondary education, may have f)layed a role in producing Alameda’s earnings impact. As the top
panel of Table 5 shows, Alameda raised experimentals’ participation in training and post-secondary
education 16 percentage points, on average, above the control group rate — a participation impact that
was highef than in the other t_:ounties: it also had the largest impact on the duration of participation in
these activities. Mor-eover., Alameda increased the proportion of experimentals in the not-in-need-of-
basic-education subgroup who reccived- a trade certificate by almost 6 percemtage points {not
statistically significant) and receipt of a Bachelor’s degree by 3 percenage points. In contrast,
Riverside did not increase participation in training and post-secondary education, nor did it increase
the receipt of education credentials, implying that its earnings impacts for this subgroup came about
from other sources — possibly through a combination of factors, including the large impact on
participation in job search ‘activit.ies (48 percentage points, as shown in Table 5) and other program
features that made Riverside distinctive. (See the section above on implementation findings.) San
Diego’s experience appears to have been closer to Riverside’s in that it did not have a large impact

on the use of vocational education and training,.
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- - TABLE 4

GAIN's THREE—YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR KEY AFDC—FG {SINGLE--PARENT) SUBGROUPS

v
(9

Impact on Average Total Earnings ($)

~ Subgroup and County

Year 1 Year 2  Year3

Imbact on Average AFDC Pay_menis (%)

Year2 '

- _Total _ Year 1 Year 3 Total _

. AFDC ~FGs determined
not to need basic education _ : _ 7

" Alameda 672 * 1008 1267 2947 * -1 —38 —-94 —-133
Butte 154 374 . 418 946 400 357 229 986 :
Los Angeles 201 534 412 1147 —~5QQ *wk —794 e ~709 —~21Q4 ot
Riverside ‘1199 ekl 1464 *** 1287 *** 3950 *** ~5B2 ~BGq A ~§93 *a+ —~2067 ***
8an Diego 632 ** 1185 **+ 1223 *w* 3040 *+* =317 ** ~—558 *w+’ dps e —~1278 ***
Tulare ~G14 * -233 212 ~835 331- 208 4 543

' AFDC~—FGs determined

' to_need basic education
Alameda -2t 229 402 610 —202 —-350 * —~483 ** ~1038 **
Butte 507 * Q72 ** . 1113 ** 2592 *4* —1204 *** ~1128 ek ~Q0f ** ~3239 #**
Los Angeles —35 28 . 113 107 —252 k¥ ~314 4+ 173 —739 Wi
Riverside 738 *** 1023 *** ) 834 *** 2595 *h* —GT7 ~ 00 He* ~BOg e —1888 ***
San Diego 74 269 230 - 572 281 ** —~42p —313 ** —1020 **+
Tulare | 123 174 690 *** 987 ** 39 57 —152 ~56
AFDC—-FGs who are
fong—term welare recipients
Alameda 209 508 * 774 ** 1492 ** =150 -261 w371 ** ~782 *
Butte 518 * 945 * 855 2318 * --388 ~424 -313 1125
Los Angeles —4 110 153 - 260 ~-320 ** 401 v -277 ** —1005 ***
Riverside 1072 *** 1409 *** 1056 *+* 3538 ~730 **+* ~B19 v** —EAG WA —2184 *+*
San Diego 207 332 158 697 -358 *** =GO2 wA* ~4Q5 ¥ T 1545 A
Tulare =117 203 844 *** 929 85 ~43 —264 w222
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level}; ** = § percent; * = 10 percert.



TABLE 5

GAIN's IMPACTS ON THE RATE OF PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES
WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION FOR AFDC -FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

A, Registrants Determined Not to Need Basic Education

Ever Participated in Ever Participated in Vocational Training

Job Search Activities or Post—Secondary Education :
County . ] Experimentals {%) Controls (%) Difference - Experimentals (%) Cc-l"\trcls (%} Difference '
Alameda 55.9 ag 52.3 483 319 16.4 2
Los Angeles 258 29 229 - ' 276 . 230 46
Riverside 50.1 . 23 47.8 409 433 ~2.4 ‘
Zan Diego . 41.9 79 34.0 48.3 ' 435 48 §
Tulare 46.4 30 - 434 48 8 367 121
All counties {a) 44.0 39 401 ) 42.8 - 387 71

B. Reqgistrants Determined tc Need Basic Education

Ever Participated in " Ever Participated in Basic Education

Job Search Activities (ABE. GED, or ESL)
County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference . Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference
Afameda 19.6 " 38 15.8 65.1 9.2 558
Los Angeiles 11.2 - 38 74 492 108 .38.4
Riverside ‘ 32.0 0.7 313 406 145 26.1.
San Diego 274 75 19.9 o 421 118 . 303
Tulare : 124 08 115 65.6 133 523
All counties (a) 205 33 17.2 525 18 406

NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two— to three—year follow —up period, which rety partly on data from
the registrant survey, are not available for Butte.

Tests of statistical significance were not performed.

{a) In the all—county averages, the resuits for each county are weighted equally.
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For registrants who were determined to need basic education, increasing experimentals’ use of

-ABE, GED, and ESL classes (relative to the use of those classes by controls) may have contributed

to positive earnings impacts, for Butte, Riverside, and Tulare all had a positive impact on the rate of

participation in those activities (see the second panel of Table 5 for the Riverside and Tulare impacts).

“All three counties {Tulare to a lesser extent) also produced statistically significant eamings increases,

as shown in the second panel of Table 4. [n addition, two of them (Butte and Rwerszde) produced
welfare savings, At the same time, the expenence of the other three counties indicates that even a

large impact on the use of basic education may not result in earnings gains. For example, Alameda

* had a 56 percentage point impact on the in-need-of-basic-education subgroup’s rate of participation in

basic education, yet its three-year impact on this group’s earnmings was relatively small.

If an impact on the use of basic education contributes to an impact on earnings, thd mechanism
by which this occurs may sometimes invofve factors other than simply an increase in basic skills or
credentials. For example, it is noteworthy that Riverside achieved its earnings gain for this subgroup
without having had an impact on the proportion of experimentals who obtained a GED and without .
having an impact on literacy skills.? Furthermore, impacts on GED attainment were found in
Alameda (an 8 percentage point impact), while impacts on the literacy test were concent;-ated in San

Diego — two counties that did not produce a statistically .signiﬁéant increase in earnings for this

- subgroup.

It is possible that in Riverside (and perhaps elsewhere) basic educatton may have increased skills

not measured by the literacy test.used in this evaluation, or increased participants’ interest in — or self-

confidence about — woﬂdng. Perhaps these kinds of influences, when combined with other aspects

of Riverside's implementation of GAIN (including its strong employment message and its substantial
impact of 31 percentage points on the rate of participation in job search for the in-need-of-basic-

education subgroup, as shown in Table 5), help to explain why Riverside achieved an impressive

_ earnings impact for this subgroup without improving measured educational gains.

GAIN produced earnings and welfare. savings for a variety of other
subgroups, including (in some counties) registrants who had received AFDC

*See Karin Martinson and Daniel Friedlander, GAIN: Basic Education in a We{fare-:o-Work Program
{New York: MDRC, 1994)
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for more than two years prior to entering the program, showmg GAIN’s
PO ential to reach a difficult-to-serve population.
Among long-term recipients, the total three-year earnings impact was moderate to large (and
statistically significant) in three counties (Alameda, Butte, and Riverside), ranging from $1,492 to
* $3,538, as shown in the bottom panel of Table 4. Three-ﬁcar welfare savings of $782 to $2,184 were

found across five counties (and were statistically significant in four of them). It is noteworthy that

Riverside produced the largest earnings gains and the largest welfare savings for long-term AFDC-FG -

recipients. It also produced statistically significant impacts on these outcomes when “long-term“' 1s
defined more strictly to mean recipients who received AFDC continuously for at least the six years

prior to orientation.

The evaluation examined GAIN’s impacts on a variety of other subgroups and found evidence

of earnings gains and welfare savings, although not consistently in all counties. Across racial and

ethnic groupé, the largest impacts were found among whites and blacks. For blacks in Alameda (who
constituted almost 70 percent of that county’s sample), there was a rclétive[y large year 3 earnings
" impact of_$1,020. These results in Alameda are e'specially interesting because- that cbunty’s sample
was drawn entirely from rélatively long-term recipients and an inner-city area (Qakland). For
Hispanics in the three counties that had large' samples of Hispanics (Los Angeles, Riverside, and San
Diegoj, only Riverside produced a statistically significant earnings impact in year 3 ($920), but none
of the three produced statistically significant welfare savings for this group.

In some counties, GAIN also achieved impacts for individuals facing conditions commonly
thought to reflect important barriers to employment, As previously discussed, the program produced
earnings gains and -welfare savings for subgroups with long welfare histories (as it did for those who
were welfare applicants or shorter-term recipients whe.n registering for GAIN}. It also achieved
impacts for those with little employment experience prior to entering GAIN and for those with two or
more children. At the same time, however, it had weak earnings effects for a "most disadvanmged"
subgroup, defined as sample members with multiple barriers: more than two years' previous recéipt
of AFDC and no employment in the year preceding GAIN orientation and no high school diploma.
Larger earnings impacts for this group may be particularly difficult to achieve because of those

multiple barriers, although Riverside's success in doing so shows GAIN’s potential to reach even them.
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Impact Findings for Single Parents with Children Younger than Age 6 in Three Counties

' GAIN’s impacts on single parents with children under the age of 6 largely
paralleled its impacts on single parents whose children were age 6 or older
- in three counties.

Under the .[OBS legislation, starting in July 1989, GAIN’s participation mandate was extended
to single parents with children 3 to 5 years old at the time of orientation. Although this group was
not part of the main research sample' for the evaluation {except in Alame_da), emplbyment, earnings,
and welfare data were collected for a suppleméntary sample of such individuals in Riverside and
Tulare. This sample was somewhat younger,ron average, than the main sample, but fewer than a
quarter of them were under age 25. | ‘ '

Qver the eﬁti_re_ three-year follow-up period, Riverside pfoduced large average increases; in
earnings ($3,51 1)‘§nd reducfionﬁ in AFDC payments ($2,558) for this group, just as it had for its main
sample. Similarly, Alameda showed a sizable earnings impact for this "s_amp]e ($2,220), as it had for
its main sample, although the effect was not statisitiézlally significant (perhﬁps because of a small sample
size). However, Alamgda di& not substantially reduce AFDC payments for this sample (it had a * ~
somewhat larger effect for the méin sample). Tulare produced no €arnings gains or welférq savings ‘

for this group (although it aéhievcd eamihgs géins in year 3 for the main sample).

The Riverside Case M ement Experiment

* In Riverside, GA]N.’s‘ ‘already large impacts on earnings and AFDC
yments were not improved for registrants who were assigned to case
managers with smaller-than-normal caseloads. -

A special study was conducted in Riverside to test whether assigning registrants to staff with
smaller -caseloads, and - allowing staff to monitor them more closely and work with them morc
intensively, would produce largef impacts on earnings and AFDC. Using- random assignrﬁent
procedures, experimentals and case managers were divided into two groups: an "enhanced" group and
a "regular” group. The average regisuﬁm-to-staff raiio in the enhanced group (53 to 1) was about half
éas large as the ratio for the regular group (9? to 1).

Both the enhanced and regular experimental groups obtained large gains in'earnings and large
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reductions in AFDC, but, contrary to what had been expected, these impacts were not greater for the
enhanced group. These findings suggest that there may be little advantage to operating a GAIN
program — at least.one like Riversidc's — with caseloads substantially below 100 regi'strants per case
manager, and that keeping them in the moderate range of about 100 to 1 may be one way of containing

program costs without Jeopardlzmg program effectiveness,

Findings on Program Costs fo'r AFDC-FGs

This study calculated several different types of cost estimates, including: the ¢county welifare
department’s average expenditure per experimental; the total GAIN cost per experimental, which adds
to the welfare department cost the average expenditures by schools and training providers for services
provided to GAIN participants as part of the GAIN program; and the net cost (or net investment) per
expei'imentél. Net cost per' experimental is the total public expenditure on employment-related
activities per experimental — for post-GAIN acti'\éities as well as the total GAIN cost' ~ minus the
public cost of (non-GAIN) services to controls. Net cost is the cost measure used in the benefit-cost
analysis discussed late'r in this summary. All cost estimates cover a time horizon of five years after
orlentatlon (in order to capture long-term participation in GAIN activities and to be consistent with the

benefit-cost analyms) and are expressed in 1993 doHars.

7
4/;

® For all six counties combined, county welfare departments spent an average
of $2,899 per experimental within the five years after orientation.

Table 6A summarizes the éveragg county welfare department expenditure for each of the six
counties. Four of the six (Butte, Riverside, San Dieg_o, and Tulare) spent between $2,000 and $2,7(}0,
while the remaining two counties (Alameda and Los Angeles) spent about $4,000 or more. ACross
the six counties, about 60 percent of these expenditures were on activities that could be classified as
case management (including conducting on'ehtations, appraisals, and assessmeﬁts; assigning registrants
to activities; arranging for support service payments; responding to noncompliance; etc.). Among the
other welfare department expenditures were the costs of conﬂucting {or subcontracting the operation
of) job club sessions and supervising individual job search activities, paying schools to provide extra
monitoring and attendance data (to help the welfare department measure compliance with GAIN's

participation mandate), and paying for child care and other support services (e.g., for tré.nsportation
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| ' TABLE6 .

ESTIMATED GAIN AND NET COST PER AFDC-FG (SINGLE-PARENT) EXPERIMENTAL_
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS) .

A. Total GAIIﬁ Cost: Expenditures by Welfare Department and Other Agencies B. Net Cost per Experimental
Five-Ye.ar Average Cost per Expe'rimental_ {8) . ' Five-Year Average Cost ()
Other Agencies’ Ditference

Welfare Department  Costs for Serving _ ) ' Total Total {Net Cost
County ' GAIN Cost GAIN Participants  Total GAIN Cost County per Experimental {a} per Contro) per Experimental)
Alameda 4429 2193 . 8622 Alameda. 6977 1378 5597
Butte : 2650 - 1309 3959 . Butte 4413 . 1509 2904
Los Angeles . 4023 o - 1981 5984 Los Angeles 6402 613 " 5789
Riverside : 2073 B9O : 2963 Riverside 3469 1871 - 1597
San Diego ‘ 2134 . 1086 3230 San Diego 3918 2007 1912
Tulare ' 2086 1644 373 Tulare 4189 ' 1455 ’ 2734
All counties - 2899 1515 - . 4415 o All counties 4895 1472 3422

. 1a} Total GAIN.cast.plus cost of post-GAIN activities.
C. Welfare Department GAIN Cost: Perceritage Distribution by D. Total GAIN Cost {Welfare Department and Other Agencies):
Component for All Counties Combined o . Percentage Distribution by Component for All Counties Combinad

" Qther Support Services

. ‘ . . . Other Support Services
Orientation, Appraisal, 12.3% .. Orientation, Appraisal,

and Assessmant ) and Assessment 8.1% Child Care
16.8% Cr;"‘_’!;a"’ ; . 11.1% : 5.1%

o, ——  Unpaid Work
Experience and OJT
0.9% -

5

- Job Search

. e
25.0% )

"\‘S“": AV, "%
2RSS
AERARRHAKA]
0a%%%¢%

W, Unpaid Work : Joh Search
Exparience and OJT 16.4%
" . -
p’-f Vacational Training and
I’ Post-Secondary Education

11.2% - P Vocational Training and
s Post-Secondary Education
: : : : S - 27.1%
. ABE/GED/ESL ’ ABE/GED/ESL
: 25.5% S , . . 31.3%

NOTES: In the all-county averages and percentege distributions, the results foreach county are weighted equally. Case management, which accounts for
about 60 percent of the welfare department GAIN cost, is inciuded in the costs for the individual components identified in panets C and D.
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and such ancillary items as books, tools, and uniforms).

* The total five-year cost of GAIN (counting welfare department and other

agencies’ costs for serving GAIN participants) was $4,415 per experimental.’

The total cost of GAIN per experimental is the sum of the GAIN-related expenditures of the
county welfare department and other agencies. Non-welfare agencies — adult schools, community
colleges, and other organizations — provided the education and training for GAIN registrants who
were assigned to basic education classes, vocational training, and post-secondary education to meet
their participation obligation, or who were participating in approved self-initiated actiﬁiti_es begun prior
to entering GAIN. Thus, the expenditures made by the non-welfare agencies to serve GAIN
registrants are considered to be GAIN-related costs, even though they were not controlled directly by
the county welfare departments. For all six counties combined, these expenditures averaged $1,515
(Table 6, panel A). Adding these GAIN expenditures to those incurred by county welfare departmeﬁts
($2,899) yields the total GAIN cost of $4,415 per experimental.

* GAIN expeﬁditures were heaviest for job search, basic education, and

vocational training and post-secondary education.

The pie ﬁharts in Table 6 show how this six-county total cost per experimental was distributed
across the key components of GAIN. Tﬁe first chart (Table 6C) illustrates that the cost to the welfare
department of processing' registrants through the orientation and appraisal stages of the program
(ixicluding following up on those who failed to attend their scheduled orientation sessions), plus the cost
of assessments, accounted for about 17 percent of the $2,899 average welfare department GAIN cost,

while expenditures on registrants assigned to job search activities and basic education (ABE, GED,

or ESL activities) each accounted for about one-quarter of those expenditures. (Again, this inctudes.

the cost of the case managers’ effort to monitor attendance and progress, arrange support services,’

follow up on nonattenders, etc., for these two activities.) Another & percent was spent on child care,
and 12 percent was spent on other support services (transportation and ancillary services). It is
"important to note that, across all six counties, the average cost of GAIN child care per experimental

would have been higher if the research sample had been composed mostly of parents with younger

children, a group that has a greater need for child care. For those with schoolage children, GAIN

activities were often scheduled to take place while the children r.hérnselves were in school. Also, those
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whose youngest child was a teenager (up to about one-quarter of the research sample in some f:ounties)
would not have been eligible for GAIN-funded child care. -
 The second pie chart (Table 6D) shows the distribution of foral GAIN costs, i.e., after adding
in the expenditures by other agencies providing the education and training received by GAIN
participants while they were enrolled in GAIN. It shows that of the total average GAIN cost ($4;415),
three-quarters is accounted for by expenditures on registrants assigned to jbb search activities (16
percent), basic education activities (31 percent), and vocational training and post—secondai'y education
(27 percent). ' | ‘
¢ The total cost of GAIN varied widely by county, ranging from under $4,000
per experimental in four counties (Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare)
to almost $6,000 or more in two counties (Alameda and Los Angeles). -

- Four counties — Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare — had an average total GAIN cost
(including welfare depaﬁ;nent and non-welfare agency expenditures) in the range of about $3,000 to
$4,000, while Los Angeles spent élmost $6,000 per experimental and AIameda, more than $6,600.
GAIN c.osts were lowest in R;ivérside (82,963) owing, to an importaﬁt extent,. to Riverside

experimentals’ quicker departures from the GAIN program and their shorter length of participation,

~ on average, in education and training activities in that county compared to experimentals in other

counti_es.' The unusually high costs in Aiameda and Los Angeles (both of which served oﬁly long-term
welfare récipients) are attributable to a combination of factors, including their experimentals’ relatively
long lengths of stay in GAINI and heavy use .of educatioh and training activities. In'Los Angeles, fhis_
high usage was mostly in basic education activities, while in Alameda it extended tb vocational training
and post-secondary education as well. Longer participation in activities also produces greater

expenditures for support services. | | '

®* The average nef cost of all GAIN and non-GAIN services per experimental

was $3,422 for all six counties combined, but varied widely across the

counties, ' '

- Net costs are key to determining whether GAIN has been a cost-effective investment from the
perspective of government budgets. They represent the difference between the five-year average total

cost per experimental (including public expenditures on experimentals who participated in non-GAIN
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employment and training acijvities after leaving GAIN) and the éverage cost per control for non-GAIN
services. The government’s net cost per experimental for the six counties combined is thus obtained
by' subtracting the total cost per control ($1,472) from the total cost per experimental for GAIN and
non-GAIN activities (34,895), which yields $3,422 (after rounding). This number is presented in the
last column of Table 6B. These costs were largest where the cost of GAIN itself was highest ~ in
Los Angeles ($5,789) and Alameda ($5,597) ~— and lowest in Riverside ($1,597) and San Diego
($1,912).

Benefit-Cost _Findings for AFDC-FGs

The benefit-cost analysis addresses three questions: Are welfare recipients financially better or
worse off as a result of the GAIN program? Is the government's net investment il-'l services for the
experimental group offset by subsequent budget savings?ﬂ Does society as a whole come out ahead or
behind as a relsulf of thé program? The analysis- takes into cbnsideration;GAIN‘s effects on earnings,
AFDC payment§, Food Stamps, and Unémployment Insurance payments, fringe benefits, taxes, Medi-
Cal (i.e., Medicaid) payments, administrative costs for AFDC and other transfer programs, and the
net cost of employment-related services. It does not formally incorporate iritangible positive or
negative effects of the program, such as the increased sense of pride or feelings of stress or loss of
time with their families that _rcgistrants might have felt in substituting Iwork for welfare, or any
-enhancement of their self-—estegm from obtaining a GED or other education credential through the
GAIN program. The analysis also assumes that no displacement of other workers ‘occurred as a result
of employment gains for experimentals, because the displacement effects could not be measured.

The " benefit-cost estimates presented in this summary cover the five years after GAIN
orientation, a time frame similar to the one used in most prev-ious MDRC evaluations of welfare-to-
work programs. (Because a full five years of follow-up data were not available for earnings, welfare
payments, and other outcomes, the overall benefit 'estimatcs include some projected vé!ues, up to two
years for some sample members but lt_:ss than that for most.} It should be noted, however, that this
probably is a conservative estimate, since five years is not likely to be long enough to capture the total
effects of GAIN. - | | |

» In five of the six counties, experimentals, on average, were better off
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@aneiaﬂy as a result of the GAIN pro@.

As shown by the impact analysis, GAIN increased the earnings of experimentals in most
nereasec e eamun

-counties. The measured and projected earnings gains and their associated fringe benefits constitute

the primary financial gain from the standpoint of experimentals (referred to in benefit-cost analj'ses
as the "welfare sample perspective”}. However, these gains were offset to some extent by reduced
AFDC payments and other transfer payments. ' |
Nonetheless GAIN expenmentals — with the exception of those in Los Angeles —-expenenced
a net financial gain as a result of the program, averagmg $923 per experlmental for the six counues
combined over the five-year period, as shown in Flgure 2A and Table 2. {The average net gain equals
$1,420 when Los Angeles is excluded.) In Los Angeles, experimentals’ losses in transfer payments
(especially AFDC ﬁayments) exceeded their measured earnings increases, leaving them with a net ioss
overell of $1,56i.’ (Any effect GAIN may have had en "off the books" earnings is not considered in

- this analysis.) In all other counties, experimentals realized an average net gain of between $948 in

San Diego and $1,900 in Riverside. It is noteworthy, however, that in Tulare this positive result was
achieved with a smaller earnings increase and a smaller reduction in AFDC payments compared to the
other counties. In contrast, Riverside’s results, compared 1o all of the other counties, reflect both a
large increase in earnings and a -large reduction in welfare payments — in other words, a greeter

substitutipn of work for welfare.

From the standpoint of the government budget, GAIN also produced
- economic gains that exceeded costs in two of the six counties (Riverside and
San Diego). A third county (Butte) led to the government budget "brenkmg
. even."

From the "government budget perspective,” the potential gains of the pregram include \I?-{-i.lffd

AFDC payments, reductions in other transfer payments, reductions in transfer program administrative

costs, and the increased taxes paid by experimentals. The net expenditures for GAIN and non-GAIN

services constitute the major potential costs of the program. Overall, the results for this perspective

~— which sets a tough standard for programs 10 meet — are mixed, as Figure 2B and Table 7 show.

Averape costs incurred by the government exceeded savings per experimeiltal by $3,054 in Alameda,

$3,442 in Los Angeles, and $2_.261" in Tulare. There was a moderate net gain (i.e., savings and
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FIGURE 2

- GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FROM THE WELFARE SAMPLE AND
GOVERNMENT BUDGET PERSPECTIVES FOR AFDC-FGs {SINGLE PARENTS)
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS)
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TABLE 7

GAIN's BENEFIT--COST RESULTS FOR AFDC--FGs {SINGLE PARENTS) {IN 1993 DOLLARS) :

Estimated Net Gain or Loss {Net Present Value)} per Experimental
Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Perspective {$)

_ Returnto
Welfare Govemment Govemment Budget
Sample and County Sample Budget Society per Net Dollar Invested
Full sample
Alameda 1090 —3054 -~2103 0.45 per $1
Butte 1585 - 54 1452 1.02 per $1
Los Angeles —1561 ~3442 =5046 0.41 per $¢
Rwerside - 1900 2936 4458 2.84 per $1
San Diego 948 767 1649 1.40 per $1
Tulare 1577 -2261 =819 0.17 per $1
All counties (a) 923 . —Ba3 —-67 0.76 per 1
Registrants determined
not to need basic education
Alameda 5328 -6041 —~904 . 0.16 per$1
Butte 4702 -3855 621 -~0.30 per $1
Los Angeles -2826 2892 -11 2.15 per $1
Riverside 3235 3576 6328 4.36 per $1
San Diego 2925 2610 5235 3.95 per 31
Tulare 673 —2812 —2163 —0.24 per 31
Registrants determined
to need basic education
Alameda —1199 =201 —3299 0.60 per $1
Butte ~B820 4815 ‘36565 2.71 per $1
Los Angeles -1162 ~4755 ~-5841 0.26 per $1
Riverside 1111 2444 32486 2.24 per $1
San Diego —568 -759 -1580 0.72 per $1
Tulare 2333 ~2082 45 0.30 per $1

NOTES: The net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value from the
perspectwe of the government budget (minus employers’ share of payroll taxes) plus the net value of output produced by

registrants in unpaid wark experience positions.

{a} In the ail—county averages {included for the fuil sample only), the results for each county are welghted equally.
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_increased 1ax revenues exceeded net costs) in San Diego ($767), and a quite large net gain in Riverside
($2,936). In Butte, GAIN resulted in the govemxherit budget breaking even (with a slight net gain of
$54). The losses in Alameda and Los Angeles to an important extent reflect the comparativély high

‘net expenditures on employment-related services per experimental, especially for education and trairng
activities, On average, across the six counties, the GAIN ;Srogram incurred a  net loss to the
government budget of $833 within a five-year time horizon.

One can also consider the cost-effectiveness of the GAIN program from the standpoint of the
govcmnient budget by estimating the value of budgetary savings and tax increases per dollar of
investment (i.e., per dollar of net costs). This measure is called ner ije:um to budget per net dollar
invested. An average gain' of more than $1 means that the program brings in more than a dollar’s
worth of additional revenues and savings for each additional dollar spent on employment-related
services to experimentals; an average return that is less than $1 implies a net loss for the government.

Riverside’s program produced $2.84 in increased revenues and savings for every net dollar
spent on experimentals, a substantial return to the budget. (If Riversidé had operated GAIN solely
with the higher caseload sizes 'assi_gncd to staff in the "regular” case management group, its return to
the government budget would have been higher than $2.84.) The program in San D.iego and (to a
slight extent) Butte also returned more than $1 in revenues and savings ($1.40 and $1.02,
respectively). Alamedé, Los Angeles, and'Tulare returned less than $.50 per dollar of net costs; and
the six counties combined returned $.76, on aﬁémge. : '

s Overall, three counties (Batte, Riverside, and San Diego) achieved a net gain

from the societal perspective. C '

The net financial gain or loss to "society as a whole" is approximated bf summing the results
from the welfare sample and goﬁemment budget perspectives.> As Table 7 shows, Butte, San Diego,
and especially Riverside achieved a net financial gain from the societal perspective, and were the only

counties to do so. In Alameda and Tulare, the government incurred a net Joss but welfare recipients

3The results from another perspective — that of the taxpayer — were also calculated but were excluded
from this summary because they were close to those of the government budget. They included a small
additional gain from increased output from experimentals employed in unpaid work experience (PREP) jobs
and excluded the employer’s share of payroll taxes.
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gained — a kind of trade-off that policymakers may or may not find accepiable.

» The findings across the six counties point to GAIN’s potential to produce net
financial gains for both education subgroups. However, different strategies
may involve important trade-offs between the welfare sample and
government budget. :

For experimentals determined norlto need basic education, Alameda (which served longer-term
welfare recipients) stands out as having prodﬁced the Iargést net gain ‘for the welfare saniple (35,328
per experimental). At the same time, Alameda’s average net cost per experimental in this subgroup
was unusuaily high ($7,161, compared to less than 31,100 in Riverside and San Diego), in pan
because of its high net increase in experimentals’ use of voca.tional training and poSt«secondgry
education. These expenditures, in combination with the a'bse.ncc of substantial reductions in AFDC
payments, resulted in a substantial net loss for the government budget ($6,041 per expgrimemal),‘.as
shown in Table 7; Riverside and San Diego illustrate an aiternative pattern: Although they placed
much less emphasis on vocational training and post;scct:ndary education, they too achieved a net gain
for the welfare sample (in the range of $3,000 per experimental), although it was considerably smaller
than in Alameda. Because their expenditures were lower, these two counties also produced a net gain
for the government budget: by $3,576 in Riverside and $2,610 in San Diego (a return of $4 36 and
$3.95, respcctwely, per net dollar invested).

For experimentals who were determined to need basic education, GAIN resulted in a net gain
from the welfare sample perspective in only two counties (Riverside and Tulare) and for the

government budget in two counties (Butte and Riverside). Riverside was the only county of the six

* to produce a net gain for both of the basic education subgroups from both the welfare sample and

government budget perspectives.

| Summary of Impact and Benefit-Cost Findings for AFDC-Us (Heads of Two-Parent Families)

* GAIN produced earnings gains for the heads of two-parent families (AFDC- .
Us} that were about the same in year 3 as in year 2, and welfare savings that
were ‘somewhat lower, Butte had the most impressive earnings impacts,
which were large and sustamed over time,

Averaging across five counties (omitting Alameda because of a small sample size) yields three-
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year earhings gains of $1,lillper AFDC-U experimental group member (a 12 percent increase over
the control group average) and three-year AFDC impacts of $1,168 (a saving of 6 percent relative to
the average AFDC payments to controlsj. (See Table 8.)

The results varied considerably by county. GAIN increased earnings in the mree.—yéar follow-up
period in three of the five counties — Butte, Los Angeles, and Riverside. However, only in But;e did
eaﬂngs impacts increase from year 1 to year 2; they then held steady from year 2 to j;ear 3, reaching
a total of $3,295 per experimental over the entire three-year period.

Reductions in AFDC payments were found in four counties — Butte, Los Angeles, Riverside,
and San Diego — although they were not statistically significant in Butte (possibly because of a small
sample size). Riverside's welfare impacts were the largest: a saving of $2,064 per experimental over
the three years, or 14 pércent of the average payments to controls. Butte, Los Angeles, and San Diego
were in a middle range, while Tulare produced no AFDC impacts. It hppeared uniikely there would
be much addition to total AFDC impacts after year 3 except in Butte. |

¢ GAIN had a positive impact on AFDC-U experimentals’ rate of employment

in year 3 in three counties (Butte, Los Anpeles, and Riverside). However,
it did not reduce the proportion on welfare.

Table 9 indicates that across the five counties included in the AFDC-U analysis, nearly 45
percent of experimentals had ever been employed in year 3, compared to 40 percent of controls, a
| difference of almost 5 percentage points. This impact was concentrated in Butte, Los Angeles, and

Riverside. Although Los -Angeleé had the largest impact (10 percentage points on this measure), this

effect did not translate into a correspondingly large earnings g."iin, perhaps because the jobs were short-

term, low-paying, or both. , .
Table 9 also shows that GAIN had little overall effect on the proportion of AFDC-Us receiving
AFDC in the last quarter of follow-up_, although Butte did show a reduction (not statistically
significant) of almost 5 percentage points. In.fact, the proportion of both groups receiving welfare at
| the end of year 3 was high in most counties, exceeding 50 percent (and reaching 78 percent in Los
"Angcles). These levels are coﬁlparable to those found for the AFDC-FGs, which was not expected

because AFDC-Us are typically considered to be more "job-ready” and shorter-term users of welfare.

These patterns may partdy reflect the fact that the AFDC-U samples in sev_eral counties included a
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o TABLE 8
GAIN's THREE~YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC~Us {HEADS OF TWO—-PARENT FAMILIES)

Average Total Earnings : Average Total AFDC Payments

_ : Percentage ) Hefcentage
County Experimentals ($) Contiok {$}  Difference ($). - Change Experimentais ($) Controk (§)  Difference ($) Change
Alameda (a) - ‘ )
ear 1 - i - - -- el i - -
- Year2 — - - - - - - -
Year 3 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total - o - - - - - - R
Butte : ’ . . . o
Year 1 3026 2393 : 633 * 26% 6523 6749 ~226 -3%
Year 2 4033 2776 1257 *4+ 45% 5246 5775 -529 . —-B%
Year 3 1 4752 3346 -~ 1406 ** 42% 4555 - ' 5071 . ~516 -10%
Total 11811 BS15 3295 *+* 39% 16324 17595 -1271 ~T%
Los Angeles ‘ ' : :
ear i - 1480 1221 } 259 ** 21% - 9440 a871 ~431 ek —-4%
Year2 . 1787 1468 319 * 22% - : 8333 8826 —493 4+ T 6%
Year 3 1726 1417 ) 309 22% 7417 o 7739 -323 * - 4%
Total 4993 4106 887 ** . 22% 25190 26435 . . —1245 *+* —5%
Riverside - ) ' . .
Year 1 - 3691 2930 761 A4 26% 4840 5807 - ~Q67 ~17%
Year 2 . 4038 3628 411 11% 3892 4640 ~748 *** -~ 16%
Year 3 ) ag12 3478 . 334 10% 3614 . 3964 ~350 * 0 ~0%
Total 11542 10036 . 1506 ** 15% ' 12346 14411 ~-2064 *** —14%
San Diego . "
Year 1 3331 3089 242 8% 6790 - 73801 -510 ***_ -7%
Year 2 4128 3978 : 150 4% 5565 . 6197 ~532 whw ~10%
Year 3 . 4144 4402 . =258 - ~6% - 5155 53339 —~184 —3%
Total 11603 11469 134 1% 17510 18837 ~ 1327 4 - 7%
Tulare . : :
Year 1 . 2987 . 2961 : 26 1% . 7545 7523 23 0%
Year 2 ar21 3598 277 . =% 6316 6261 54 1%
Year 3 4121 4138 -17 . —-0% 5588 5600 - =12 -0%
Total 10829 11097 -~ —268 —-2% 19449 19384 66 0%
All counties {b : . .
Year 1 2903 2519 © 384 4+ 15% 7028 7450 —422 ~6%
Year 2 3542 3170 372 ** 12% 5871 ' €340 ~4GG et 7%
Year 3 © 3711 3356 356 ** 11% . 5265 5543 =277 *** ~5%
Total 10156 9045 1119 *++ 12% 18164 . 19382 L {168 *** - —G% .
NOTES: Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent {the highest Ie_vel);“' = 5 percent; * =10 percent.

{a) Because of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC —Us, the estimates of its earnings xmclaacts {$782 for the three —yeart period, or a 24 percent
increase over the control group average) and AFDC payments impacts (—$103, of less than a 1 percent decrease) are considered much less refiable than those
for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table. _ :

{b) In the ali—county averages, the resuils for each county are weighted equally.



TABLE 9

GAIN’s IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE GASE GLOSURES
AT THE END OF YEAR 3 FOR AFDC —Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES)

Ever Employed in Year 3 On AFDC in the Last Quarter of Year 3
County Experimentals (%) Controks {%) Dilference Experimentéls (%) Controks (%) Diference
Butte 81 419 62" - 478 52.7 -48
Los Angeles 35.8 26,0 98 "™ T 784 779 0.5
Riverside o 448 40,2 46 ** 428 409 1.7
SanDiego . 456 429 1.7 56.9 572 -0.2

Tulare '48.9 484 05. 60.4 59.9 0.5
All counties (a) 44.6 40.1 4.5 *w* 57.3 _ 57.7 -05

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent {the highest level}; ** = & percent; * = 10 percent,
Because of Alameda’s small sample size for AFDC—Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much

less reliable than those for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table,

! {a) In the ali—county averages, the results for each of the five counties displayed in the table are weighted

equally. :

TABLE 10 _
GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FOR AFDC ~Us (HEADS OF TWO-—~PARENT FAMILIES) {IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) per Experimental
Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Perspective ($) -

Return to

County Sample Budget Society per Net Dollar Invested
Butte 2096 . 697 2568 : 1.22 per $1
Los Angeles ~621 . —-2021 . —2748 0.55 per $1
Riverside ~714 1314 _ 466 1.61 per $1
" BanDiego —1948 —B6 —-1796 0.96 per $1

Tulare 2680 —-2038 —-2685 — 0.08 per 31
Al counties (a) —-186 —B607 ~838 0.79 per $1

NOTES: The net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value from the
. perspective o the government budget (minus employers’ share of payroll taxes) and the net value of output preduced by
registrants ir: unpaid work experience positions.
Becsuse of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC—Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much
less reliable than those for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not inciuded in this table.
{(a) In the all~county averages, the results for each of the five counties displayed in the table are weighted
equally. '

Welfare ' Govemment . Government Budget .
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relatively high proportion of registrants who were not proficient in English. This was gspécially $O
in Los Angeles, where they accounted for 83 percent of the research sample, many of whom were
Southeast Asian refugees.
¢  GAIN’s benefit-cost results for AFDC-Us show a large posiﬁve effect from
the welfare sample perspective in Butte only, and a modest positive return
on the government’s investment in Butte and Riverside only.

As suggesfed by the impact analysis GAIN did not produce for AFDC-Us the same overall
economic beneﬁts from the welfare sample perspectwe that AFDC-FGs received, primarily because
savmgs in AFDC ‘and other transfers offset earnings gains toa greater extent. As seen in Table 10,
the AFDC-U welfarc sample incurred net losses in thre¢ counties (Los Angeles, Riverside, and San

Diego) and net gains in two others (Butte and Tulare). However, only in Buste did AFDC-Us receive

a large net gain from the program, $2,096. From the gdvernmént budget perspective, only Butte and

- Riverside produced a net gain ($697 and $1,314, respectively).

Policy Lessons

In passing the GAIN legislation iﬁ 1935,—Califomia legisfators launched an ambitious effort to
change the terms and conditions of receiving AFDC, with the twin goals of helping welfare recipients
become self-sufficient and reduci'ng the financial burden of welfare on the government. The model
itself was the product of a compromise between two groups in California that embraced both of these
goals but differed in their- beliefs about the 'type of program best suited to achieving lhem.. QOne group
of reformers initially favored a relatively shbrt—term program of maﬁdatory 1ob search followed, for
participants who did not find jobs, by unpaid work experience (or "workfare"). - The other group
favored a bl"oader range of services, with a strong emphasis on-education and skills training, as well
as less onerous penalties for noncompliance than the financial sanctions advocated by the first group.
The resulting GAIN model incorporates elements of both of these approaches, representing a
significant departure from the simpler (mainly job-search) lower-cost iﬁitiatives of the early 1980s ~
and a prelude to the federal JOBS program which, like GAIN, includes a reciprocal ohllgatlon and
greater focus than earlier programs on cducat:on and training, “

Representing a bold leap in welfare reform — in ambition, complexity, and cxpehse - GAIN
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started with its feasibility uncertain and its effectiveness unknown. Would it be operated as envisioned
ona large scale? Would its performance beat the clear but modest successes of earlier welfare-to-work
programs? What approaches for implementing it would work best? The GAIN evaluation findings

that are now available offer some answers,

Operating GAIN as envisioned on a large scale

GAIN’s ambitiousness derived as much from the scale of the project — in rﬁost counties, having
been targeted (originally) toward all single parents on AFDC with ;choolage children and heads of
two-parent families — as from the complexity of the model itself. Nonetheless, all of the study
counties — large and small — were able meet the challenge of implementing GAIN’s mixed servfce

-approach involving job search, basic education, training, and other services, along with its ongoing
participation mandate and multi-step enforcement process. Funding levels did not permit Alameda and
Los Angeles {o énroll the full mandatory caseload, or the other. counties to continue doing so
(especially after the transition to JOBS, which expanded the share of the welfare caseload targeted fof
GAIN), but the program model envisioned by the California legislature was given a "fair test” during
the main period of program operations covered by the evaluation, and it proved administratively
feasible. '

Is GAIN more successful than past welfare-to-work progggms. and for more disadvantaged
welfare recipients?

In establishing GAIN, the California legislafurc hoped to creaté a program that would surpass
in effectiveness the primarily job search programs of the early 1980s, particularly with the more
disadvantaged portion of the welfa;e caseload that had benefited less from such 'service's. Overall, the
results suggest that GAIN could meet this standafd — average GAIN impacts were larger than those
. produced by these earlif;; pfbgrams — but that it did not do 56 uniformly. The results also show that,
in one county, GAIN produced the most impressive results ever found for a large-scale welfare-to-
work program. W
Moreover, GAIN s pattcm of impacts shows that the program could substantlally 1ncrease the

carmngs of long-term recipients, but that here, too, the effects were not consistent across counties. .

Some counties had better results for advantaged groups, some for less advantaged. The absence of
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a more consistent, predictable pattern suggests that giving priority for enrollment into GAIN to
particular segmehts of the welfare caseload may not yield effective resﬁlts across ‘all counties.
Therefore, for the state as a2 whole, a more broadly focused strategy might be more efféctivg. (Past
welfare-to-work studies point to the same concll::sion.) At the same time, the challenge remains to

improve the consistency of GAIN’s effectiveness across a wide variety of subgroups.

Do some approaches work better than others? -

Although GAIN is based on a uniform program model that all of California’s counties must
operateé, county administrators have considerable authority — under California’s state-supervised,
county-operated welfare systém — to shape the program’s actual content. The GAIN administrators

in the six study counties chose to implement the program in different ways. The most important

dimensions of program variation included the use of basic education, vocational training and pbst-
secondary education, and other strategies; the message conveyed to welfare recipients about
employment; and the use of direct job develop.menl. This variation provided the eﬁaluzition with an
opportunity to explore whether some of these alternative appfoaches generated better results than
others. | | .
The Role of Basic Educatlon. The study s j;ggl_ngs,_suggesl_cbut_donnot—proue)-th&.bamc

- educanrm,:__one of GAIN’s most i lrmovatwe and expensive features -- may make make an n_important

RN B

contribution to the program’s success, as its des:gnersExﬂgpgd (As previously discussed, such an

i t—— ;

effect in Riverside would have been indirect, since it did not come from an increase in measured skills
gains or GED rece;pt.) At the same time, the findings caution that basic education offers no guaran!ee
of success ~ even when it is exiensively used (as in Alameda) or its quality is considered exceptional
(as in San Diego). Although the study cannot point to particular changes in the character of the
education treatment itself that _\;vould enhance its effectiveness, the absence of large earnings impacts
in four of the six counties for welfare recipients lacking basic skitls suggesfs that attempting to get as
many of these recipients as possible to attend basic education as their initia)] GAIN activity ap)pears not
to be. the m‘osi productive s'.lra‘tegy'. It may also be that pénnitting very IOng'stays in this acti\}ily
without closely monitoring participation and progress, and without requiring participants to test

opportunities in the labor market along the way, would weaken the contribution that basic education

~could make to GAIN’s overall success. In the absence of more convincing evidence of a payoff from
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maximizing the use of basic education, a more equal emphasis on upfront job search as well as basic
education activities, in combination with other factors, could be a better way of serving those lacking

basic skills. .
The Role of Vocational Training and Post-Secondary Education. For recipients who already

possess a high school diploma or a GED and pass a literacy test, the GAIN model requires "testing
the job market first" by participating in job search activities before moving on to more expénsive
vocational training or post-secondary education. Given this sequence, and the fact that many controls
enrolled themselves in non-GAIN vocational training or post-secondary‘ education (as did some
experimentals after leaving welfare), GAIN’s impact on the use of these activities was small in most
counties. Thus, the evaluation can provide only limited evidence on the effects of increasing their use.

Some evidence suggests (but does not prove) that greater use of vocational training and post-
.secondary education may be an effective approach: Alameda pfoduced the largest increase in the use
of such activities by registrants not needing basic education and achieved a large earnings gain for
them; it also got them better jobs {compared to employed controls). In'tiddition, Alameda produced
the largest overall financial ‘g'ai.n for experimentals in that subgroup across the six counties, as
measured by the benefit-cost analysns At the same time, this strategy can also be costly from the
standpoint of the government budgct. with the ﬁnanc1a! return falling far short of the govennnent s
net investment per experlmental in the not-in-need-of-basic-education subgroup, as was the case in
Alameda, '

It is therefore an equally important finding that, for this subgroup, two other study counties
(Riverside and San Diego) produced large earnings.gains and welfare savings, and an overall net gain
for both the welfare. sample and the govemmént budget, all without increasing experimentals’ use of
vocational] training and post-secondary education (compared to their use by controls). Thus, other
approaches can provide an alternative route to achieving desirable earnings and welfare impacts and
may be more cost-effective’ (although they may not lead to higher-paying jobs).

’i‘he "Message" and Emphasis on Quick Employment and Job Development. While GAIN’s
job search, basic education, and vocational education and training might help a county achieve positive
earmngs 1mpacts these services are unlikely to be all that matter. Among the program’s other

features the " message about employment that staff attempt to convey to registrants while they are
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in all components and the active use of job development to estabhsh a close link to private-sector
employers, may also be critically 1mportant '

A program’s employment message is an aspect of Operatmg GAIN that transcends specific’
program components. AS described earlier in this summary {in the section on implementation
findings), the content of that message can vary widely, from more strongly emphasizing tne.value of
‘any job, even a low-paying job, to encouraging participants to wait for (and prepare for) a better job.
Yet, the very content of that message may be part of what determines whether participation in any
given component will actually have a payoff in the labor market. Indeed, the finding that the best-

performing county (Riverside) far more strongly and pervasively than all other counties advocated the

vg_lné of any job points to the potential iqmporlance of the employment message, even to registrants

assigned to education and training activities. Perhaps it contributed to Riverside’s success by affecting
how much cffort.-rcgistmnts — across a variety of s.ubgroups"-— made to look for a job, and how
 selective they were with regard to the kinds of jobs they would accept. |

Job development, whereby,staff directly agsist reg_nts in locatmg employment opportunities,
also transcends program components and may be another aspect of operating GAIN that enhances._the
payoff derived from participating in a GAIN componrent. Byzo_ffe'rling‘ those taking part in GAIN job

search or education or training a dircct link-to employers (as Riverside did to a far greater extent than

~ any other county), job development may increase participants’ opportunity and incentive to apply in

the labor market what they lean in GAIN activities..
e e AR A ™ fadi:

The Case of Riverside: A Combination of Factors. No single implementation factor is likely

to explain why one county performs better than another, and this appears to be the case in accounting
for Riverside’s unusually ‘strong performance. For example, the available evidence sugpests that
Riverside’s results appear'not to be explained by diffei‘cnces in the background characteristics of its
GAIN reglstrants or local economlc condmons Moreover, while it had some distinctive program
features along many dimensions the program was not unique. What most distinguished Riverside
from the other counties — and, therefore, what might have contributed to Riverside’s more favorable

results — was its particular combination of practices and conditions: a pervasive employment message

g

and job development efforts, more equa] use of job search and education activities for registrants

w_educanon,_a_mong commitment to (and adequate resources. for) securing . the
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participation of all mandatory registrants, and reliance on GAIN’s formal enforcement ‘mechanisms to

pu——

reinforce_the seriousness with which it viewed the participation obligation. This constellation of

practices was not found in any other county.

If Riverside's success sets a new standard of achievement for welfare-to-work programs, and
if a combination of program strategies explains its success, it is important to ask whether Riverside’s
overall approach or some of its distinctive strategies can be replicated elsewhere with the same success.
On the one hand, the finding ihat Riverside produced similarly impressive impacts across each of its
GAIN offices suggests that its approach and success can be replicated even when operated by different
staff and in localities characterized by diverse labor market and local conditions. On the other hand,
the variation in local conditions within Riverside County does not capture the greater variation that
exists across counties. Thus, it is not a‘foregone conclusion that Riverside's approach - including
its focus on more rapid employment and job devetopment — would work in other types of localities,
paﬁicularly in inner-city areas such as those found in Los Angeles and Alameda, or whether they
would succeed in more rural, agricultural areas with persistently high unemployment, ‘such as those
found in Tulare. Also, ﬁt least in thelinner‘-city areas, where the welfare populétion as a whole
undoubtedly faces greater barﬁers to employment, a stronger employment focus may or may not help
to improve their empldyment prospects. Also important is whether other combinations of practices can
produce results as good as or (by helping more recipients get higher-quality jobs) better than those
found in Riverside - e.g., by instituting a strong job development component in a program
emphasizing vocational education and training, or delivering a strong employment message in a
program that (unlike Riverside) actually produces a greater net increase in {i.e., 1mpact on) the use

of vocationally oriented activities. These are important questions for future evaluation efforts.

Would Changing the Incentives to Work Produce Better Results?

1t is also i.mportant._to_-consic-ier some of the limitations of GAIN. As previously mentioned,
GAIN, even operating at its Best, was only moderately successful in mbving people off welfare and
. out of poverty by the end o_f three years. This is probably because of cmditidns that transcend the
GAIN program, such as the economic incentive fof welfare recipients to take and keep jobs. 11 1s
therefore important to ask whether GAIN's effectiveness can be enhanced by other reforms now under

debate or already instituted that aim to improve the financial payoff from working. Such stratégies
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include increasing the EITC (as'the federal govemh'lent has receﬁtly done), and, at the same time,

. increasing welfare recipients’ awareness of this benefit (which this study found to be low among

recipients in GAIN)I. Other strategies would include aflowing welfare recipients to keep more of their ‘
eamnings and still collect AFDC (as recent legislation in California and in other states: does), and
improving access to medical care (which is under debate in Congress) and child care for the working
poor. Whether these and other réfofms can stfeng{hen the payoff from GAIN (or JOBS programs in

other states) remains an important open question.
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TABLE 11

THE SIX COUNTIES IN THE GAIN IMPACT STUDY
: AND THEIR SAMPLES (AT THE TIME THE SAMPLES
WERE ENROLLED IN GAIN: MARCH 1988 THROUGH JUNE 1990)

Alameda, which includes the city of ODakland, has the largest welfare caseload of
single parents (AFDC-FGs), and the second-largest caseload of heads of two-parent
tamilies {AFDC-Us}, among counties in the San Francisco Bay area. It was one of
two evaluation counties that had a large inner-city welfare population and that
enrolled only long-term recipients, a practice that was consistent with the statutory
requirement for counties that did not have enough resources to serve all GAIN-
eligibles. More than 80 percent of both its AFDC-FG and AFDC-U GAIN registrants
were minorities; a large majority (69 percent) of its single-parent registrants were
black, and a substantial proportion {40 percent} of its heads of two-parent families
were Indochinese. Alameda had the second-highest proportion of registrants who
were determined "in need of basic education™ (65 percent for AFDC-FGs and 81
percent for AFDC-Us). The caseload size per case manager in Alameda was
_ relatively low, about 75:1.

Butte, a mid-sized rural county in northern California, had by far the smallest welfare
caseload of the counties studied and the largest proportion of non-minorities {more

than B5 percent of AFDC-FGs and about three-quarters of AFDC-Us). Although it .

enrolied a broad cross section of its mandatory GAIN caseload, Butte appeared to
have the least disadvantaged AFDC-FG sample in the study, with the lowest rate
of those determined "in need of basic education™ {49 percent), the lowest
proportion of long-term recipients (28 percent), and the second-highest proportion
of registrants with a recent work history (57 percent). Butte used an unusual GAIN
intake procedure in order to keep caseload size per case manager relatively low
(63:1); registrants were brought into GAIN but were placed on waiting lists for up
to several months until a case manager had an opening.

Los Angeles, with about one-third of the state’s caselocad and a welfare population
larger than all but a few states’, was the other county that had a large inner-city
welfare population and that enrolled only long-term recipients. As a result, Los
Angeles had the highest relative proportion of recipients in the research sample who
were determined "in need of basic education™ {B1 percent for AFDC-FGs and 92
percent for AFDC-Us). An unusually large proportion (32 percent of AFDC-FGs and
83 percent of AFDC-Us) were not proficient in English. Los Angeles also had the
smallest proportion of AFDC-FGs with a recent work history (just 17 percent) and
the second-smallest proportion of AFDC-Us who had recently worked (32 percent),
the highest average age (almost 39 years for AFDC-FGs and 42 for AFDC-Us), and
the highest proportion of minorities (nearly 90 percent for both AFDC-FGs and
AFDC-Us). Nearly 60 percent of its AFDC-U population was Indochinese. Los
Angseles’ program started later and was somewhat less fully developed than other
counties’ programs during the study period. Alone among the counties in California,
" Los Angeles had also contracted with a private-sector firm to conduct case

management. (This contract was terminated in 1993.) Its GAIN caseload per case
" manager (128:1) was the highest among the six counties. .

{continued)




TABLE 11 {continued)
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" Riverside, a large couh:t;f 7i;n"southe'rn California, which has both urban and rural

areas, enrolled a broad cross section of its mandatory welfare population. A
substantial proportion of its registrants (60 percent for AFDC-FGs, two-thirds for
AFDC-Us) were determined "in need of basic education.” Approximately half of its
AFDC-FG registrants were minorities, as were 57 percent of its AFDC-U registrants.
While half of its AFDC-FGs had recent work experience, the rate was 72 percent for

- AFDC-Us. Dwing to a special study of the impact of different caseload sizes, the

average caseloads were about 53:1 (for one group of case managers ) and 97:1 {for
the other group). :

San Diego, with the state’s second-largest AFDC-FG caseload and the fourth-largest

AFDC-U caseload, enrolied a broad cross section of its caseload in GAIN. About 60

percent of its registrants were minorities, and well over half were determined "in

need of basic education.” The county’s GAIN sample had the highest proportion of

registrants who had recently worked ~ 59 percent among AFDC-FGs — and the

second-highest among AFDC-Us (nearly 80 percent). It had the second-highest
average caseload per case manager {103:1). . .

Tulare was the oniy county of the six that had to operate GAIN in the context of a
rural and highly agricultural, seasonal labor market. A high proportion of Tuldre's
GAIN registrants were determined "in need of basic education” (65 percent of
AFDC-FGs and nearly three-fourths of AFDC-Us). About 40 percent of its
registrants were Hispanic, the highest proportion of any county. It had an average
caseload per case manager, about 100:1,
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- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the latest findings on the effectiveness of California’s Greater Avenués for
Independence (GAIN) Program, a statewide initiative aimed at increasing the employment and self-
sufficiency of recipients of Aid to Families vﬁith Dependént Children (AFDC), the nation’s major cash -
welfare program. Based on three' years or more of follow-up data for 33,000 people who entered
GAIN between early 1988 and mid-1990, the study examines the program’s effects in six counties on
employment, earnings, welfare receipt, and other outcomes, as well as findings from a comprehe‘nsive
benefit-cost analysis. The results are of broad relevance to welfare reform because California has the
country’s biggest AFDC caseload and- GAIN is the iargest and one of the most ambitious programs
operating under the fédepal Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program, created by -
the Family Support Act of 1988. Operating as California’s JOBS program since July 1989, GAIN
currently accounts for almost 13 percent of federal spending on JOBS. . GAIN is overseen by
California’s Department of Social Services (CDSS) and adm_ir_ﬁstered by the 58 counties. This report
is part of a multi-year evaluation conducted for CDSS by the Manpower Demonstration Reséafch

Corpdration (MBRC). .

The Findings in Brief

Each of the 33,000 sample members was assigned at random to either an experimental group
(who were subject to GAIN’s participatiori requi'rements) or a control group (who were precluded from
the program but could seek other services in the community on their own). ‘The two groups were
tracked over time, and the differences between them (e.g., in earmngs and welfare receipt) constitute

the effects or “impacts” of GAIN ~ the difference the program made.

Single Pa_rents (AFDC-FGs)

Overall. Over the entire three-year follow-up pe'riod, and across Lhc six counties, GAIN
produced increasing earnings impacts for single parents (AFDC-FGs), a grbup mostly with children
age 6 or older when they enrolled in the study. Inyear 3, average earnings for the experimental group .
were $636 higher than the control group’s average (a 25 percent gain); for the full thre.e years, they
were 31,414 higher (a 22 percent gain). (Earnings for each group were averaged over all members
of each group, including those who did not work as well as those who did.) Moreover, some data

point to sustained or still larger earnings impacts in the future. GAIN also continued to produce
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welfare savings ‘in 'vear 3 at the same ievel as in year 2. In year 3 and across the six counties,
experimentals received an average of $331 less in AFDC payments (an 8 percent reduction) compared
to the control group average; the reduction was $961 (6 percent) for the entire three-year period.
Longer-term trends suggest a gradual tapering off of these welfare effects in the future.

GAIN also had an effect on the rate of AFDC kcase closures, but it wﬁﬁ not large. Across all
six counties, over half of the experimental-group was on AFDC in the last quarter of the three-year
follow-up period (53 percent, or only 3 percentage points lower than the rate for controls).

County-Specific. GAIN's impacts on single parents varied across the six counties in the study.
Riverside County, which had unusually large first- and second-year earnings gains and welfare savings,
again produced large effects in year 3. Over the three-year period, Riverside increased the
experimental group’s ;amjhgs by an average of $3,113, a 49 percent gain over the control group
average. It reduced welfare payments by $1,983, a 15 percent reduction compared to the control
group. These impacts were the biggest for-any of the six counties, and are greater than those found
in previous lérge~scale experimental studies of state welfare-to-work programs. Riverside also
produced large earnings gains and welfare savings for a special samph;: — single parents with children
under the age of 6. ‘

GAIN’s three-year impacts on earnings were moderate to large in three of the other five
counties: $1,492 in Alameda (a 30 percent increase above the county’s control group average), $1,474
in Butte {a 21 percent increase), and $1,772 in San Diego (a 22 peréem increase). Tulare produced

a moderate impact {$518) in year 3, but its average effect for the full follow-up period was under

$400, as was true in Los Angeles. Four of the remaining five counties {all but Tulare) achieved.

welfare savings for AFDC-FGs for the threg—yéar period, ranging from an average of $782 per
experimental in Alameda {(a 4 percent reduction compared to the control group average) to $1,136 in
San Diego (an 8 percent reduction). '

Benefits and Costs. GAIN was a relatively expensive program compared to the simpler and
primarily job search welfare-to»work programs of the 1980s. For the single-parent sarhple in all six
' counties combined, over a five-year period, county welfare deparfments were estimated to have spent
an average of $2,899 per experimental, about 60 percent of which was-for case management functions.
In addition, schools and other non-welfare agencies spent $1,515 per experimental to provide education
and training instruction as part of the GAIN prbgram, bringing the total cost of GAIN to $4.415 per
experimenial, Another important cost number 1s the net cost per experimental, which measures the

- government’s net expenditures aftet adding the cost of education and training activities experimentals
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entered on their own after leavirig GAIN, and then subtracting the cost of services. that members of
the control group received on their own. The net cost over five years was $3,422 per experimenta]
for the. six counties cdmbined, but varied widely by county, from under $2,000.per experimental in

Riverside and San Diego to ove‘r $5,500 in Alameda and Los Angeles. The higher costs in the latter

~ two counties, which enrolled only long-term welfare recipients into their GAIN programs, refllects.'

to an important extent, a greaier net increase in the use of education and training activities in Alameda

and Los Angeles compared to the patterns in other counties. .

Net cost estimates are key because they are used in the benefit-cost study to detefmine whether
the program costs or savestaxi:uayers money. That analysis also assesses whether people m the
experimental group are made financially better off by the program. (The benefit-cost analysis does
not take into account non-moretary gaiﬁs or losses.) | ‘ |

When measured eamings gains are compared to welfqre' reductions and other ldsses over .ﬁv.e
years, welfare recipients in five of the six counties (Alameda, Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare)
were, on average, better off ﬁnancially as a consequence of the GAIN prbgram. Net benefits ranged
from $948 per experimental in San Diego to $1,900 per experimental in Riverside, for an overall
average of $923 per eiperimental. _ _ |

From the perspective of the government budget, the benefit-cost findings were p@sitive in three |
of the six counties — Buitte, Riverside, and San Diego ~ and negative in the remaining three couhties.
From this perspective, a positive result means that, on avefage, for every ‘extra dollar the government
invested per experimental (above and beyond the public cost of educaﬁon and training controls received
on their own initiative), it got more than a dollar back in the form of reduced costs for AFDC and

other transfer programs and increased tax payments arising from experimentals’ increased employment.

This return was exccptionélly large in Riverside — $2.84 per every net $1 invested. The return was

$1.40 per $1 in San Diego, and $1.02 lﬁcr $1 in Butte, but less than a dollar ($.76) per $1 for all six

counties together. It is worth mentioning that return per net dollar invested is a standard of success

by which few social programs are assessed.

Heads of Two-Parent Families (AFDC-Us) -

GAIN also produced earnings gains and welfare savings for the heads of two;}_iarent famnilies
(AFDC-Us), who make up about 18 percent of all AFDC cases in California, Although the longer-
term trends were not as impressive as they were for single parents, GAIN’s earnings effects over the

full three-year fdllow-up period were moderate to lafge in three counties (Butte, Los Angeles, and
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Riverside, although they were declining over time in Riverside). They were especially large in Butte,
reaching $3,295 per experimental. The same three counties also produced moderate to large welfare
savings, as did San Diego. GAIN’s benefit-cost resulis for AFDC-Us show a jarge positive effect
from the perSpectivé of welfare recipients solely in Buite, and a modest positive return on the
government’s investment in Butte ($1.22 per net $1 invested) and Riverside ($1.61 per net $1
invested). '

In sum, the results of this evaluation show that the GAIN program can work, especially for
single parents on welfare, who account for about 82 percent of California’s welfarf.; caseload. For that
group, both welfare recipients and the government budget came out ahead in two counties as a result
of GAIN, wifh one county (Riverside) producing the most impressive results yet observed for a large-
scale welfare-to-work program. Of the remaining four counties, three made welfare recipients better
off, but without producing net budgetary savings (although the government essentially "broke even”
inone). Animportant open question is whether some of the implementation approaches of the better-
performing counties, especially those of Riverside, can be adapted by other localities- and produce

similarly impressive results. = N '

The GAIN Program Model

A key feature of GAIN, which distinguishes it from most other welfare-to-work and JOBS
programs, is the way it uses educational and basic skills levels to sort registrants into one of two
service streams. Those who do not have a high school diploma {or a General Educational
Development certificate — a GED) or fail 10 achieve predetermined scores on both parts of a math and
reading test or are not proficient in English are deemed by GAIN to be "in need of basic education.”
These individuals can choose to attend a basic education class — Adult Basic Education (ABE), GED
preparation, or English as a Second Language (ESL) instruction — or a job search activity fi‘rst, but
if they choose job search and fail to obtain employment, they must then enter basic education.
Registrants judged "nor in need of basic education” — those who pass both parts of the m;'ith and
reading test and possess a high school diploma (or a GED) — usually must participate in job search
first, Registrants élready enrolled in education and training programs when they enter GAIN may
continue in those activities if the act@ﬁities meet certain criteria (e.g., they must prepare registrants for
* occupations in need of workers in the local labor market, aric_l‘re'g_istrants must be able to complefe the
training within two years after enrolling in GAIN). Participants in any of these three sequénccs who

do not find employment after completing their initial activities undergo an employability assessment
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designed to help them choose their next activity, e.g., skills training, vocationally oriented post-
secondary education, on-the-job. training, or unpaid work experience. Any GAIN registrant, who,
without “good caﬁse, " fails to participate in GAIN’s orientation and services may incur a “sanction, "
i.e., a reduction of the welfare grant. (The grant level in California is one of the nation’s highest.)

The GAIN Evaluation

The six counties selectéd to"panicipate in the study of GAIN’s impacts captufe a wide variety
of local conditions and population characteristics account for more than one-third of the state’s GAIN
caseload and more than one-half of its AFDC caseload Three counties are in southern California:
Los Angeles, with about one-third of the state’s caseload and-a welfare population larger than all but
a few states"; San Diego, with the state’s second-largest caseload; and Riverside, a large county
encompassing both urban and raral areés. Two counties are in northern California: Alameda, an urban
county that includes the City of Oakland, and, further north, the mid-sized county of :Bun‘e. Tulare

is located in the largely agricultural, rural Central Valley. (Table 11, at the end of this summary,

- presents a brief profile of each county.)

It is important to stress that this report’s descriptions of the counties’ stratcg1es for 1mplememmg

GAIN are based on information collected no later than mid-1991, and prior to that in most cases. This

is the relevant information for describing the research sample’s actual experiences in GAIN. However,

some of the information does not portray the counties current modes of operating GAIN. All of the
counties have coniinuéd to revise their implementation st_rategit;s as théy have acquired more
experience in operating this very complex welfare-to-work initiative, and in response to changes in
fﬁnding and other circumstances. ' |

The findings on GAIN’s implementation, effectiveness, and benefi_ts' and costs come from' a
study of 33,000 applicants for and recipients of AFDC whose participation in GAIN was mandatory,
i.e., a condition for receiving their ;full welfare grant. This group included single heads of families
(AFDC-FGs, who are usually mothers) mostly with children age 6 or older', and all heads df two-
parent families (AFDC-Us, typically ‘famefs). (It is important to note that aimost one-third of
Alameda’s sample consisted of _single parents with children younger than age 6.)

During the period in which members of the research safnplé enrolled in GAIN and thus became
part of the study (March 1988 to June 1990), four of the six counties had sufficient resources to enroll

all registrants in their caseloads who were mandatory for GAIN under the pre-JOBS rules. The other



counties — Alameda and Los Angeles — focused exclusively on long-term recipients, in conformity
with GAIN’s rules in cases where resources did not permit serving all those required to participate.

To determine the effects of GAIN, mandatory registrants who attended an orientation to the
program were randomly assigned to either an. experimental group (who were subject to GAIN's
participation mandate) or a control group (who were precluded from GAIN but could seek other
services in the community). Random assignment assured th%t the two groups did not differ
systematically on measured and unmeasured background characteristics when they entered the study,
and that any differences in their subsequent labor market and welfare experiences could be attributed
with confidence to the GAIN program. The two groups’ employment rates, average earnings, average
AFDC payments, and other outcomes were compared over the course of the follow-up period, and the
differences between them are referred to as the estimated "impacts" of GAIN. The data used in this
study came from a variety of sources, including automated employment, earnings, and welfare records
for the full 33,000-person sample, a registrant survey administered two to three years after orientation
to a subsample of experimentals and controls in five counties (excluding Buite because of the
evaluation’s limited survey budget), and program participation and fiscal information obtained from

the counties and various state agencies,

Findings on Program Implementation

¢ The six counties made different decisions about how liluch to emphasize

quick entry into the labor market versus the longer and more expensive
process of bunilding registrants’ human capital through education and
training. - '

Not surprisingly, given California’s state-supervised but county-operated welfare systern; and
the absence of evidence when GAIN started as to what strategies would work best, the six counties
varied in how théy sought to prepare registrants for employment. Viewing almost any job as a positive
first step, with advancement to come by acquiring a work history and learning skills on the job,
Riverside’s staff placed much more emphasis on moviﬁg registrants into the labor market quick]y than
did the staff in any other county. Most distinctive was Riverside’s attempt to communicate a strong
"message” to all registrants (even those in education and traiming activities}, at all stages of the
program, that employment was central, that it shﬁuld be sought expeditiously, and that opportunities
to obtain low-paying jobs should not be turned down. The county’s r.nanagemcnt underscored this
message by establishing job placement standards as one of several criteria for assessing  staff

performance, while at the same time attempting to secure the participation of all mandatory registrants.
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In addition, the county instituted a strong job development component to assist recipients in gaining
access to job opportunities. ' o
Alameda illustrates a very different approach. Its GAIN hanagers and staff believed strongly
in "human capital" development — the use of education and training as a path to getting jobs that offer .
a better chance to get off or stay off welfare. Within thé overall constraints imposed by the GAIN
model’s service .se'quences, Alameda’s staff encouraged registrants to be selective about the jobs they
accepted and to take advantage of GAIN’s educatioh and training to prepare for highef—paying jobs.
Butte, Los Angeles, San Diego, and Tulare took approaches falling between those of Riverside and
Alameda, but closer to Alameda’s than to Riverside’s. |
* All six counties successfully communicated to registrants that the
participation requirement was real and would be enforced, although the
counties varied in the extent to which they relied on GAIN’s formal penalty
process. ‘
Over 90 percent of éxperimer_ltals said on the-fegistram survey that they believed it was "likely"
or "very likely" that their AFDC grants would bé reduced if they were assigned to'a CAIN activity-
but did not gd. Casefile records showed that up to about 6 percent of experimentals (iq Los Angeles

and Riverside) were sanctioned within the first 11 months after GAIN orientation, although self-
reported information from the survey and interviews with GAIN staff suggest that the rates rose over
time in all the counties. Evidence also suggests that case managers in Los Angeles anle‘iverside were
quickest to invoke the “threat” of sémtioMng in response to noncompliance. About half to three-
quarters of survey respondents believed the particiﬁaﬁon mandate to be "fair" and "a good idea,” and
only about one-quarter of respondents in both the experimeﬁtal and control groups agﬁ_:ed with the

statement, "_Makjng welfare mothers work is bad for their children."

Impacts on Participation in Emplovinent-Related Activities for AFDC-FGs

GAIN could have an impact on labor market and ’wclfare outcomes if experimehtals received
more or different kinds of services than controls and were subject to different requirements. Since
controls could participate in non-GAIN employment-related services on their own' initiative, an
important measure of the GAIN intervention (and a major determinant of the net costs) is the extent
to which experimentals had different participation patterns than controls.

To determine GAIN’s effect on experimentals’ use df efnpldyfnent-reléted activ'ities, the

evaluation compared experimentals’ rates and duration of pa'rticipation in all such activities (including
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GAIN and post-GAIN participation) with the amount of participation m non-GAIN activities by the
control grou‘p. Thé difference in the amount of participation represents the "impact” of GAIN, which
tells how much experimentals’ participation changed compared to what it would have been in the
absence of GAIN. ‘ '

* A sizable number of controls used non-GAIN employment-related activities,

usually vocational training and post-secondary education.

Few controls (4 percent) participated in job search activities, which, in comparison to
opportunities for education and training, are not widely available in the community. Moreover, few
(8 percent) particip:ited in basic education classes (for ABE, GED, and ESL instruction). Although
more widely available, basic education rﬁay have been of less interest to controls than occupational
skills traiming (nor was it generally needed by those who already had a high school diploma or GED).
Only a handful of controls took part in unpaid work experience and on-the-job training (OJT)
assignments. In contrast, a full 23 percent participated in vocational training or post-secondary
education. | '

¢ The GAIN program substantially increased experimentals’ pai-ticipatibn in

job search and basic education.

Given that the GAIN mo_dell requires most participants to enter upfront job search or basic
education as their initial GAIN activity, it is not surprising that GAIN’s largest impacts were on the
use of these two activities. Across all six counties, 29 percent of experimentals participated in job
search compared to only 4 percent of controls, for a difference of 25 percentage poinfs. Similarly,
GAIN increased experimentals’ participation in ABE, GED, and ESL activities (taken tégether) by 28
percentage points. The program had little overall‘impact (3.3 percentage points) on the percentage
\;vho participated in vocational training or post-secondary education, although, as discussed later in this
summarj}, it did in some counties (especially Alameda) for registrants determined not to need basic
education. Few ¢xperimentals took part‘ in unpaid work experience (PREF) or OJT. (More recently,

the use of PREP has increased in several counties.)

Impacts bn Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Outcomes for AFDC;FGs

Impacts on Earnings and Welfare Payvments

* GAIN increased the average earnings of experimenta]s by 25 percent in the
third year after orientation, continuing its trend of progressively stronger
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eernings effects over time. It reduced experimentals’. average AFDC
payments by 8 percent, a result that reflected a leveling off of GAIN’s
impacts on this measure.,

The average earnings for all experimentals and all controls were calculated for the full saiﬁple,
including people who did not work (and whose earnings were counted as zero). Averaged across the
six counties, with each county given equal Weight. earnings for AFDC-FGs in the third year (as shown
in official autornated earnings records) were $3,159 per experimental group member and $2,523 per
control group member. This yields an earnings gain, or impact, of $636 per experimental (or 25
percent of the average control group member’s earnings), as shown in-the "all counties” section of

Table 1. (This, again, is an average that includes sample members who did not work at all; those who

worked benefited more than this $636 suggests.) Welfare savings were $331 per experimental in year

3 (i.e., AFDC payments were 8 percent lower than the averape payments of $4,163 foricontrols). As

“indicated by the asterisks for the "all counties” rows in Table 1, these results were statistically

significant, meaning that one can have greater confidence that they were due to the program rather
than to statistical chance. The earnings impacts compare favorably with the three-year results for
simpler (mostly job search) programs studied previously, and the AFDC impacts compare Very
favorably, -

Over the entire threg-year follow-up period, GAIN’s earnings fmpacts grew progressively larger.
Averaged across the six counties, with each county gi\}en equal weight, the program"s impact on
earnings ne.arly doubled between the first and second years of fellow-up and rose by another 24
percent between rhe-secondl and third follow-up years, reaching $1,414 per experimental for the emire
period. (See Table 1 and Figure 1A.) An analysis of GAIN's effects for an early cohert of sample
members (i.e., those who entered the study early on and for whom more qﬁarters of follow-up are
available) pointé toward sustained or still larger earning impacts after the third year.

GAIN’s effects on AFDC payments leveled off in yeaf 3, but tote;led $961 for the full three-year
period. (See Table 1 and Figure 1B.) After having groﬁvn by about 23 percent between years I and
2, they were about the same in year 3 as in year 2. Longer-term trends for the early cohort suggest
a gradual tapering off of these welfare effects in’ the future. ‘

* GAIN’s impacts varied by euunty. One county (Riverside) had Iarge
earnings gains and welfare savings in all three follow-up years. Three

!Some of the year 1 and year 2 pumbers in this and other tables differ slightly from those reported earlier

- because they were recalculated using updated earnings and AFDC data.
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. TABLE 1
GAIN's THREE—YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC—FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

Average Total Earnings Average Total AFDC Payments
. _ ~Percentage Percentage
County Experimentals ($) Controls (3) Difference ($) Change Experimentals (3) Controls (%) Ditference {$) Change
Alameda .
Year 1 : 1421 1212 209 17% 6916 7066 ~150 ~2%
Year2 2132 1624 508 * 31% 5816 6077 . —261 —4%
Year 3 2880 ' 2105 774 ** 7% 4861 5232 -371 ** ~7%
Total ‘ 6432 4941 . 1492 ** - 30% 17593 18375 -782 * . 4%
Butte . ! )
Year 1 . 2001 1729 272 . 16% 5132 5486 —353 * -6%
Year 2 - 2998 2442 - 556 '23% - 3715 4048 -333 -B%
Year 3 3638 2992 647 22% 2812 : 3101 -290 —9%
Total ' 8637 - B3 1474 - 21% ] 11659 12635 -976 C - —~B%
Los Angeles : - ) .
Year 1 1304 1308 —4 -0% 6874 ‘ 7202 —-328 *** ~5%
Year 2 1699 ’ 1589 - 110 7% . 5711 6111 —401 "¢ ~T%
Year 3 ' 1939 . 1786 153 9% 4729 5006 ’ =277 —6%
Total 4943 4683 - 260 6% 17314 " 18319 -1005 *** —-5%
Riverside ) . . ‘ :
Year 1 2470 1550 - 920 59% 4962 - 5658 -695 *** - —12%
Year 2 3416 2233 1183 *** 53% - 3458 4161 =703 *** ~17%
Year 3 3562 2352 1010 v+ 40% 2864 3448 ) —584 *4* ~17%
Total . 9448 6335 - 3113 e+ 49% 11284 13257 —1983 *** - 19%
San Diego _ :
Year 1 2462 2113 349 ** 17% ' 5529 5832 -302 *** —5%
Year 2 3503 2794 , 709 *+* 25% 4199 4679 —~480 4 -10%
Year 3 3821 3108 : 713 *** 23% 3555 3908 ~-353 *** -9%
Total ) 9786 8014 1772 *** 22% 132683 14419 -~1136 *** ~8%
Tulare
Year 1 1792 - 1949 ~149 ~8% 6363 6231 132 . 2%.
- Year 2 2536 2531 5 0% ) - 5118 5023 95 2%
Year 3 : 31 2594 518 ** - 20% 4171 4284 -113 ~3%
Total 7439 ' 7066 374 ) 5% . 15653 16538 114 1%
All counties {a) -
Year 1 1908 1642 266 *** 16% 5963 6246 -283 -5%
Year 2 2714 2202 512 23% ’ 4669 5017 34T wh* -7%
Year 3 3159 2523 636 *** 25% 3832 4163 —331 = —B%’
Total 7781 6367 1414+ 22% 14464 15428 =961 *** —6%
NOTES: Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level);** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent,
{a) In the all~county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally. :
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counties (Alameda, Butte, and San Diego) had more moderate earnings gains
and welfare savings. . Of the two remaining counties, one (Los Angeles)
achieved welfare savings but with little effect on earnings gains, while the
other (Tulare) produced earnings gains but with little effect on welfare
payments, ‘

‘Riverside, which had unusually large first- and second-year earnings gains and welfare savings,
also produced large third-year effects on AFDC-FGs. '(See Table 1 and Figure 1.) Over the entire
three-year period, the experimental group’s earnings in Riverside were $3,113 higher, on average, than
the control group’s earnings, an increase of 49 percent. Their welfare payments were $1,983 lower,
a 15 percent reduction compared to the control group. These impacts were the largest in any of the
six counties, and are larger than those found in previous large-scale experimental studies of state
welfare-to-work programs. They are notable as much for their consistency as for their magnitude:
Riverside had statistically significant earnings gains for ‘'many key subgroups of the single-parent

- research sample, and these gains were almost always accompanied by welfare savings. Such a
consistent 'pattern was not found in any other county.
!
Among the other five counties, three (Alameda, Butte, and San Diggo) had middle-level three-

_year earnings impacts ($1,474 to $1,772 per experimental, or 21 to 30 percent above the control group

average). Also of note was the $518 earnings impact in year 3 for Tulare, where positive and statis--

tically significant effects were observed for the first time. Four of these five counties (Tulare was the '

ciception) achieved moderate welfare savings (ranging from $782 per experimental over the three
“years to $1,136, or a 4 to 8 percent reduction). (The three-ycar earﬁings and welfare impacts in Butte

were not statistically significant, possiblylowing‘to the small control group sample size there.)

lﬁ Los Angeles, the finding that GAIN produced welfare savings but had little effect on earnings’ ‘

($2.60, and not statistically significant) may have resulted from GAIN’s producing an increase in the
rate of employment, but in jobs that were low-paying, of short duration, or both. The welfare sayings
may also partly réﬂect the influence of financial sanctions {grant reductions) for noncompliance with
GAIN’s participation maﬁdatc and any effect the mandate may have had in increasing 6r hastening case
closures among experimentals who were working "off the books.” It is also worth noting that although
the earnings impact in Los Angeles was small overall, this was not true in all five of the county’s
GAIN offices. The two offices located outside of central-city areas produced three-year earnings
imbacts exceeding $2,100 per ‘experimenml (an effect that was statistically significant in one office).
None of the other offices, all 61‘ which were in central-city locations, produced an earnings gain.

In Riverside, each of the four local offices operating GAIN in the four economically diverse
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regiohs of that county prodﬁced large and statistically significant earnings gains and welfare savings.
San Diego also had consistently positive results (though not always statistically significant) across most -
of its local offices, but Tulare did not. (Alameda and Butte each had only one GAIN office.) .-

All in all, the evidence of impacts across the 51x counties shows that GAIN can produce

eamings gains, welfare savings, or both within a three- -year period, even when it is operated in very

different ways and under different circumstances. This is an encouraging finding ‘because local
conditions will always vary across counties and because some variation in key implementation practices

is Inevitable.

Impacts on Employvment Rates, Earnings Levels. and Job Quality

+  GAIN increased the propoi'tion of experimentals who were ever employed
in year 3 by 6 percentage points above the control group rate. At the same
time, a majority of experlmentals as well as controls did not work at all
during that year.
For the six counties combined; automated official records show that 40 percent of experimemals
had worked at some time during year 3 compared to 34 percent of controls, resulting in a statistically
sigmficant difference of 6 percentage points (see Table 2). A similar impact is found when the

proportions of experimentals and controls ever employed over the entire three-year period are

‘compared {57 percent versus 51 percent, respectively). GAIN's iinpact on the rate of employment was

largest in Riverside, where it exceeded 9 percentage points in year 3 and almost 14 percentage points-
over the full follow-up period. Despite this accomplishment, the data in Table 2 imply that, across the
six counties, about two-thirds of experimemals and controls did nor work during year 3, and almost

half never worked during the entire three-year period. In response to a question on the registrant

. survey in four counties (Alameda, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare}, about 60 percerit of

experimenals who were not working at the time of the interview said that they were not looking for
work. Of that group, 28 percent cited their own ill health or disability as the most important reéson,
4 percent cited the ill health or disability of their children, and 22 percent said that they were in a
school or training- program. Only 4 percent said that the main reason they were not looking for work
was that they could not afford or arrange for child care (perhaps in part because the studly sample was

composed largely of women with no preschool-age children), although 10 percent said that their major

.-reason was that they wanted to stay home with their children.

Of those who had never worked during the survey follow-up period, only 34 percent said that

they had heard of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), a federal tax credit for low-income wo;kers
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.TABLE 2

GAIN's THREE- YEAH IMPAGTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSUHES
FOR AFDC—-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

Ever Employed in the Specified Year

On AFDC in the Last ngrter of the Specified Year

County
and Year Experimentals (%)  Controls (%) Difference Experimentals (%)  Controls (356) Diterence
Alameda
Year 1 30.1 27.3 28 86.0 8g.2 -32"
Year 2 32.8. . 26.3 8.5 *** 76,6 71 -—05
Year 3 33.9 26.7 T.2 v 675 706 —-3.1
Total 48.8 408 8.0 *** n/a n/a n/a
Bute : : .
Year 1 42.3 456 -3.3 "65.0 684 ~3.4
Year 2 46.3 422 4.0 43.4 47.7 17
Year 3 46.7 425 4.3 39.7 410 -1.3
Total 63.4 63.7 -~0.2 n/a n/a n/a
Los Angeles
Year 1 27.0 249 21 84.8 879 =31 M
Year 2 269 229 4.0 wur 74.0 76.3 —2.3
Year 3 26.0 224 3.6 = 63.8 67.5 —37 **
Total 39.4 349 45 wew n/a n/a n/a
Riverside _
Year 1 521 34.0 18,0 *** 58.7 659 —7.2 *x
Year 2 49.4 35.4 14.0 #**~ 46.6 520 —5.4 *w*
Year 3 445 as5.2 9.3 #uw 40.6 45.8 ~5.2 ww*
Total 67.1 53.4 T13.6 Y n/a na n/a
San Diego
Year 1 46.0 400 6.0 *** 691 F2.1 —3.1 **
Year 2 458 408 5.1 mw 56.0 81.1 —5.1 *w*
Year3 425 37.3 5.2 wew 43.0 519 -3
Total 62.2 56.5 .57 wwr nfa nfa nfa
Tulare . .
Year 1 399 40.9 - -10 76.7 750 17
Year 2 41.8 423 -0.5 €54 §2.2 3.1
Year 3 439 a0 5.8 wew 54.5 56.2 -1.7
Total 595 553 4,2 ** nfa nia: nia
All counties (a)
Year 1 396 . 55 4.1 wew 73.4 76.4 —3.1 v~
" Year 2 40.5 5.0 55 v 613 62.7 -1.4
Year 3 396 337 50 "~ 525 555 —~3.0 ***
Total 56.7 50.8 6.0 *** n/a n/a n/a

NOTES: The totals indicate the proportion of sample members who were ever employed at any time during the three years
of foligw—up. Totals are not applicable (n/a) in the AFDC panel of the table,
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *™™* = 1 percent {the highest level), ** =5 percent * = 10 percernt.
{b) in the ali—county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally.
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intended to enhance the financial payoff from working. Of those who had worked, 54 percent said that
they had heard of it.

« Riverside and San Diego produced earnings gains mostly by increasing the

rate and duration of employment, while Alameda and Butte produced about
half their earnings gains by increasing the amount of money earned per
quarter of employment.

In Riverside and, to a lesser extent in San Diego, GAIN appears to have produced earmngs
impacts because expenmemals had higher employment rates and more quaners of employment; but
the jobs they held paid about as much, on average, as the jobs held by controls. In Alameda and .
Butte, in.contrast, approximately ‘half the earnings gains were associated with increased earniﬁgé:. per
quarter of employment for experimentals, implying that, on aﬁerage, experimentals who worked held
better jobs than controls who worked. . |

These differences across the counties are also reflected in the chara(:teristics" of the ﬁlost recent
jobs reported on thé registrant survey by exi:aerimemals and controls who had worked at some itime‘
during the two- to three-year follow-up period. In Riverside, similar proportions of employed
expenimentals and employed controls (64 percent) had worked full-time (i.e., 30 hours a week or more)
m their most recent job, and average weekly wages were somewhat lower for all workers m the
experimental group ($‘191 per week) than for all workers in the controt group ($206). In cont'rast,

employed experimentals in Alameda got jobs providing more hours of work per week than the jobs

'_ obtained by employed controls {e.g., 59 percent versus 55 percent, respectively, _\.irere full-time}, and

hlgher weekly wages for those working (3209 versus $167)

It is also of interest that approximately 28 percent of employed experlmentals in the four
counties had jobs providing health care coverage. Among controls the rate was 25 percem

* GAIN increased the proportion of experimentals who had more substantlal

earnings. ‘

Table 3 shows that, for all six counties combined, about 20 percent of experimentals earned at
least $5,000 iﬁ year 3 c0mpared to 16 percent of controls, for an impact of almost 4 percentage pdims;
12 percent of experimentals, compared to 9 percent of contfols, earned at least $10,000 — an amount
of money that exceeds the poverty line for a single parent with one child. _

Another way to view earnings levels is to consider what proportion of workers, rather tha.n all

experimentals or all controls, eamed above certain thresholds. Although experimental-control

" differences on such a measure are not true estimates of GAIN's impacts (since the background
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TABLE 3

GAIN's IMPACTS ON YEAR 3 EARNINGS LEVELS AND THE PERCENTAGE OF AFDC—-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)
BOTH EMPLOYED AND OFF AFDC AT THE END OF YEAR 3

Qutcome Measure

and County Experimentals (%} : Controls (%) Difterence

Earned $5,000 or

. more in year 3

Alameda ‘ _ : 16.4 o127 _ 3.7
Butte ' 219 . 188 - 3.1

Los Angeles . ' 12,6 12.0 06
Riverside 23.7 . 17.1 6.6 ¥
" San Diego 23.3 ' 19.7 ' 3.6
Tulare 206 17.6 ao*
Ali counties {a) 107 ' 16.2 3.5 v+
Earned $10.000 or

mare in year 3

Alameda . . : 106 . B4 . 22
Bute 146 . 10.2 43"
Los Angeles ‘ . 77 N : 1.0
Riverside 137 ’ 9.5 4.2 *iw
San Diego ' ) 15.0 120 o 3q A
Tulare . o112 8.2 3.0 *
All counties (a) : 121 9.2 : 3.0 ***

- Employed and received no

AFDC in the last quarier of year 3

Alameda 14.2 10.0 42«
Butte ‘ 228 T 22.0 08
Los Angeles : 1.2 91 ‘ . 2.1 =
Riverside o 23.0 18.4 4.6 #
San Diego : 21.4 188 : 26 **
Tulare 199 . 176 - 23

All counties (a) 18.8 16.0 ‘ 2.8 **

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest Ilevel); ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
{a) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equaliy.
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characteristics of those who found jobs'in each group may not have been equivalerif), they illustrate
that many of those who did find work had more substantial earnings. For example, for all six counties
combined, about 31 percent of all employed experimentals earned above $10,000 in year 3. Among
employed controls, the tate was 27 percent.’
¢ GAIN produced a small increase in the proportion of experimentals whose
combined income from earnings; AFDC, and Food Stamps exceeded the
poverty line in year 3..
To approximate GAIN’s effects on poverty, the analysis coﬁpmed sample members’ total year
3 earnings, AFDC payments, ahd Food Stamps with the official poverty line, taking into account the
size of each sample member;s family at the time of GAIN orientation. (In 1992, the pc;veny line for
a single parent with one child was $9,190.) - The income méasure used here is different from the
Census Bureau’s off1c1al poverty measure in that Food Stamps are not counted in the official measure,
while other family income not measured in the GAIN evaluation is counted. The analy31s suggests that
GAIN helped move some families out of poverty: 20 percent of ‘the experimentals across the six
counties, compared to 17 percent of the controls, had a combined income above the p0\:feny line. In
other words, experimentals’ poverty rate was reducécl by 3 percentage points. Thié impact reached

almost 5 percentage points in Buite and Tulare.

Impacts on Case Closures

* GAIN reduced by a small amount (3 percentage points) the proportion of
experimentals who were on AFDC during the last quarter of year 3. About
half of all experimentals and controls received some AFDC payments during
that period. Only about one-ﬁfth were both off AFDC and workmg

Table 2 shows the proportion of sample members who had received any AFDC payments in the
last quarter of each follow-up year. The proportion of experimentals on AFDC had dropped to 53
percent (for all six counties combined) by the end of the three-year period. However, only a portion
of this change can be attributed to GAIN, since the control group experienced a siﬁlilar decline.
Nonetheless, the counties collectively produced a reduction of 3 percentage points in the proportion
of experimentais receiving welfare by the end of year 3, ranging from under 2 percentage poiﬁts in
Butte and Tulare to over 5 percentage pom[s in Riverside. ]

Table 3 (bottom panel) shows the proportion of people who had both worked and recewed no

AFDC payments during the last quarter of the follow-up period.” This combined status comes closer

than any other measure in this study to representing the achievement of "self-sufficiency through
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employment.” By this criterion, about 19 percent of experimentals (for all six counties‘combined)
achieved self-sufficiency by wofking compared to 16 percent of controls, for a small (statistically
significant) impact of almost 3 percentage points. The impact on this measure was highest in Riverside
and Alameda, where it exceeded 4 percentage points. . (During this same quarter, another 10 percent
of experimentals both Worked and received welfare.)

s Several counties increased the proportion of i'egistrants who made a

permanent exit from AFDC during the available follow-up period, although
this effect was not large,

Welfare recipients who leave AFDC often return to the rolls. Across the six study counties,
27 percent of experiméntals who left AFDC for at least one full quarter'ciuring the first half of the
follow-up period (i.e., ffom quarters 2 through 7) returned to AFDC before the three years were out.
(This rate ranged from 22 percent in Los Angeles to 30 percent in Tulare.) Nonetheless, three counties
increased the likelihood that experimentals would get off welfare and remain off the rolls. For
'exahlple, 39 percent of all experimentals in Riverside, compared to 35 percent of all contrd]s, had left
AFDC during the first half of the three-year follow-up period and did not return during the rest of that
period. This 4 percentage point difference was statistically significant and accdunts for more than half
of Riverside’s impact of nearly 8 percentage points on the toral percentage of experimentals who left
AFDC within the first half of the follow-up peried. For the full follow-up period, Los Angeles and
San Diego each had an impact of 3 percentage points (statistically sighificant) on the likelihood of
exiting AFDC, but jittle effect was detected in the other three counties (Alameda, Butte, and Tulare).

Impact Findings for Selected AFDC-FG Subgroups

¢ For the two basic education subgroups, GAIN produced earnings gains and
welfare savings, but not always for hoth groups in each county.

A central question for GAIN is whet.ﬁer particular subgroups of welfare recipients are or are
not affected by 'thé services the program offers and by its participation mandate. All GAIN registrants
were classified into two groups, for whom the GAIN program model established different service
sequences: those determined "not in need of b:isic education” and those deemed "in need of basic
education.” Overall, GAIN produced earnings gains and welfare savings for both of these subgroups
among AFDC-FGs.

Three counties (Alameda, Riverside, and San Diego) produced large earnings géins — ranging
from about $3,000 to $4,000 — for régistrahts determined not to need basic education, as shown in

~the top panel of Table 4. Two of these counties (Riverside and San Diego) also produced large
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_ TABLE 4
GAIN's THREE - YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR KEY AFDG—FG (SINGLE~PARENT) SUBGROUPS

Impact on Average Total Eamingé. {$) ’ ) impact on Average AFDC Payments {$)
Subgroup and County ' Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total . Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 ' Total
AFDC~FGs determined '
not to need basic education . . _ _
Alameda 672 * 1008 ' 1267 2047 * -1 7 -38 . -94 -133
Hulte . 154 . ar4 418 i 946 400 as7 229 986
Loa Angeles 20 . 534 . 412 1147 - —BQD *at 794 *Hn —~709 *** —2194 #**
Riverside ) © 1190 ke 1464 ** 1287 Y 3950 *** —BB2 e~ ~§31 W —6Q3 W —2067-="*
San Diego ) 632 ** T 1185 *+ 1223 **~ 3040 **~ : ~317 ** —556 v —405 v+ —1278 -
Tulare —614 * ) - 233 212 . ~B35 331 - 208 4 543 °
AFDC—FGs determined
to need basic education ) e
Alameda i -2t 220 402 610 ~202 ~350 * ~483** . 1036 **
Butte . . 507 * g72 ** 1113 *~ 2592 4 —1204 *** ~1128 *** —a06 ** —~3239 ***
Los Angeles —-35 : 28 ' 113 107 . —2B52 314 ¥ ~173 —739Q ***
Riverside 73 *wx 1023 *** . B34 ¥+ 2595 *** ~GT7 ** ' =700 4+ —50g ** —1886 ***
San Diego . . 74 269 230 - 572 --281 ** — 425 ** —-313 ** ~1020 ***
Tulare ' 123 174 690 “** 087 ** ‘ 39 57 —152 ~56
AFDC -FGs who are '
long—term welfare recipients _
Alameda ' ‘ 209 ' 508 * TT4 1492 ** =150 . ~261 : —-371 ** —782 *
Butte ' ' 518 * 945 855 . 2318 * : -388 ~424 - —313 —-1125
Los Angeles . -4 . 110 153 260 ~328 *** . =401 —277 ** —1005 ***
Riverside 1072 w** 1409 *** 1056 *** a53p «~ T =T30 v —B1g W —E535 e ~2184 ***
San Diego ' ' 207 - 332 158° 697 —358 **~ —692 *** ~4Q5 whk T =545 wu*
Tulare ' : =117 203 : B44 =+ 929 - 85 —-43 —-264 )

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percént {the highest level}; ** = § percent; * = 10 percent.



welfaré savings, while the third (Alameda) did not. (The pattern in Alameda could have occurred if
its earnings impact was concentrated among individuals who, during the follow-up period, would have
left welfare and worked even in the absence of GAIN, but in lower-paving jobs.) In contrast, Los
Angeles achieved large welfare sa\;ings for this subgroup, but more modest (and not statistically
significant) earnings gains. _
Alameda’s success (noted above) in raising the quality of jobs suggests that the use of job search
to explore career options,. combined with subsequent participation inAvo;:ational training and poét-
secondary education, may have piay.ed a role in producing Alameda’s earnings impact. As the top
panel of Table 5 shows, Alameda raised experimentals’ participation in training and post-secondary
education 16 percentage points, on average, abovg the control group rate — a 'participatioﬁ impact that
was higher than in the other counties; it also had the largest impact on the duration of participation in
ihese activities. Moreover, Alameda increased the proponidn of experimentals in the not-in-need-of-
basic-educatidn subgroup who received a trade cenificate by almost 6 percentage points (not
statistically significant) and receipt of a Bachelor’s degreelby 3 percentage points. In cbntrast,
Riverside did not increase pa'ﬁicipation in training and post-secondary education, nor did it increase

the receipt of education credentials, implying that its earnings impacts for this subgroup came about

from other sources — possibly through a combination of factors, including the large impact on -

participation in job search activities (48 percentage points, as shown in the top pane! of Table 5) and
other program feafures that- made Riverside distinctive. (See the section above on implementation
findings.) San Diego’s experience appears to have been closer to Riverside’s in that it did not have a
large impact on the use of vocational education and trainiﬁg.

For registrants who were determined to need basic education, increaSing experimentals’ use of
ABE, GED, and ESL classes (relative to the use of those classes by controls) may have contributed
to positive earnings impacts, for Butte, Riverside, and Tulare all had a positive impact on the rate of
participation in those activities {see the bottom panei of Table 5 for the Riverside and Tulare impacts).
All three counties (Tulare to a lesser extent) also produced statistically significant earnings Increases,
as shown in the middle panel of Table 4. In addition, two of them (Butte and Riverside) produced
welfare savings. ‘At the same time, the experience of the other three counties indicates that even a
large impact on the use of basic education may not result in.eamjngs gains, For example,  Alameda
had a 56 percentage point impact on the in-need-of-basic-education subgroup’s rate of participation in
basic education, yet its three'-year impact on this group’s earninés was relatively small.

If an impact on the use of basic education contributes to an impact on earnings, the mechanism

ES-15

-

)
‘ -4

- 0w

. . - . . B .
Y U WE A aE ay gy

I . - i . . _




- e e TR e e e W8 J

TABLE 5

: GAIN's IMPACTS ON THE RATE OF PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES - '
WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION FOR AFDC—FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

A. Reqgistrants Determined Not to Need Basic Education

Ever Participated in

Ever Participated in Vocational Training

Job Search Activities or Post—Secondary Education
County Experimentals {%) Controls (%) - Difference ‘Experimentals (%)} Ccntrcls'(%) Difference
Alameda . 55.9 3.6 523 46.3 a9 16.4
Los Angeles 258 2.9 229 276 230 46
Riverside 50.1 23 478 40.9 - 433 =24
San Diego 41.9 7.9 34.0 48.3 435 48
Tulare 46.4 3.0 434 48.8 367 121
All counties {a} . 440 3.9 401 42.8 357 7

B. Regjstrants Determined to Need Basic Education
Ever Participated in

Ever Participated in Basic Educatlon

Job Search Activities {ABE, GED, or ESL)
County ‘ Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Expériméntais {%) Controls (%) Difference
Alameda 19.6 3.8 158 651 9.2 559
Los Angeles 11.2 38 7.4 492 108 38.4
Riverside 320 0.7 313 40.6 14.5 26.1
San Diego . 27.4 7.5 19.9 421 118 30,3
Tulare ’ 124 09 11.5 65.6 13.3 52.3
All counties {a} : 205 33 ) 525 19 40.6

17.2

NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two— to three—year follow—up perlod which rely partly on data from

the registrant survey, are not available for Butte.

~ Tests of statistical significance were not pericmed,

(a) in the all—county averages ‘the results for each county are weighted equally.



by which this occurs may sometimes involve factors other than simply an increase in basic skills or
credentials. For example, it is noteworthy that Riverside achieved its earnings gain for this subgroup
without having had an impact on the proportion of experimentals \#hb obtained a GED and without
having ap impact on literacy skills.? Furthermore, impacts on GED attainment were found in
Alameda (an 8 percentage point impact), while impacts on the literacy test were concentrated in San
Diego — two counties that did not produce a statistically significant increase in earnings for this
subgroup. ' a ' |
It is possible that in Riverside (and perhaps elsewhere) basic education may have increased skills
not measured by the literacy test used in this evaluation, or increased participants’ interest in — or self-
confidence about — working. Perhaps these kinds of influences, when combined with other aspects
of Riverside’s implerﬁemalion of GAIN (including its strong employment message and its subsiantial
impact of 31 percentage points on the rate of participation in job search for the in-need-of-basic-
education subgroup, as shown in the bottom panel of Table 5, help to explain why Riverside achieved
an impressive earnings impact for this subgroup without improving measured educational gains.
* GAIN prdduced earnings and welfare savings for a variety of other
subgroups, including (in some counties) registrants who had received AFDC
for more than two years prior to entering the program, showing GAIN’s
potential to reach a difficult-to-serve population.
Among long-term recipients, the total three-year earnings impact was moderate to large (and

statistically significant) in three counties {Alameda, Butte, and Riverside}, ranging from $1,492 to

$3,538, as shown in the bottom panel of Table 4. Three-year welfare savings of $782 to $2.184 were.

found across five counties (and were statistically significant in four of them). It is noteworthy that
Riverside produced the largest earnings gains and the largest wélfare savings for long-term AFDC-FG
. recipients. It also produced statistically significant impacts on these outcomes when "long-term"” is
defined more strictlﬁr to mean recipients.who received AFDC continuously for at least the six years
prior to orientation.

The evaluation examined GAIN’s impacts on a variety of other subgroups and found evidence
of earnings gains and welfare savings, although not consistentty in all counties. Across .racial and
ethnic groups, the largest impacts were found among whites and blacks. For blacks in Alameda (who

. constituted almost 70 percent of that county’s sample), there was a relatively large year 3 eamings

ZSee Karin Martinson and Daniel Friedlander, GAIN: Basic Education in a Welfare-to-Work Program
(New York: MDRC, 1994).
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impact of $1,020. These results in Alameda are especially ipteresting because that county’s sample
was ldrawn entirely from relatively long-term recipients and an ‘innef-city area (Oakland). For
Hispanics in the three counties that had large samples of Hispanics (Los Angeles, Riverside, and San
Diego), only Riverside producecl a statistically significant earnings 1mpact in year 3 ($920), but none
of the three produced statistically sngmﬁcant welfare savings for this group.

[n some counties, GAIN also achieved impacts for individuals facing conditions conﬁﬁoxﬂy
thought to reflect important barriers to employment. As previously discussed, the l)rogram _procluced
eamihgs gains and welfare savings for subgroups with long welfare histories (as it did for those who
were welfare ‘applieants or shorter-term recipients when registering for GAIN). It also achieved
impacts for those with little employment experience priorlto entering GAIN and for those with two or -
more children. At the same time, however, it had weak earnings effects for a "most disadvantqged" '
subgroup, defined as sample members with mulliple barriers: more than two years® previous receipt
of AFDC and no employment in the year preceding GAIN orientation and no high §chool _diplbma.
Larger eamings impacts for this group may be particularly difficult to _achiei’e because of those

multiple barriers, although Riverside’s success in doing so shows GAIN's potential to reach even them.

Impact Findings for Single Parents with Children Younger than Age 6 in Three Counties

e GAIN’s 'impacts.' on single parents with children under the age of 6 largely
paralleled its impacts on single parents whose children were age 6 or older
in three counties.
- Under the JOBS legislation, starting in July 1989, GAIN's part1c1pat|on mandate was extended
to smgle parents with children 3 to 5 years old at the time of onentauon Although this group was,
not part of the main Iresearch sample for the evaluation (except in Alameda), employment, earnings,

and welfare data were collected for a supp]emenuiry sample of such individuals in Riverside and

- Tulare This sample was somewhat younger, on average, than the main sample but fewer than a

quarter of them were under age 25.

Over the entire three-year follow-up period, Riverside produced large average increases in

.earnings ($3,511) and reductions in AFDC payments ($2,558) for this group, just as it had for its main

sample. Similarly, Alameda showed a sizable earnings impact for this sample ($2,220), as it had for
its main sample, although the effect was not statistically sigrlificant (perhaps because of a small sample
size). However, Alameda did not substantially reduce AFDC payments for this sample (it had a

somewhat larger effect for the main sample). Tulare produced no earnings gains or welfare sa\’!in-gs
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* for this group (although it achieved eamings gains in year 3 for the main sample).

The Riverside Case Management Experiment
* In Riverside, GAIN’s already large impaéts on ea}nings'and AFDC
payments were not improved for registrants who were assigned to case

managers with smaller-than-normal caseloads.

A special study was conducted 1n Riverside to test whether assigning registrants to staff with

- smaller caseloads, and allowing staff to monitor them more closely and work with them more

intensively, would produce larger impacts on earnings and AFDC. Using random assignment
procedures, experimentals and case managers were divided into two groups: an "enhanced"” group and
a. "regular” 'group. The average registrant-to-staff ratio in the enhanced group (53 to 1) was about half
as large as the ratio for the regular group (97 t0 1).

Both ‘the enhanced and regular experimental groups obtained large gains in earnings and large
reductions in AFDC, but, contrary to what had been expécted, these impacts were not greater for the
enhanced group. These findings suggest that there may be little advantage to operating a GAIN
prc;gram ~ at least one like Riverside’s —~ with caseloads substantially below 100 registrants per case
manager, and that keeping them in the moderate range of about 100 to 1 may be one way of containing

program costs without jeopardizing program effectiveness.

Findings on Program Costs for AFDC-FGs -

This study calculated several different types of cost estimates, including: the counry welfare
department’s average expenditure ber experimental; the fofal GAIN cost per experimental, wﬁich adds
to the welfare department cost the average expenditures by schools and training providers for services
provided to GAIN participants as part of the GAIN program; and the ner cost (or net invesiment) per
experimental. Net cost per experimental is the total public expenditure on employment-related
activities per experimental — for post-GAIN activities as well as the total GAIN cost — minus the

- public cost of (non-GAIN) services to controls. Net cost is the cost measure used in the benefit-cost

analysis, discussed later in this summary. All cost estimates cover a time horizon of five years after '

orientation (in order to capture long-term participation in GAIN activities and to be consistent with the

- benefit-cost analysis), and are expressed in 1993 dbllars.

* For all six counties combined, county welfare departments spent an average
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‘of $2,899 per experimental within the five years after orientation.

Tabie 6A summarizes the average county wellfafe department expenditufe for each of the six
counties. Four of the six (Bﬁue, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare) spent btheen §$2,000 and S?.,?OO,
while the remaining two counties (Alameda and Los Angeles) spent about $4,000 or £nore. Across
the six counties, about 60 percent of these expenditures were on activities that could be g:lassifi:ed as.
case management (including conducting orientations, appraisals, and assessments; assigning registrants
to activities, arranging for support service payments; responding to noncompliance; etc.). Among the
other welfare department expenditures were the costs of conducting {or subcontracting the operation
of) job club sessions and supervising individual job search activities, paying schools to provide extra
monitoring and atiendance data (to help the welfare depanment.measure compliance with GAIN’S
paniciﬁation mandate), and paying for child care and other support services (¢.g., for transportation

and such ancillary items as books, tools, and uniforms).

L

o The total five-year cost of GAIN {counting welfare department and other

agencies’ costs for serving GAIN participants) was $4,415 per experimental.

The total cost of GAIN per experimental is the sum of the GAIN-related expenditures of the
county welfare department and other agencies. Non-welfare agencies — adult schools, community
colleges, and other ‘organizations — provided the education and training for GAIN registrants{who
were assigned to basic education classes, vocational training, and post-secondary education to meet
their participatibn obligation, or who were participating in approved self-initiated activitiés begun prior
to entering GAIN. Thus, the expenditures made by the non-welfare agencies to serve GAIN
registrants are considered to be GAIN-related costs, even thoﬁgh they were not controlled directly by
the county welfare departments. For all six counties combined, these expenditures averaged $1,515
(Table 6A). Adding these GAIN. expeﬁditures to those incurred by county welfﬁre__departments
($2,899) yields the total GAIN cost of $4,415 per experimental.

. dA[N expenditures were heaviest for job search, basic education, and

vocational training and post-secondary education,

- The pie chars in.Table 6 show how this six-county total cost per experimental was distributed
across the key components of GAIN. The first chart (Table 6C) illustrates that the cost to the welfare
department of processing registrants through the orientation and appraisal stages of the program
(including following up on those \;fho failed to attend thqir scheduled orientation sessioﬁs); plus the: cost

of assessments, accounted for about 17 peréent of the $2,899 average welfare department GAIN cost,
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TABLE 6

ESTIMATED GAIN AND NET COST PER AFDC-FG (SINGLE-PARENT) EXPERIMENTAL
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS}

A. Total GAIN Caost: Expénditures by Welfare Department and Other Aéencies B. Net Cost per Experimental
Five-Year Average Cost per Experimental ($) ‘ : Five-Year Average Cost ($}
Other Agencies' . - Ditference

Welfare Department  Costs for Serving . Total : Total (Net Cost
County GAIN Cost GAIN Participants  Total GAIN Cost County per Experimental {a} per Contral per Experimental)
Alameda T 4429 2193 6622 Alameda 6977 ; 1379 5597
Butte - 2650 S 1309 . 3959 - Butte : 4413 1509 2904
Los Angeles 4023 _ 1961 . 5984 Los Angeles 5402 613 ’ 5784
Riverside 2073 890 2963 Riverside 3469 1871 1697
San Diego 2134 1096 3230 San Diego 3918 2007 1912
Tulare - ’ 2086 ' 1644 ITNn Tulare - 4189 . 1456 - 2734
All counties - 2899 1515 4415 _ All counties 48485 ‘ 1472 3422 -

(a} Total GAIN cost plus cost of post-GAIN activities.

-

C. Welfare Department GAIN Cost: Percentage Distribution by D. Total GAIN Cost (Welfare Department and Other Agencies}:

Component for All Counties Combined Percentage Distribution by Component for All Counties Combined
. Other Support Services ) ) . Other Slippr_-rt Services
Orientation, Appraisal, 12.2% Orientation, Appraisal, B.1% )
and Assessment : and Assessment ‘ Child Care

16.8% _ Child Care T 111% R 5.1%
-\\\\ 7.7% . (.;\ Unpaid Work
. A . : » " Experience and OJT
Job Search q.\’&}\}m% W Unpaid Work Job Search 1 aS 0tieleteselete) 0.9%
25.0% 2RIHRIHHKAK i 9 otk l0 e %% %%
’ SLRKKKRA Experience and OJT 16.4% A RIER KIS
3 9e%e%e% 1.4% Fetetete et e %%
X525 AL KRNI
I':f "Vocationat Training and *{."‘9‘?‘0.4
Fost-Secondary Education .%0.0’,_ :
11.2% . ):Q:O’ Vocational Training and
o L Post-Secandary Education
. ‘ 27.1%
ABE/GED/ESL ABE/GEDR/ESL .
25.5% 31.3%

NOTES: In the all-county averages and percentage distributions, the results foreach county are weighted equally. Case management, which accounts for
about 60 percent of the welfare department GAIN cost, is included in the costs for the individual components identified in panels C and D.




while expendirures on registrants assigned to job search activities and basic education (ABE GED,
or ESL actwmes) gach accoumed for about one-quarier of those expendltures (Again, this mcludes ‘

the cost of the case managers’ effort to monitor attendance and progress arrange support services,

‘follow up on nonattenders, etc., for these two activities.) Another 8 percent was spent on child care,

and 12 percent was spent on other support services (transportation and ancillary services). It is
important to note that, :icross all six counties, the average cost of GAIN child care per experimental
would have been higher if the rese'arch'samp}e had been composed ‘most'ly of parents with yOLrnger
children, a group that has a greater need for child care. For thosé with schoolage children, GAIN
acrivities were often scheduled to take place while the children themselves were in school. Also, those
whose youngest child was a teenager (up to about one-quarter of the research sample in some count:es)
would not have been eligible for GAIN- funded chiild care. '

The second pie chart (Table 6D) shows the distribution of totql'GAIN costs, i.e., after adding
in the expenditures by other agencies providing the education and training received by GAIN
participants while they were enrolled in GAIN. It shows that of the total average GAIN cost (34;415),
three—quarters is accounted for by expenditures on registrants assigned to job search activities (16
percent), basic education activities (31 percent), and vocational training and post-secondary education
27 percent). o '

. V'I‘he total cost of GAIN varied widely b}lf county, ranging from under'$4,000

per experimental in four counties (Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare)
to almost $6,000 or more m two counties (Alameda and Los Angeles).‘_ _

Four counties — Butte, Riverside, San Diego, and Tulare — had an average total GAIN cost
(including welfare department and non-welfare agency expenditures) in the rénge of about 33,000 to
$4,000, while Los Angeles spent almost $6,0GO r)er experimental and Alameda, more than $6,600.
GAIN costs were lowest in. Riverside ($2,963) owing, to an imf)ortant extent, -to Riverside
experimentals’ quicker departures from the GAIN program and their shorter length of participation,
on average, in education and training activities inr that county compared to experimentals in other
counties. The unusually high costs in Alameda and Los Angeles (both of which served only long-term
welfare recipients) are attributable to a combination of factors, including their experimentals’ relatively
long lengths of stay in GAIN and heavy usé of education and training activities. In Los Angeles,. this
high usage was mostly in basic education activities, while in Alameda it extended to vocat.ional training
and post-secondary education as well. Longer participation in activities also produces gréater

expenditures for support services.
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¢ The average net cost of all GAIN and non-GAIN services per experimental

was $3,422 for all six counties combined, but varied widely across the
. -counties. )

Net costs are key to determiniﬁg whether GAIN has been a cost-effective investment from the
perspective of government budgets. They represent the difference between the five-year average totai
cost per experimental (including public expenditures on experimentals who-participated in non-GAIN
employment and training activities after leaving GAIN) and the average cost per control for non-GAIN
services. The government’s net cost per experimental for the six counties combined is thus obtained
by subtracting the total cost per control ($1,472) from the total cost per experiméntal for GAIN and
non-GAIN activities ($4,895), which yields $3,422 (éftcr rounding). This number is presented in the
last column of Table 6B. These costs were largest where the cost of GAIN itself was highest — in
~ Los Angeles ($5,789) and Alameda ($5,597) — and lowest in Riversidé ($1,597) and San Diego
($1,912). ' '

1

Benefit-Cost Findings for AFDC-FGs

The benefit-cost analysis addresses three quesﬁons: Are welfare recipients financially better or
worse off as a result of the GAIN program? Is the government’s net investment in services for the
eicp_erimental group offset by subsequent budget savings? Does society as a whole come out ahead or
behind as a result of the program? The analysis takes into consideration GAIN’s effects on earnings,
AFDC payrhents, Food Stamps, and Unemployment [nsurance payments, fringe Beneﬁls, taxes, Medi-
Cal (i.e., Medicaid) payments, administrative costs for AFDC and other transfer programs, and the’
net cost of employment-related services. It does not formally incorporate intangible positive or
negative effects of the program, such as the increased sense of pride or feelings of stress or loss of

_time with their families that registrants might have felt in substituting work for welfare, or any

enhancement of their self-esteem from obtaining a GED or other education credential through the E

GAIN program. The analysis also assumes that no displacement of other workers occurred as a result
of employment gains for experimentals, because the displacement effects could not be measured.
The bencfit-cost estimates presented in this summary cover the five years after GAIN
orientation, a time frame similar to the one used in most previous MDRC evaluations of welfare-to-
work programs. (Because a full five years of follow-up data were not available for earnings, welfare
payments, and other outcomes, the overall benefit estimates include some projected values, up to two

years for some sample members but less than that for most.) It should be noted, however, that this
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" probably is a conservative estimate, since five years is not likely to be long enough to capture the total

effects of GAIN,

- = In Nive of the six counties, éxperimentals, on average, were better off
financially as a result of the GAIN program. :

As shown by the impact analysis, GAIN increased the earnings of experimentals in most
counties. The measured and projected earnings gains and their associated fringe benefits constitute
the primary financial gain from the standpoint of experimentals (re'ferr;d to in benefit-cost analyses
as the "welfare sample perspective”). However, these gains were offsét to some extent by reduced
AFDC payments and other transfer payments.

' Nonetheless, GAIN. experimentals — with the exception of those in Los Angelés — experienced
a net financial gain as a result of the program, averaging $923 per experimental for the six counties
combined over the five-year period, as shown in Figure 2A and Table 7. (The average net gain equals
$1,420 when Los Angeies is excluded.) In Los Angeles, experimentals’ losses in transfer payments
(especially AFDC payments) exceeded their m.ea.sured eaﬁﬁngs increases, leaving them with a net loss '
overall of $1,561. (Any effect GAIN may have had on "off the books" earnings is not éonsideré_d in
this analysis.) In all oﬂier counties, experimentals realized an average net gain of between $948 in
San Diego and $1,900 in Riverside. It is nblgwort.hy, however, that in Tﬁlare this positive result was
achieved with a smaller earnings increase and a smaller reduction in AFDC payments compared to the
other counties. In contrast, Riverside’s results, compared to all of the Iorhcr counties, reflect both a
large increase in earnings and a large reduction in welfare payments - in other words, a greater
substitution of work for welfare, ' '

* From the standpoint of the government budget, GAIN also produced

economic gains that exceeded costs in two of the six counties (Riverside and
San Diego). A third county (Butte) led to the government budget "hreaking
even." . '
From the “government budget perspective,” the_potcntiél gains of the program include reduced

AFDC payments, reductions in other transfer payments, reductions in transfer program administrative

- costs, and the increased taxes paid by experimentals. The net expenditures for GAIN aﬁd- non-GAIN

services constitute the majd_r potential costs of the program. Overall, the results for this perspective
- which sets a tough standard for programs to meet — are mixed, as Figure 2B and Table 7 show.
Average costs incurred by the government exceeded savings per experimental by $3,054 in Alameda,

$3.442 in Los Angeles, and $2,261 in Tulare. *There was a moderate net gain (i.e., savings and
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FIGURE 2

GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FROM THE WELFARE SAMPLE AND
GOVERNMENT BUDGET PERSPECTIVES FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS}
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS)
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| ‘TABLE7 |
GAIN's BENEFIT~COST RESULTS FOR AFDC~FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) (IN 1993 DOLLARS) '

Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) per Experimental :
Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Perspective (3) - ‘ |

. ' " Returnto
Welfare : Gavernmaent ' Government Budget
Sample and County - Sample Budget Sociely per Net Dotlar Invested
Full sample T
Alameda ) 1090 . 3054 —~2103 0.45 per $1
Butte ‘ ' 1585 ‘ . 54 ' 1452 " 1.02 per $1
Los Angeles : ~1561 —3442 ) —5046 - - 041 pers
Riverside . 1900 ' 2936 4458 2.04 per $1
San Diego ' 948 o 767 : - 1649 : 1.40 per $1
Tutare 1577 . —-2261 —819 © 017 per$1
All counties (a) 923 - —-B33 —67 ‘ 0.76 per $1
Registrants determined
not to need basic education
Alameda ' - 5328 —-6041 L -804 " 0,16 per $1
Butte 4702 - -3855 - 621 . =030 per$1
Los Angeles —2826 . 2B82 _ -1 P 215 perg1
Riverside 3235 a576 . 6328 © 4.36 per$1
San Diego B 2925 . '+ 2610 5235 395 perg
Tulare 673 - -2812 . -2163. ~0.24 per't1
Registrants determined
to need basic education
-Alameda : ’ : —~1129 ' —~2011 - -3299  0.60 per $1
Butte —B20 4816 3656 271 per $1
Los Angeles - —-1162 - —4755 ~5941 b 0.26 per $1
Riverside 1111 2444 3246 : 2.24 per $1
San Diego ‘ -968 ‘ T -75% . —15980 - - 0.72 per$1
Tulare 2333 —2082 45 0,30 per $1

NOTES: The net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value fromthe -
- perspective of the government budget {minus employers' share of payroll taxes} plus the net value of output produced by
registrants in unpaid work experience positions.

{a) In the all~county averages {included for the full sample oniy), the results for each county are weighted equally.



increased tax revenues exceeded net costs} in San Diego ($767), and a quite large net gain in Riverside
($2,936). In Butte, GAIN resulted in the government budget breaking even (with a slight net gain of
$54). The losses in Alameda and Los Angeles to an important extent reflect the comparatively high
net expenditures on employment-related sewiées per experimemntal, especially for education and training
activities. -On average, across the six counties, ‘the GAIN program incurred a net loss to the
government budget of $833 within a five-year time horizon. .. ‘ |

One can also consider the cost-effectiveness of the GAfN program from the standpoint of the
govemmeﬁt budget by estimating the value of budgetary savings and tax increases per dollar of
investment (i.e., per dollar of net costs). Thllis measure is called net return to budget per net dollar
linve'sted. An average .gain of more than $1 means that the program brings in more than a dollar’s
worth of additional revenues and savings for each additional dbllar spent on employment-related
services to experimentals; an average return that is less than $1 implies a net loss for the govcrmnent..

.Rive;side’s program produced $2.84 in increased revenues and sayings for gvery net dollar
spent on experimentals, a substantial retum..to-thc budget. (If Riverside had operated GAIN solely

with the higher caseload sizes assigned to staff in the "regular” case management group, its return to

the government budget would have been higher than $2.84.) The program in San Diego and (to a .

slight extent) Butte also returned more than $1 in revenues and savings ($1.40 and $1.02,
respectively). Alameda, Los Angeles, and Tulare returned less than $.50 i)er dollar of net costs; and
the six counties combined returned $.76, 611 average,
¢ QOverall, three counties (Butt'e, RiVEl;SidE, and San Diego) achiéved a het gain
from the societal perspective.

~ The net financial gain or loss to "society as a whole" is approximated by summing the résults
‘from the welfare sample and government budget perspectives.® As Table 7 shows, Butte, San Diego,
and eslﬁecially Riverside achieved a net financial gain from the societal perspective, and were the only
counties to do so. In Allameda and Tulare, the government incurred a net loss but welfare recipients
gained — a kind of trade-off that policymakers may or may not find acceptable.

* The findings across the six counties point to GAIN’s potential to produce net
- financial gains for both education subgroups. However, different strategies

3The results from another perspective ~ that of the taxpayer — were also calculated but were excluded
from this summary because they were close to those of the government budget. They included a small
additional gain from increased output from experimentals employed in unpaid work experience (PREP) Jjobs
and excluded the employer’s share of payroll taxes.
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may involve unportant trade-offs between the welfare sample and
government budget.

For experimentals deteﬁﬁined not 1o need basic education, Alameda (which served longer-term
welfare recipients) stands out as having produced the largest net gain for the welfare sample ($5,328
per experlmental) At the same time, Alameda’s average net cost per experimental in this subgroup
was unusually high (37,161, compared to less than $1,100 in Riverside and San Diepo), in Jpart
because of its high net increase tn expenmentals use of vocational training and post-secondary
education. These expenditures, in combination with the absence of substantial reductions in AFDC
payments, resulted in a substantial net ioss for the government budget ($6,041 per experimental), as
shown in Table 7. Riverside and San Diego illustrate an alternative- pattern: Although they placed
much less emphasis on vocational training and post-secondary education, they too achieved a net 'ga'm
for the welfare sample (in'the range of $3,000 per experimental), although it was considerably smaller |
than in Alameda. Because their expehditures were lower, these two counties also produeed a net gain
for the government budget: by $3,576 in Riverside and $2,610 in San Diego-(a return of $4.36 and
$3.95, respectively, per net dollar invested). h ‘

For experimentals who were determined to need basic educanon GAIN resulted in a net gain
from the welfare sample perspectwe in only two counties (Rlversme and Tulare) and for the
government budget in two countles (Butte and Riverside). Riverside was the only county of the six
to produce a net gain for both of the basic education subgroups from both the welfare sample and

government budget perspectives.,

Summary of Impact and Benefit-Cost Findings for AFDC-Us (Heads of TWo-Parelit Families)

* GAIN produced earnings gains for the heads of two-parent families (AFDC-
Us) that were about the same in year 3 as in year 2, and welfare savings that
were somewhat lower. Butte had the most impressive earnings lmpacts,
which were large and sustained over time. :

Averaging across five counties (omitting Alameda because of a small sample size) yields three-

year earnings pains of $1,111 per AFDC-U experimental group member (a 12 percent increase over

the control group average) and three-year AFDC impacts of $1,168 (a saving of 6 percent relative to -

* the average AFDC payments to.controls). (See Table 8.)

The results varied considerably by county. GAIN increased earnings in the rhree~year folloW~up

period in three of the five counties — Butte, Los Angeles, and Riverside. However, only in Butte did
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‘ TABLE 8
GAIN's THREE—YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC—Us (HEADS OF TWO—PARENT FAMILIES)

Average Total Earnings Average Total AFOC Payments
Percentage . Percentage
County Expetimentals ($) Controk ($) Difference ($) Change Experimentals ($) Contro's ($) Ditference ($) Change
Alameda {(a) )
Year 1 - - - - - - - - - -
Year 2 - == - - - - - - - - ' - - -
“Year 3 - - o= -— - - —- - = -
Total — - - - - - - C - -— - -
Butte ' :
Year 1 3026 2393 . 633 * 26% 6523 €749 . -226 -3%
Year 2 4033 2776 1257 *+* 45% : 5246 5775 —~529 —9%
Year 3 - 4752 3346 1406 ** 42% 4555 : 5071 . =516 —-10%
Total 1181 8515 32g95 *** 39% 16324 17595 -1271 —~ 7%
Los Angeles . : . ,
ear 1 1480 1221 259 ** 21% i 9440 9871 ~431 " —-4%
Year 2 . 1787 1468 g - 22% 8333 8826 ~4gF whH 6%
Year 3 1726 1417 309 22% . 7417 7738 N -323 * —4%
Total 4993 4106 C BB7 ** 22% ' . 25190 26438 —1246 *** —5%
Riverside .
Year 1 3691 2930 761 44 26% : 4840 5807 ~967 *** -17%
Year 2 4038 3628 411 11% 3892 4640 —748 *** —-16%
Yeard 3812 3478 334 10% 3614 . 3964 -350 * —9%
Total 11542 10036 1506 ** 15% 12346 14411 —~2064 *4* —14%
San Diego : :
Year 1 33 ' 3089 242 8% 6790 7301 —-510 *** -7%
Year 2 4128 3978 : 150 4% 5565 - 6197 - —632 ¢ —-10%
Year 3 . 4144 4402 -258 -6% ’ 5155 5339 -184 ~3%
Total ' 11603 11469 134° 1% . 17510 © 18837 —1327 *** —-7%
Tulate : ‘
Year 1 2987 2961 . 26 1% 7545 7523 23 D%
Year 2 a7z 3998 ~277 ~7% 6316 6261 54 1%
Year 3 4121 4138 -17 -0% 5588 5600 -12 —0%
Total : 106829 11097 © ~268 —-2% 19449 19384 66 0%
All counties {b)
Year 1 2903 2519 384 W 15% 7028 . 7450 —422 > ~6%
Year 2 3542 3170 372 ** 12% 5871 © 6340 ~46Q *A* —T%
Year 3 . a7 3356 3665 ** 11% 5266 5543 ~277 *** —5%
Total . 10156 9045 1111 *** 12% 18164 19332 —~1168 *** —6%
NOTES: Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent {the highest tevel),** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent, 7
, (a) Because of Alameda’s small sample size for AFDC~Us, the estimates of its earhings impacts ($782 for the three —year period, or a 24 pescent
_increase over the control group average) and AFDC payments impacts (~$103, or less than a 1 pefcent decrease) are considered much less refiable than those
for the othet counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table. . .
(b} inthe all—county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally.




_earnings :rnpacts increase from year 1 to year 2 they then held steady from year 2 t0 year 3, reachmg

a total of $3, 295 per experlmental over the entire three year penod _ a L !

Reducuons in AFDC payments were found in four counties — Butte Los Angeles Rrvermde

-and San Diego - although they were not stanstlcally srgmficant in Butte (possrbly because ofa small

sample size). Riverside’s welfare 1mpacts were the largest a saving of $2,064 per experimental OVer

'the three years or.14 percen{ of the average payments to controls. Butte, Los Angeles; and San Dlego

were in a middle range while Tulare produced no, AFDC 1mpacts It appeared un]rkely there would

: be much addition to. total AFDC impacts after year 3 except in Butte,

~* GAINhada posrtlve rmpact on AFDC-U experimentals’ rate of employment
* in year 3 in three counties (Butte, Los Angeles, and Rrversrde} However,
it did not reduce the proportron on welfare.

Table 9 1nd1cates that across the fwe counties included in the lAFDC~U analysis, nearly 45
percent of experimentals had eVer been employed in year 3, compared to 40 percent of controls, a
difference of almost 5 percentage points. This impact was concentrated in Buite, Losiangeles; and
Riverside. Although Los Angeles had the largest impact (lOIperc'e_ntage points on this r:neasure)j, this
effect did not translate into a corre_spondingly large earnings gain, ‘p'erhaps because the jobs were short-
term, low-paying, or.both. - S : - : | ‘

Table 9 also shows that GAIN had l1ttle overall effect on t.he proportron of AFDC-Us recervrng

" AFDC in the last quarter of follow—up, although Butte did show a reduction (not statlstrcaliy

significant) of almost 5 percentage points. In fact, the proportion of both groups receiving welfare at
the end of year 3 was hrgh in most counties, exceedrng 50 percant (and reaching 78 percent m Los

Angeles). These levels are comparable to those found for the AFDC-FGs, which was not expecred '

_because AFDC-Us are typically consldered tobe more Job—ready and shorter—term users of weifare.

These patterns may p'artly re_ﬂeci the fact thal the AFDC-U samples in several counties-included a
relatively high' proponion of _regislrants_ who were not proficient in English. This was especially so
in Los Angeles, where they accounted for 83 percent of the research sample, many of whom were
Southeast Asian refugees. '

. .GAI'N’s benefit-cost results for AFDC-Us show a Jarge positive effect from
the weifare sample perspective in Butte only, and a modest positive return
on the government’s investment in Butte and Riverside only. '

As suggested by the Iimpact analysis, GAIN did not produce for AFDC-Us the same 'oyerall

economic benefits frorn the welfare sample perspective that AFDC-FGs received, primarily bejcause

[
1
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. TABLE 9

.GAIN's IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSURES
AT THE END OF YEAR 3 FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES).

Ever Employed in Year 3

On AFDC in the Last Quarter of Year 3

County Experimentals {%) 'Contros (%) Difference Experimentals (%) - Controls (%) Difference
Butte . 481 41.9 62" . 479 52.7 -48
Los Angeles . 358 26.0 9.4 * 78.4 779 0.5
Riverside- ’ - 448 " 40.2 46 ** 42.6 409 1.7
San Diego 456 439 17 56.9 57.2 -0.2
Tuiare 489 48.4 0.5 60.4 59.9 0.5
Ail counties (a) 44 6 40.1 4.5 v 57.3 57.7 ~0.5

NCTES: Statistical éigniﬁcance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest fevel); ** = 5 percent: * = 10 percent.
: Because of Alameda's small sample sizg for AFDC—Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much

less reliable than those for the other counties: therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table.
{a) In the all—county averages, the results for each of the five counties displayed in the table are weighted

equally.

TABLE t0

GAIN's BENEFIT--COST RESUL-TS FOR AFDC-Us {HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES) (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) per Experimental

Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Perspective ($)

Return to
" Weltare . Govermnmment Governrent Budget

County Sample Budget Society per Net Dollar Invested
- Butle 2096 697 2568 1.22 per $1
Los Angeles ' ~-621 ~-2021 - —2748 0.55 per 51
Riverside -714 1314 466 1.61 per $1
San Diege -~ =1949 - —B6 ~1796 0.96 per $1
Tulare 260 —29339 —2685 - (.08 per $1
All counties (a) ~186 -607 —-838 0.79 per $1

NCTES: The net present vaiue from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value from the
perspectlve of the government budget {(minus employers’ share of payroll taxes) and tha net value of output produced by
registrants in unpaid work experience positions.
Because of Alameda’s small sample size for AFDC —Us, the estimates of ts impacts are considered much
less reliable than those for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this tabie.

equally.

{a) In the all -county averages, the results for each of the five counties displayed in the table are weighted




A SUMMARY OF GAIN’s
BENEFITS, COSTS AND THREE-YEAR IMPACTS

GAIN

» The nation's largest JOBS program

» Similar te other JOBS approaches in its emphasis on basic education and the pnonty of serving
(potential) tong-term recipients .

» Different in its greater specificity of service sequences and California’s relatwely high grants

Study

» 33,000 people randomly assigned, about half enrolled prior to July 1988 :

» Single-parents (mostly women with school-age children) and two-parent heads of households
(mostly men)

» Six counties {(52% of the state’s welfare caseload) with diverse conditions and GAIN
approaches; Alameda, Bulte, Los Angeles, Riverside, San Diego, Tulare

Three-Year Impact Findings for AFDC Single Parents

» Increases in employment and earnings: for the six counties (weighted equally), average
earnings gains of $1,414 {22%) over the three years; effects grew larger over time

» Reductions in welfare payments: for the six counties (weighted equally), average grant
reductions of $961 (6%) over the three years

» Five of the six counties produced moederate-to-large earnings gains or welfare savings (or boih)
over the three years

» Varied effects by county: largest impacts in Riverside, with average three-year earnings gains of
$3,113 {49%) and average welfare reductions of $1,983 (15%)
Some earnings and welfafe impacis on long-term recipients

» -53% of GAIN enrollees were on welfare at the end of the three-year period, a 3 percentage-
point reduction compared to controls (56%)

Five-Year Benefit Cost Findings for Single Parents

» Nel costs varied widely across counties, from $1,597 per enrollee in Riverside to $5,597 in
Alameda :
Five of the six counties made welfare recipients better off ﬁnanmally

» Government budgets came out ahead in two counties (Riverside and San Diego) and broke
even in a third {Butte); return to government budget per net dollar invested was largest in
Riverside ($2.84) '

Results for Heads of Two-Parent Fammes

» Increases in employment and earnings: for five counties (weighted equally), average earnings
gains of $1,111 (12%) over the three years '

» Reductions in welfare payments: for five counties (weighted equally) average welfare payments
reduced $1,168 (6%) over the three years '
Longer-term impact trends not as impressive as for single parents
Five-year benefit-cost results. one county (Butte) produced a substantial net gain for welfare
recipients; in two counties (Butte and Riverside) government budgets came out ahead

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
June 1994



savings in AFDC and other transfers offset earnings gains to a greater extent. As seen in Table? 10,
the AFDC-U welfare sample incurred net losses in three counties (Los  Angeles, Riverside, and San
Diego) and net gains in two others (Butte and Tulare). However, only in Butte did AFDC-Us recéive
a large net gain from the program, $2,096. From the goﬁernmént budget perspective, only Butte and

Riverside produced a net gain ($697 and $1,314, respectively).

Poliq Lessons

In passing the GAIN legislation in 1985, California legislators launched an.ambitious effort to
change the terms and condmons of receiving AFDC, wnh the twin goals of helpmg welfare recipients
become self-sufficient and reducing the financial burden of weifare on the government. The model
itself was the product of a compromise between two groups in California that embraced both of these
goals but differed in their beliefs about the type of program Best suited to achieving them. QOne group
of reformers initially favored a relatively short-term program of mandatory job scarch followed, for
participants' who did not find jobs, by unpaid work experience (or "workfare"). The: other group
favored a broader range of services, with a strong emphasis on education and skills training, as well

as less onerous penalties for noncompliance r.han the ﬁnancnal sanctions advocated by the first group

The resulting GAIN model incorporates elements of bot_h of t.hese approaches, - representing a

significant departure from the simpler (mainly job search) lower-cost initiatives of the early 1980s —
and a prelude to the federal JOBS .program,' which, like GAIN, includes a reciprocal obligation and
greater focus than earlier programs on education and training. |

Representing a bold leap in weifare reform — in ambition; complexity, and expense — GAIN
started with its feasibility uncertain and its cffectivenes_s unknown. Would it be operated as envisioned
on a large scale? Would Iits perfonﬁance beat the clear but modest succe.sses of ear_lier welfare-to-work 7
programs? What approaches for implementing it would work best? The GAIN evaluation findings

that are now available offer some answers.
1

- QOperating GAIN as envisioned on a larpe scale

GAIN’S ambitiousness derived as much from the scale of the project — in most countics, hz:wing
been targeted (originally) toward all single parents on AFDC with ‘schooiagc children and heads of
two-parent families ~ as from the complexity of the model itself. Nonetheless, all of the study
counties — Jarge and small — were able meet the challenge of impleménting GAIN’s mixed sei'vice

approach involving job search, basic education, training, and other services, along with its ongoing
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participation mandate and multi-step enforcement process. Funding levels did not permit Alameda and
Los Angeles to enroll the full mandatory caseload, or the other counties to continue doing so
(especially after the transition to JOBS, which expanded the share of the welfare caseload targeted for
GAIN), but the program mode] envisioned by the California legislature was given a "fair test” during
the main period of program operations covered by the evaluation, and it provedrédminjstrativcly
feasible.

Is GAIN more successful than past welfare-to-work programs, and for more disadvantaged
" welfare recipients?

In establishing GAIN, the California legislature hoped to create a program that would surpass
in effectiveness the primarily job search programs of the early 1980s, particularly with the more
disadvantaged portion of the welfare caseload that had benefited less from such services. Overall, the
results suggest that GAIN could meet this standard -- average GAIN impacts were larger than those
produced by these earlier programs — but that it did not do so uniformly. The results also show that,
in one county, GAIN produced the most impressive results ever found for a large-scale welfare-to-

work program.

- Moreover, GAIN's pattern of impacts shows that the program could substantially increase the

earnings of long-term recipients, but that here, tao; the effects were not consistént across counties.

Some counties had better results for advantaged groups; some for less advantaged. The absence of
.a more consistent._ predictable pattern suggests that giving priority for. enrollment into GAIN to
particular segments of the welfare caseload may "not yield effective results across ail counties.
Therefore, for the state as a whole,-a more broadly focused strategy might be more effective. (Past
welfare-to-work studies point to the same conclusion.) At the same time, the challenge remains to

improve the consistency. of GAIN’s effectiveness across a wide variety of subgroups.

Do some approaches work better than others?

Although GAIN is based on a uniform program model that all of California’s counties must
operate, county administrators have considerable authority — under California’s state-supervised,

_ county-operated welfare system — to shape the program’s actual content. The GAIN administrators

in the six study counties chose to implement the program in different ways. The most important .

dimensions of program variation included the use of basic education, vocational training and post-
~ secondary education, and other strategies; the message conveyed to welfare recipients about

employment; and the use of direct job development. This variation provided the evaluation with an
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opportunity to explore whether some of these alternative approaches generated betier results than

others.

‘The Role of Basic Eduoation. The study’s findings suggest (but do not prove) that basic
education — one of GAIN’s most innovati'vé and expensive features — -may make an important
contribution to the program’s success, as its designers had hopéd. (As previously discussed, suoh an
effect in Riverside would have been indirect, since it did not come from an increase in measured skills
gains or GED receipt.) At the same time, the findings caution that basic education offers no guarc;'nree
of success — even when it is extensively used (as in Alameda) or its quality is considered exceptional
(as in San Diego). Although the study cannot ooint to particular changes in the character of the
education treatment itself that would enhance its effectiveness, the absence of large earnings impacts
in four of the six counties for welfare recipients lacking basic skills suggests that attempting to get as

many of these recipients as possible to attend basic education as their initial GAIN activity appears not

to be the most productive strategy. It may also be that permitting very long stays in this activity

without closely monitoring pérticipation and progress, and without requiring participanis to test

opportunities in the labor market along the way, would weaken the contribution that basic education

could make to GAIN’s overall succeso. In the abSence of moro convincing evidence of‘ a pa_yoff from ‘
maximizing the use of basic education, a more equal emphasis on upfront job search as well as:basic_
education activities, in combination with other factors, could be a better way of serving those lacking

basic skills. | '

+

The Rolé of Vocational Training and Post-Secondary Education. For recipients who already

possess a high school diploma or a GED and pass a litefacy test, the GAIN model requires "testing

the job market first" by participating in job search activities before moving on to more expensive

‘vocational training or post-secondary education. Given this sequence, and the fact thal many controls

enrolled themselves in non-GAIN vocational trammg or post-secondary educatlon (as did' some.
expenmenl;als after leaving welfare) GAIN’s 1mpact on the use of these activities was small in most
counties. Thus, the evaluation can provide only llmlted evidence on the offects of increasing their use.

- Some evidence suggests (but does not prove) that greater use of vocational training and post-
secondary education may be an effective approach: Alameda produced the largest increase in the use
of such activities _by registrants not needing basic education and achieved a large earnings gain for
them; it also got them better jobs (compared to émployed controls). In addition, Alameda produced
the largest overall financial gain for experimémals in that subgroup across the six counties, as

measured by the benefit-cost analysis. At the same time, this strategy can also be costly from the
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standpoint of the government budget, with the financial rewrn falling far short of the government’s

net inve'stment.per experimental in the not-in-need-of-basic-education subgroup, as was the case in
Alameda. |

It is therefore an equally important finding tﬁat; for this subgroup, two other study counties
(Riverside and San Diego} produced large earnings gains and welfare savings, and an overall net gain
for both the welfare sample and the government bﬁdget, all without increasing experimentals’ use of
vocationa!l training and post-secondary educ'ation (compared 1o their use by controls). Thus, other
approaches can provide an alternative route to achieving desirable earnings and welfare impacts and

may be more cost-effective (although they may not lead to higher-paying jobs).

The "Message" and Emphasis on Quick Employment and Job Development. While GAIN's

job search, basic education, and vocational education and training might help a county achieve ﬁositive
earnings impacts, these services are unlikely to be all that matter. Among the program’s other
features, the "message” about employment that staff attempt to convey to registrants while they are
in all corﬂponents, and the active use of job development to establish a close link to ‘private-sector
employers, may also be critically important.

A program’s employment message is an aspect of operating GAIN that transcends specific
program components. As described earlier in this summary (in the seétion- on implementation
findings), the content of that message can vary widely, from more strongly emphasizing the vaiue of
any job, even a low-paying job, to encouraging participants to wait for (and prepare for) a better job.

Yet, the very-content of that message may be part of what determines whether participation in any

given component will actually have a payoff in the labor market. Indeed, the finding that the best-

performing county (Riverside) far more strongly and pervasively than all other counties advocated the
value of any job points to the potential importance of the employment message, even to registrants
assigned to education and training activities. Perhaps it contributed to Riverside’s success by affecting
how much effort registrants — across a variety p.f subgroupfs — made to look for a 'job; and how
selective they were with regard to the kinds of jobs they would accept.

Job development, whereby staff directly assist registraﬁt.s in locating employmeﬁt opportunities,
also transcends program components and may be another aspect of operating GAIN that enhances the
payoff derived from participating in a GAIN comiponent. By offering those taking part in GAIN job
search or education or training a direct link to empioyers (as Riverside did to a far greater extent than
any other county), job dei.relopment may increase participants’ epportunity and incentive to apply in

the labor market what they learn in GAIN activities.
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The Case of Riverside: A Combination of Factors. No single implementation factor is likely

to explain why one county performs betier than another, and this appears to be the case in accounting

" for Riverside’s unusually strong performance. For example, the available evidence suggests that

Riverside’s results appear not to be explained by differences_in the background characteristics of its
GAIN registrants or local economic 'con‘dilti('ms. Moreover, while it had some distinctive program
features, along mzrny dimensions the program was not unigue. What most distinguished Riverside
from the other counties ~ and, therefore, what might have conrributed to Riverside’s more favorable
results — was its particular combination of practices and conditions: a pervasive employment message
and job development efforts, more equal use of job search and education activities'for registrants
needing basic education, a strong commitment to (and adequate resources for) securing the
panicipétion of all mandatory registrants, and reliance on GAIN's formal enforcement mechanisms to |

reinforce the seriousness with which it viewed the participation obligation. This constellation of

pracuces was not found in any other county.

If Riverside’s success sets a new standard of achievement for welfare-to- work programs and
if a combination of program strategies explains its success, it is important to ask whether Rwer_sxde §
overall approach or some of its distinctive strategies can be replicated elsewhere with the same suécess,
On the one hénd, the ﬁnding that Riverside produced similarly impressive impacts across each of its
GAIN offices suggests that its épproach and success can be replicated even when operated by different
staff and in localities characterized by diverse labor markét and local conditions. On the other .hand,
the variation in locai conditibns within Riverside County does not capture the greater variation that
exists across counties. Thus, it is not a foregone conclusion that Riverside’s approach — including
its focus on more rapid employment and job development — would work in other types of localities,
particularly in inner-city areas such as those found in Los Angeles and Alameda, o_r'whethe_'r they
wc;uld succeed in more rural, agricultural areas with persistently high unemployment, such asf those -

found in Tulare. Also, at least in the inner-city areas, where the welfare population as a whole

undoubtedly faces greater barriers to employment, a stronger employment focus may or may not help

to improve their employment prospects. Also important is whether other combinations of practices can
produce results as good as or (by helping more recipients get higher-quality jobs) better than those
found in Riverside f' e.g., by instiuting a strong job development component; in a program
emphasizing vocational education and training, or delivering a strong employment message in a
program that (unlike Riverside) actually produces a greater net increase in (i.e., impact on) the rlse

of vocationally oriented activities. These are important questions for future evaluation efforts.
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Would Changing the Incentives to Work Produce Better Results?

It 1 also important to consider some of the limitations of GAIN. As previously mentioned,
GAIN, even operating at its best, was only moderately successful in moving people off welfare and
out of poven.); by the end of three years. This is probably because of conditions that transcend the
GAIN program, such as the economic incentive for welfare recipients to take and keep jobs. It is
~ therefore important to ask whether GAIN’s effectiveness can be enhanced by other reforms now under
debate or already insﬁtuted that aim to improve the financial payoff from working. Such strategies
include increasing the EITC (as the federal government has recently done), and, at the same time,
increasing welfare recipients” awareness of this benefit (which this study fo_uhd to be low among
recipients-in GAIN). Other strategies would include allowing welfare recipients to keep more of their
earnings and still collect AFDC (as recent lepislation in California and in other states does), and
improving access to medical care (which is under debate in Congress) and child care for the working
poor. Whether these and other reforms can strengthen the payoff from GAIN (or JOBS programs in

other states) remains an important open question.
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TABLE 11

THE SIX COUNTIES IN THE GAIN IMPACT STUDY
AND THEIR SAMPLES (AT THE TIME THE SAMPLES
WERE ENROLLED IN GAIN: MARCH 1988 THROUGH JUNE 1990)

Alameda, which includes the city of Oakland, has the largest welfare caseload of E
single parents (AFDC-FGs), and the second-largest caseload of heads of two-parent
families (AFDC-Us}, among counties in the San Francisco Bay area. It was one of
two evaluation counties that had a large inner-city welfare population and that

" enrolied only long-term recipients, a practice that was consistent with the statutory

requirement for counties that did not have enough resources to serve all GAIN- .-
eligibles. More than 80 percent of both its AFDC-FG and AFDC-U GAIN registrants
were minarities; a large majority {69 percent) of its single-parent registrants were
black;, and a substantial proportion (40 percent} of its heads of two-parent families
were Indochinese. Alameda had the second-highest proportion cof registrants who
were determined "in .need of basic education” (65 percent for AFDC-FGs and 81
percent for AFDC-Us). The caselcad size per case manager in Alameda was
relatively low, about 75:1,

Butte, a mid-sized rura!l county in northern California, had by far the smallest welfare
caseload of the counties studied and the largest.proportion of non-minarities {more
than 85 percent of AFDC-FGs and about three-quarters of AFDC-Us). Although it
enrolled a broad cross section of its mandatory GAIN caseload, Butte appeared to
have the least disadvantaged AFDC-FG sample in the study, with the lowest rate
of those determined "in need of basic education™ (49 percent), the lowest
proportion of long-term recipients {28 percent), and the second-highest proportion
of registrants with a recent work history {57 percent). Butte used an unusual GAIN
intake procedure in crder to keep caseload size per case manager relatively low

© (83:1]): registrants were brought into GAIN but were placed on waltmg lists for up

to several months until a case manager had an opening..

Los Angeles, with about one-third of the st_ate s caseload and a welfare population

larger than ali but a few states’, was the other county that had a large inner-city
welfare population and that enrolled only long-term recipients. As a result, Los
Angeles had the highest relative proportion of recipients in the research sample who
were determined "in need of basic education” {81 percent for AFDC-FGs and 92
percent for AFDC-Us}, An unusually large proportion (32 percent of AFDC-FGs and

. B3 percent of AFDC-Us) were not proficient in English. Los Angeles also had the

smallest proportion of AFDC-FGs with a recent work history {just 17 percent} and
the second-smallest proportion of AFDC-Us who had recently worked (32 percent),
the highest average age (almost 39 years for AFDC-FGs and 42 for AFDC-Us), and
the highest proportion of minorities (nearly 90 percent for both AFDC-FGs and -
AFDC-Us). Nearly 60 percent of its AFDC-U population was Indochinese., Los
Angeles’ program started later and was somewhbhat less fully developed than other
counties’ programs during the study period. Alone among the counties in California,
Los Angeles had also contracted with a private-sector firm to cenduct case

‘management. (This contract was terminated in 1993.) Its GAIN caseload per case .

manager {128:1) was the highest-among the six counties.

(contiﬁued) :



TABLE 11 {continued)

Riverside, a large county in southern California, which has both urban and rural
areas, enrolled a broad cross section of its mandatory welfare population. A
substantial proportion of its registrants {60 percent for AFDC-FGs, two-thirds for
AFDC-Us) were determined "in need of basic education.” Approximately half of its
AFDC-FG registrants were minorities, as were 57 percent of its AFDC-U registrants.
While half of its AFDC-FGs had recent work experience, the rate was 72 percent for
AFDC-Us, Owing to a special study of the impact of different caseload sizes, the
average caseloads were about 53:1 {for one group of case managers } and 97:1 {for
the other group). ' ' '

San Diego, with the state’s second-largest AFDC-FG caseload and the fourth-largest
AFDC-U caseload, enrclled a broad cross section of its caseload in GAIN. About 60
percent of its registrants were minorities, and well over half were determined "in
need of basic education.” The county’s GAIN sample had the highest proportion of
registrants who had recently worked — 59 percent among AFDC-FGs — and the
second-highest among AFDC-Us {nearly 80 percent}. It had the second-highest
average caseload per case manager (103:1). .

Tulere was the only county of the six that had to operate GAIN in the context of a
rural and highly agricultural, seasonal labor market. A high proportion of Tulare's
GAIN registrants were determined "in need of basic education” {65 percent of
AFDC-FGs and nearly three-fourths of AFDC-Us). About 40 percent of its

registrants were Hispanic, the highest proportion of any county. It had an average .

caseload per case manager, about 100:1.
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TABLE 1

THE GAIN PROGRAM

PROGRAM CAPACITY

‘¢ The nation’s largest JOBS program in terms of total program caseload, with
over 191,000 people registered {and about 61,000 active) at any one time

COMPARISON WITH OTHER STATE JOBS PROGRAMS

PROGRAM MODEL
* Three service tracks:
Track #1:  For individuals determined to need basic education: Can
choose job search or basic education as initial activity. If
choose job search but do not find a job, must then go to basic

education

Track #2: For mdzwdua!s determined not to need basic education: Must
go to job search first

Track #3:  For individuals in an approved education or training activity
’ when starting GAIN: Can continue in that activity

If upfront activities do not lead to a Job: Fuli employability assessment to
select an education, training, or work experience activity

s  Mandatory continuous participation

* Financial sanctions (reduction in welfare grant) for those refusing to comply

'Manpower Derhonstration Research Corporation
June 1994



TAELE 2

EVALUATION DESIGN

COUNTIES:
Alameda {Oakliand) Los Angeles . San Diego
Butte. ‘ _ _ Riverside - ' Tulare
SAMPLE FOR THIS REPORT:
¢ Mandatory singlé parents (mostly women} with school-age children
; Heads of‘two'-p-»arent familiés {(mostly men)
+ |n four counties: The full GAIN mandatory caseload
* In Los Angeles and Alameda: Only iongerwterm wlelfare recipients
¢ Special sample of single parents with children under age 6 in Alameda,
Riverside, and Tulare
RANDOM ASSIGNMENT:

*  Experimental Group: Eligible for GAIN services and subject to the
participation mandate

¢  Contro! Group: Not in GAIN but couid seek alternatwe

services.

*  Period of Random March 1988 through June 1990
Assignment: (GAIN became JOBS in July 19B9)

* Total Sample Size: 33,0001{25 percént in control group)

LENGTH OF FOLLOW-UP FOR THIS REPORT:

¢ Minimum of three years from each sample member’s date of random
assignment to the experimental group or to the control group

e  Approximately four years for an early sample °

Manpower Demonstratlon Research Corporation
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TABLE 3

KEY FINDINGS

FOR SINGLE PARENTS (AFDC-FGs) WITH CHILDREN AGE 6 OR OLDER:

GAIN increased experimentals’ earnings (for alf six counties combined).
These effects grew progressively larger over time.

GAIN reduced experimentals’ welfare payments. These effect'sjbegan to
level off in the third year.

One county {Riverside) continued to produce the most impressive effects
found for single parents in a large-scale welfare-to-work program.
Riverside’s program returned to government budgets (over a five-year
period} $2.84 for every net public dollar invested per experimental and
made welfare recipients financially better off.

Among the other five counties, several began to close the gap in impacts
with. Riverside. Most made welfare recipients better off fmanmallv, and in
two {Butte and San’ Dlego] the program also paid for itself.

GAIN produced a small reducnon in experimentals’ likelihood of being on
welfare after two years.

FOR THE HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES (AFDC-Us}:

GAIN produced earnings gains and welfare savings, but the longer- term
trends were not as.impressive as for s:ngle parents.

One county (Butte} produced exceptionally large earningﬁ gains and made
welfare recipients better oft financially.

The program more than paid for itself in two counties {Butte and Riverside].

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
June 1994 .



TABLE 4

GAIN’s EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

{ALL COUNTIES COMBINED) (a)

Average Average :
Earnings per Earnings per Difference: Percentage
| Experimental {$) - Control {$) (impact) {$) Change
Year 1 1,908 1,642 - 266*** 16%
Year 2 2,714 2,202 B12*** 23%

Total 7.781 : 6,367 1,414*** 22%
Difference

Experimentals Controls (Impact)

Percent ever employed,

_years 1-3 56.7 ' 50.8 ' 6.0%**

Percent earning $5,000 -

or more in year 3 19.7 . 16.3 1 3.5%wr
Percent earning $10,000 ' S : '
or more in year 3 12.1 9.2 3.0%**
Employed Eﬁployed
Experimentals Controls

Of those employed in year 3, percent earning o | ,
$10,000 or more - 30.6 27.3

NOTES: ***Denotes statistical significance at the 1 percent ievel. "
(a} Each impact estimate is the average of the impacts for each of the six counties,
which are weighted equalily.

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
' ~ June 1994



TABLE 6

GAIN's EFFECTS ON THE RECEIPT OF WELFARE
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

(ALL COUNTIES COMBINED) (a)

Average AFDC ‘Average AFDC

" Payments per Payments per Difference Percentage
Experimental {$) Control {$) {(impact) {$) ~ Change

Year 1 5,963 . 6,246 283% %+ 59
Year 2 . 4,669 ' 3470+ 7%

. Totat 14,464 15,426 C-9B1*** 6%
5 Difference
Experimentals Controls {Impact)

Percent received AFDC in the
last quarter of: '

Year 1 ' - 734 76.4 KRR
Year 2 61.3 62.7 1.4

NOTES:. ***Denotes statistical signiticance at t'he 1 percent level,
' {a) Each impact estimate is the average of the impacts for each of the six counties,
which are weighted equally.

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
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TABLE 6
COUNTY IMPLENIENTATION ALAMEDA VS. RIVERSIDE

IMPLEMENTATION IN ALAMEDA
* Served a’longer-term welfare population (18 % white, 8% Hispanic, 69% black)

*+ Experimentals participated in job search, basic education, and vocational training substantlally more
than controls dld on their own

* The increased use of vocatlonal training was concentrated in the subgroup not needing baSIC
education

s Priority was placed on gettlng a "good job"; education and tralnlng was encouraged as the way to.
get there

+ Little job development assistance
¢ High emphasis on personalized attention
s Low use of formal conciliation and sanctioning procedures to enforce the participation mandate”

*  Moderate unemployment lsomewhat' higher in Qakland), but little job growth

IMPLEMENTATION IN RIVERSIDE

*  Strong commitment and adequate resources to serve full mandatory population {51 % white, 28%
Hispanic, 16% black}

¢ Experimentals participated in job search and basic education substantially more than controls dld
on their own -

* While many experimentals participated in vocatlonal tralnmg {usually self-initiated), their use of
" such services was no higher than among controls

* Pervasive emphasis on gettlng a job quickly, even if relatively low-paying and even for people in
education and tralntng activities

« Job placement standards for case managers

s Strong efforts to help recipients locate job opoortunities through job developmentl

* Higher use of otficial conciliation and sanctioning procedures in enforcing participation mandate
. LoWer (but still substantial) emphasis on personalized attention relative to most other counties

* - Rapidly growing economy during the early part of the study period, but growing unemployment'
rate

Manpower Dernonstration Research Corporation
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FIGURE 1

GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
‘ FOR AFDC-FGs {SINGLE PARENTS]

A. Impacts on Earnings
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TABLE7 -
GAIN's THREE —YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC -FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

Averagé Total Earnings Average Total AFDC Payments
‘ L ] Peicenfage : s - : Percentage
County Experimentals {3} Controk (3} Difference ($) Change Experimentals $) Controls ($) Difference (3$) Change

Year 1 2001 1729 272 16% 5132 5486 -~353 * ~5%
Year 2 2998 2442 556 23% 3715 4048 —333 8%
Year3 3638 2992 647 T 22% 2812 310t -290 ~9%
Total 8637 _ 7163 1474 . 21% 11659 12635 —a76 ~B%
Los Angeles :
ear 1 1304 1308 - —~4 - 0% . €874 7202 —328 A% —5%
Year 2 1699 1589 110 7% 5711 6111 —~409 *** -7%
Year 3 1939 . 1788 153 9% : 4729 5006 =277 ** 6%
Total 4843 4683 260 6% ’ 17314 18319 —1005 **+ ~5%
Riverside

San Dieqo - : : :
Year 1 2462 2113 349 ** 17% - 5529 5832 —~302 -5%
Year 2 3503 2794 709 ¥+ 25% ' 4199 4679 —480 *** ~10%
Year 3 3821 3108 713 wan 23% 3555 3908 ~353 ~9%
Total 9786 8014 1772 iw 22% 13283 14419 —1136 *** —-8%
Tulare - - : :
Year 1 1792 1941 —149 - B% 6363 6231 132 2%
Year 2 2536 2531 5 0% 5118 5023 95 2%
Year 3 3111 2594 ‘ 518 ** 20% 4171 4284 -113 —~3%
Total 7438 7066 374 5% 15653 15538 114 1%
NOTES: Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent {the highest level};** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
(a) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted egually.



- TABLE 8

GAIN’s THREE YEAR IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE CASE CLOSUHES
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

Ever Employed in the Specified Year On AFDC in the Last Quarter of the Specified Year
County :
and Year Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference
Alameda : ' |

456 -33 . 650 68.4 -

423 3.4
463 422 4.0 : 49,4 47.7 1.7
46.7 42.5 . 4.3 397 41.0 -1.3
634 . 63.7 -~0.2 n/a n/a nfa
27.0 249 2.1 84.8 879 -3, bk
26.9 229 40 v 740 - 76.3 ~2.3
26.0 22.4 .38 v 63.8 ' 67.5 ~3,7 **
39.4 349 . 45 e n/a - n/a n/a

ya
San Diego :
Year 1 46.0 40.0 6.0 *** 69.1 72.1 =31 **
Year 2 458 40.8 5.1 W 56.0 81.1 ~51 %
Year 3 42.5 373 5.2 v 49.0 619 -3.0*
Total 622 565 5.7 W= n/a n/a n/a
Tulare
Year 1 39.9 409 - -~1.0 76.7 750 - 17
Year 2 418 423 -0.5 ' §5.4 6§2.2 a1
Year 3 439 38.0 5.8 =~ 545 56.2 -1.7
Total 59.5 £85.3 B2 n/a - n/a - n/a

NOTES: The totals indicate the proportion of sample members who were ever emplozeed at any time during the
three years of follow—-up. Totals are not applicatrle {nfa) in the AFDC panel of the tab

Statistical significance levels are mdlcated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level); ** = 5 percent;
* = 10 percent.



TABLE 9

PATTERNS BEHIND THE IMPACTS

ALAMEDA

» Offers a rare example of a welfare-to-work program boosting earnings of long-term
welfare recipients living in a large urban area with concentrated poverty.

¢ Earnings gains were concentrated in group not needing basic education.

* For that group, GAIN may have helped people who would have worked and left welfare
) anvway get "better ;obs" than they would have in the absence of the program. .

» For recipients determined to need basic education, the program produced littie gain in
earnings, despite the large increase in the use of basic education (compared to controls).

RIVERSIDE
* Produced large earnings gains and welfare savings across both education subgroups.

+ Effects on subgroup determined to need basic education may reflect the increased use of
both job search and basic education (compared to controls), in combination w:th other
|mplementatlon factors.

* Effects on subgroup determined not to need hasic education were achieved without
increasing the use of vocational training and post-secondary education {compared to
controls).

» Qverall, effects were driven by increasing experimentals’ rate and duration of
employment, not by getting employed experimentals better jobs than employed controls.

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporatlon
June 1994
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TABLE 10

AVERAGE COSTS OVER FIVE YEARS FOR AFDC-FGs {SINGLE PARENTS)
) {IN 1993 DOLLARS}

_B-Year Average ) 5-Year Average
Total GAIN Cost Net Cost
: Per Experimental Per Experimental
County : B ($} SR

Butte 3,959 _ ' 2,904

Los Angeles

San Diego - 73,230 : j ' 1,912
Tulare . 3,731 . ' : 2,734
All Counties ‘ . 4,415 ) o 3,422

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
June 1994
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TABLE 11

ESTIMATED GAIN AND NET COST PER AFDC-FG {SINGLE-PARENT} EXPERIMENTAL
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION {IN 1993 DOLLARS)

A. Total GAIN Cost: Expenditures by Welfare Department and Other Agencies B. Net Cost per Experimental

Five-Year Average Cost per Experimental {5} Five-Year Average Cost {5}

Other Agencies’

} : Difference
Welfare Department  Costs for Serving : : ) Total Total {Net Cost
County GAIN Cost GAIN Participants  Total GAIN Cost County per Experimental (a) per Control - per Experimental)

Butte

Los Angefes 6402 - 613 © B789
Rivers 597
San Diego o . San Diego 3918 - 2007 1912
Tulare 2086 1644 Tulare 4189 1455 C 2734
All counties 2899 1815 All counties T 4895 1472 3422

{3} Total G‘AIN cost plus cost of post-GAIN activitias.

D. Tota! GAIN Cost (Welfare Depa'rtmem and Other Agencies):
Percentage Distribution by Component for All Counties Combined

C. Weifare Department GAIN Cost: Percentage Distribution by
Component for All Counties Combined

Other Support Services

. ) , . . Other Support Services -
Orientation, Appraisal,’ 12.3% . Crientation, Appraisat, B 1% .
" and Assessment ) and Assessment o Child Care
16.8% : Child Care M1% e 5.1%

7.7% 2. -—— Unpaid Work
Experience and CJT
0.9%

Job Search

Wark Job Search
25‘9% A Unpaid Wor

f‘ Experience and OJT . 16.4%

[ X
W

¢/

Vacational Training and
Past-Secondary Education -

11,2% Vocational Training and
Post-Secondary Education
: . . : . : 27.1%
ABE/GED/ESL h - . ABE/GED/ESL
26.5% 31.3%

NOTES:. ln. the éll-county averages and percentage distributions, the results foreach county are weighted equally. Case management, which accounts for
about B0 percent of the welfare department GAIN cost, is included in the costs for the individual components identified in panets C and D.
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. TABLE 12

SUMMARY OF GAIN's. BENEFIT-COST RESULTS
FOR AFDC—FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) OVER FIVE YEARS

Qutcome and

Sample Hutte Los Angeles iverside:  San Diego Tulare

Was the welfare sample
made better off?

Fult sample Yes N Yeas Yes
Registrants determined not . .
to need basic education . Yes No Yes Yes .
Registrants determined
to need basic education No No No Yes
Did benecfits exceed losses
for the government budget?
: Break
Full sample Even No Yes - No
Registrants determined not
to need basic education No Yes Yes No
‘Registrants determnined
to need basic education Yes No No No
TABLE 13

RETURN TO THE GOVERNMENT BUDGET PER NET PUBLIC DOLLAR INVESTED
FOR AFDC ~FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) OVER FIVE YEARS

Sarmple Butte. Los Angeles San Diego . Tulare
Full sample 51.02 30.41 $1.40 $0.17
Registrants determined not
to need basic education -0.30 2.15 3.95 ~0.24
Aegistrants determined . .

271 0.26 0.7z . 0.80

to need baslc education

NCTES: Heturnto budget per net dollar invested is computed by dividing the gain to the government budget by
the net cost of GAIN and noen—GAIN activities and services.



TABLE 14

POLICY LESSONS

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

¢  GAIN’s mix of job search, education, and training services can work better
than primarily job search programs, and can increase the earnings of long-
term recipients.- But success is not automatic.

s Basic education (for those who need it) may contribute to program success,
but maximizing its use is costly and does not guarantee sSuccess.

* Maximizing the use of vocational training and post-secondary education :
may improve the quality of jobs obtained but requires a substantial
investment. This approach may help make recipients better off financially,
but may not save taxpayers money.

¢ Participation in activities is not all that matters for impacts. A strong
employment message and direct job development may also be key.

CHALLENGES AND OPEN QUESTIONS.

e Can Riverside’s success be replicated in other localities? The consistency
of impacts across offices and regions within Riverside suggests "yes.” But
would its approach work in large inner-city areas?

* (Can programs {like Alameda’s) that seek to increase human capital develop-

" ment and improve job quality be made more cost-effective {e.g., by
controlling access to and the length of participation in education and _'
training, and by adding a stronger employment message and job
development)?

*  Would operating GAIN in the context of much stronger work incentives
increase the program’s success?

*  Would post placement services for those who 'hnd employment enhance the
program’s success?

‘Manpower Demonstratlon Research Corporation
June 1994
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 1

GAIN's ESTIMATED IMPACTS ON THE PERCENTAGE OF REGISTRANTS WHO EVER PARTICIPATED
iN EMPLOYMENT-RELATED ACTIVITIES WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION

AFDC-FGs AFDC ~Us (a}

Outcome and Los All All
Research Group Alameda Angeles Riverside San Diego Tulare  Counties Counties
Ever participated in job search - : ‘ .
Experimentals (%} 32.2 14.0 38.0 34.0 247 285 249
Controts {S6) ‘ 4.2 4.2 1.4 7.8 17 39 2.7
Difterence . 28.0 9.8 36.6 26.2 225 246 ) 222
Ever participated in ABE/GED ‘ .
Experimentals (%) 42.3 27.2 207 18.1 36.9 29.0 18.8
Controts {%) . 69 58 4.8 44 53 54 36
Difference 35,4 214 - 15.9 137 316 - 236 15.2
Ever participated in ESL
Experimentals (%} 32 13.3 67 5.2 6.7 7.0 16.7
Controls (%) - 0.4 28 4.4 28 4.2 29 7.8
Difterence 28 105 2.3 24 2.5 4.4 , 89
Ever participated in vocational
training or post—secondary
education _
Experimentals (%) 28.4 135 268 348 286 26.4 14.2
Controls (%} ‘ 23.1 108 286 31.8 21.2 231 124
Difference ) 53 27 -148 30 7.4 33 . - 18
Ever participated in unpaid
work experience : ‘ .o . ‘
Experimentals (%) 24 0o 0o 20 0.7 10 08
Controls {%) ' 0.6 06 0.6 1.2 08 os . 0B
Difference 1.8 =08 -~0.6 0.8 -0.1 03 - 00
Ever participated in OJT :
Experimentals {%) - 0.0 0.0 08 37 0.3 1.0 0.2
Cantrols (%) 0.3 07 o8 08 1.1 07 ' 0.8
Difference . -0.3 -0.7 00 29 -0.8 . 0.2 —-0.6
Sample sizes
Program tracking data . :
Experimentals - 602 3013 248 247 225 4335 1255
Controls n/a nfa n/a nfa n/a n/a nfa
Registrant survey data ‘
Experimentals 335 223 674 337 356 1925 nfa
" Cantrols 348 nfa 342 336 363 1389 n/a

NOTES: Tests of statistical significance of the differences between research groups and across counties were not performed.
(@) The AFDC -U sample does notinclude any reglstrams from Alameda.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 2

GAIN's II-APACTSION PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES, EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) DETERMINED NOT TO NEED BASIC EDUCATION

" Ever Participated in Job Search Activities

County | Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a) _

All counties (b) ‘ 44.0 39 40.1

Ever Participated {n
Vocational Training or Post~ Secondary Education

County ' Experimentals {%) Controls (%) Difference (a)

San Diego
Tulare . .
All counties {b}) 42 B - - 35.7 74

Total Impacts (Years 1-3) on Earnings and AFDC Payments

County . Eamings (§) ___AFDC Payments ($)

040+ —'1273 wes
Tulare ' _ —635 543

NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two— to three —year follow~up period, which rely
partly on data from the registrant survey, are not available for Butte - :
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level);
** = § percent; * = 10 percent,
{a) Tesls of statistical s:gnrﬁcance were not performed on the estlmates of participation
impacts, which used multiple data sources.
. {b) In the ali—counly averages, the results lor each county are weighted equally.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 3

GAIN’s IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES, EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC—FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) DETERMINED TO NEED BASIC EDUCATION

Ever Participated in Job Search Activities

County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a)

San Diego 27.4
Tulare 124 11.5
All counties (b), ‘ 20.5 17.2
Ever Participated In Basic Education
{ABE, GED, or ESL) (%)
County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a)

San Diego ) 42.1 11.8 320.3

Tulare _ 65.6 13.3 _ 523
All counties (b) , 525 : 11.9 - 40.6

Total Impacts (Years {1—3) on Eamings and AFDC Payments

County Earnings (§) __ AFDC Payments (5)

107
Hiverside 2505 a8
San Diego 572 —1020 e
Tulare QB7 ** ~56

NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two~ to three—year follow up period, which rely
partly on data trom the registrant survey, are not available for Butte.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level);
** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
: (a) Tests of statistical significance were not perfon'ned on the estimates of participation
impacts, which use multiple data sources.
{b} In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally,
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4
GAIN’'s YEAR 3 IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR SELECTED SUBGROUPS OF AFDC—-FG REGISTRANTS

Total Year 3 Impacts ($) : Total Year 3 Impacts (§)
Sample ] Sample
Subgroup and County Size - Earnings AFDC Payments Subgroup and County Size Earnings AFDC Payments
Welfare history {a) ‘ Number of children at time
Applicant ] ' ) " | of GAIN arientation {c)
Butte S 739 451 -202 One
Riverside 1687 1241 -379 * - Alameda 506 359 —66
San Diego 2301 ° - 11e2 -132 Butte.. . 572 1397 ** 20
Tulare 309 -77 -14 Los Angeles 1437 184 —146
Short—temn recipient . : Riverside . 2134 317 ’ —449 **
Butte - 142 1442 u -629 u San Diego 3550 123 T =180
Riverside 1638 QYT ** =754 ¥+ Tulare ’ Bas 678 -7
San Diego 2532 1082 *** ‘ -398 ** Two _ -
Tulare : 630 141 : 104 : Alameda : 384 1269 ** —349
Long—tem recipient Buite. ‘ 412 —940 —442
© Alameda 1205 774 ** 371 ** Los Angeles 1396 663 ** —5g7 **
Butte ) . 348 855 : -313 ) Riverside 1826 1711 o+ —616 ***
Los Angeles . 4396 153 277 ** " San Diego 2619 1509 *** —578 ***
Riverside : 2183 1056 *** (=35 M Tulare 739 689 —442
San Diego 3se6 158 —495 *** Three or more _ g
Tulare C 1295 B44 *** ) -264 Alameda . : 303 963 =993 ***
. Butte 215 1150.u —-1003 u*
Received AFDC continuously : Los Angeles ‘ 1542 ~229 -175
for at least 6 years Riverside 1391 1210 *** —B57 ***
prior to GAIN orientation (b} } ' - San Diego 1720 914 —469 **
No ’ Tulare 638 139 _ 27
Alameda ' agy 1132 * -506
Butte 1066 600 -273 -| Employed in year prior to
Riverside .44 1019 *** .. —bg3 *w» GAIN orientation
San Diego : 6500 668 *** - =355 Yes
Tulare 1496 561 * —63 Alameda - 290 51 —467
Yes Buitte : 577 1911 *=*  aan
 Alameda 806 599 -304 . Los Angeles 261 . -377 ' —206
Butte 163 932 u —-401 u Riverside . 2177 1024 *** 554 *h
Riverside 1267 g73 ** ] —534 *HH San Diego 3604 787 ** —2B3 *
San Diego 1719 ag2 * -339 Tulare 940 654 * —6
Tulare 738 415 —205 No
Alameda : 915 99g ** —341
Butte - 652 —-456 o —245
Los Angeles 3435 303 = —297 **
Riverside 3331 1001 *** —G04 *h
: San Diego 4615 653 ** —41q
- . Tuare . .. .. : 1294 -~ - 418 - —190

(continued) ‘
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4 (continued)

Total Year 3 Impacts {$} Total Year 3 Impacts ($)
Sample : Sample .
Subgroup and County - Size Earnings AFDC Payments Subgroup and County Size Earnings AFDC Payments
Level of disadvantage Ethnicity
First—time applicant ) White, non—Hispanic . o
Butte 296 654 u —-692 u- Alameda i 216 —268 -281
Riverside 410 1835 ** —1070 ** Butte 1061 . 709 -97
San Diego 418 1269 u -218 u Los Angeles 512 347 —441
Tulare 96 B58 u —-627 U Riverside 2847 1349 *** —B0g **w
Returning applicant . o San Diego a478 1203 *** —344 **
Butte 443 212 137 ~ Tulare 1165 467 —130.
Riverside 1277 970 ** - —167 Black, non-Hispanic
San Diego 1083 1163 ** -126 Alameda 844 "1020 ** —-311
Tulare 213 -0 u 249 u Butte 43 —1415 u —~2724 u**
Less disadvantaged recipient Los Angeles 1987 —-121 T —40B **
Alameda - 796 1072 ** ~3B5 * Riverside B62 570 —-624 **
Butte 355 1295 ~-459 San Diego 1865 573 —-536 **
Los Angeles 2074 147 —473 *w Tulare B 2229 u* -725u
Riverside 2978 929 *** —705 *** Hispanic '
San Diego 4687 656 **- —406 *** Alameda 90 1531 u —1428 u**
Tulare 1395 625 * —-101 Butte - 69 1605 u —603 u
More disadvantaged recipient Los Angeles 1408 337 —-162
Alameda 409 201 —333 Riverside 1510 Q20 ** -322
Butte 135 84 u -335 u San Diego 2094 68 —120
Los Angeles 2322 148 -92 Tulare - 87 427 =70
Aiverside B43 93g * —556 * Asian and other _
San Diego 1241 -3 -532 * Alameda 55 -157 u 24 u
Tulare 530 414 —249 Butte 56 -525 u —2335 u*
: ' ’ Los Angeles 489 524 91
Riverside 289 -612 u 305 u
San Diego 782 400 —533
Tulare 117 493 145 145 u
(continued)
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4 (continued)

Total Year 3 Impacts ($) Total Year 3 Impacts {8)
. Sample ‘ Sample
Subgroup and County Size - Earnings AFDC Payments Subgroup and County Size Earnings . AFDC Payments
Lim ned English proflclency— Participating in education or
No . training program at time of
 Alameda . 1188 - 799 ** -368 ** GAIN orientation
Butte 1194 659 —~226 Yes
Los Angeles’ . 3248 132 -278 ** " Alameda 166 785 u 472 u
Riverside 5201 1054 e —BTT A Buitte - 254 B31 u —~45 u
San Diego 7590 738 v —380 *** Los Angeles . 325 292 —-525
Tulare 20€6 520 * —68 Riverside 864 1276 ** —367
Yes San Diego 1685 667 -250
Alameda 17 -218 u ~646 U Tulare 298 249 —490
Butte as 346 u —-2791 u* No
Los Angeles 1148 210 —-270 ~ Alameda 1037 764 ** ~506 **
Riverside 307 273 U 1016 u** Butte 975 . B92 ~351
San Diego 629 407 =19 Los Angeles 4071 145 ~258 **
Tulare 168 494 —656 u Riverside 4644 1020 *** —B47 et
: San Diego 6534 740 **+* —3B4 w4+
Refugee Tulare 1936 538 * —54
ND . . -
Alameda . 1166 760 ** ~355 *
Butte 1061 528 -219
Los Angeles 3897 108 -309 ***.
Riverside . 5364 1064 *** 520 W
San Diego 7817 - 730 ** —313 **
Tulare 2144 1531 ** -73
Yes - '
Alameda 39 1129 u —714 U
Butte 168 1508 u -815 u
Los Angeles 499 527 —42
Riverside 144 ~1270 u 850 u
San Diego 402 283 u —1428 u***
__Tulare 90 494 | -s870 |

NOTES: The symbel "u" indicates that, because of very small.sample sizes, the impact estimate shown is ‘unreliable: astensks following the symbol
indicate thatthere was a statistically significant-effect, though its magnitude could not be reliably measured.
{a) Alameda and Los Angeles did nol serve applicants or short-temm recipients during the period of sample intake.
(b} Information necessary for classitying GAIN recipients into these two categories was not available from the baseline form used in Los Angeles
(c¢) This section excludes sampie members who reporied having no children.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 5

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF MOST RECENT JOB AMONG AFDC—-FG REGISTRANTS WHO'

REPORTED BEING EMPLOYED WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER OHIENTATION

Outcome and Los : All

Research Group Alameda Angeles (a) Riverside  San Diego Tulare. Counties {b)

Average number of hours

usually worked per week \ .
Employed experimentais 30.0 278 321 83.0 351 325 ¢
Employed controls 267 n/a ‘324 31.0 337 30.9

Percentage distribution of number

of hours worked per week among

employed experimentals (%)
Less than 10 hours 27 4.2 55 36 5.6 a4
10~19 hours 18.8 239 12.8 9.0 71 119

- 2029 hours 19.6 225 17.4 217 15.2 185
3039 hours 179 141 16.4 17.9 15.2 16.8
40 hours or mere M1 352 47 9 476 569 48.4

Percentage distribution of number

of hours worked per week among

einployed controls (%) .
Less than 10 hours 14.5 nfa 6.1 9.0 6.7 9.1
10~19 hours 16.4 n/a 127 130 9.3 129
20--29 hours 14.5 nfa 17.8 181 129 158
3039 hours 227 nfa 19.4 13.0 155 17.7
40 hours or more 31.8 nfa 44.2 46.9 ' 857 447

Average earnings per week (C) (3) _ '
Employed experimentals 209 172 191 223 194 204
Empleyed controls ' 167 nfa 206 188 200 190

Percentage distribution of average

earnings per week among

employed experimentals (¢) (%)
Less than $100 28.6 365 26.8 239 222 254
$101-%200 27.7 324 373 318 354 3at
$201-$300 23.2 141° 195 1843 237 21.2
$301 ~$400 8.0 89 10.7 131 111 10.7
$401 -$300 6.3 1.4 2.1 5.2 20 . 39
Mote than $500 63 56 36 7.5 56 5.8

Percentage distribution of average

earnings per week among

employed controls (c) (%) .
Less than $100 373 n/a 22.4 288 210 274
$101-8200 - 273 n/a. 40.0 294 37.4 335
$201-%300 255 hfa 17.6 226 277 234
$301 —%400 6.4 nfa 91 10.2 77 84

%401 -%500 36 n/a 4.8 4.0 15 as
More than $500 00 n/a 6.1 5.1 46 39
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 5 {continued)

Quicome and Los S All -

Research Group Alameda Angeles (a) Riverside  San Diego Tulare Counties (b)

Average earnings per hour {¢) ($) - ' '
Employed experimentals 6.56 5.06 578 6.23 547 601

Employed controls 6.09 . njfa 614 - 5.98 581 6.01

Percentage distribution of average
earnings per hour among
employed experimentals (c) (%) '
$4 25 orless 220 27.1 252 227 293 248

$4.26-35.00 _ ‘ : 19.3 157 260 179 246 2290
$5.01-%6.00 ‘ 118 157 14.7 12.6 17.3 141
$6.01~3$7.00 , 101 2007 10.4 14.5 115 1186
$7.01-%$10.00 19.3 -129 16.8 213 136 17.8

More than $10.00 174 8.6 B8 1.1 az 9.8

Percertage distribution of average
€arnings per hour among
employed controls (¢} (%)

$4.25 or less s - 191 n/a 235 25.6 229 228
$4.26—-%5.00 173 n/a 27.2 19.8 276 23.0
$5.01-36.00 18.1 n/a 13.0 145 203 : 6.7
$6.01-%$7.00 . 16.4 n/a 68 1.6 83 10.8
$7.01-$10.00 20.0 n/a " 185 215 151 188
Mare than $10.00 . 8.2 n/a LR 7.0 57 8.0
Employed expermentals (%)
Job provided: ' :
Paid sick days 33.0 239 26.8 324 23.1 28.8
Paid vacation days 345 239 374 39.2 25.3 34.1
Health benefits - . 26.8 254 277 32.7 22.7 275
Dental benefits : 295 - 18.7 23.7 254 17.7 244
Tuition assistance of o . _ ‘ ;
paid training classes 208 10 16.7 176 135 17.2
Employed centrols (3) -
Job provided: ) : . .
Paid sick days - _ . 228 n/a 227 305 202 244
Paid vacation days 248 n/a 297 3.3 292 298
Heaith benetits : 248 n/a 26.9 256 214 247
Dental benefits 22.7 n/a 22.7 209 16.6 205
Tuition assistance or -
paid training classes 74 n/a 145 18.4 ' 10.4. 12.7
Sample size ' ' : -
Employed expermentals ' 114 e 478 214 199 1076

Employed controls 110 . hfa 165 178 195 648

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and ditferences.
' Tests of statistical significance of the differences between employed experimentals and employed controls were
not performed, because such comparisions are non—experimental.

“n/a" refers to the fact that these data were not available,

The follow—up period for the survey ranged from 26 to 37 months, on average, acress the five counties where the
registrant survey was conducted. Butte County was not included in the survey.

(a} An analysis of response pattefns to the survey in Los Argeles revealed that the earnings and AFDC payments
during the follow—up period of cantrots who responded to the survey ditfered markedly from those of controls who did not
respond 1o the survey. For this reason, no estimates for controls and no impacts are presented in this table for Los Angeles,

(b} 'n the all~courty averages, the results of each county (excluding Los Angeles) are weighted equally.

(c) Most respondents reported gross (i.e., pre—tax) earnings. However, a sizable minority {roughly 20 percent)
reported net (i.e., post—tax) tax earnings. No adjustment was made for those reporting post~tax earnings. Therelore, the
presented in this table somewhat underestimate the percentage of respondents with gross weekiy earnings in excess of a
given level. .
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SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURE 1

: SELF-REPORTED EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND REASONS FOR .
NOT LOOKING FOR WORK AMONG AFDC-FG EXPERIMENTAL SURVEY RESPONDENTS
iN FOUR COUNTIES AT THE TIME OF THE TWO- TO THREE-YEAR INTERVIEW

All Experimentals
100
Warking mare than 20
i hours per week: 25
Not working, but looking - '
for a job: 27 :
® Looking for a part-
‘time job: R S
® Looking for a fuil-
time job: 24 _ Working 20 hours per
‘ week or less: .87
e Looking for a full-
e ‘
time job: 2
& Not jooking for a full-
time job: . .6
% ' :
Mot working and not looking for a part-time or fufl-time job: 40
. Percentage of those
Most important reason for hot looking for a job: not looking
& Wants to stay home with chiid 10
® Can't afford child care ‘ 2
“® Can't arrange child care . - 2 !
& Child's it health, disability e 4 '
# Family respansibilities, other than personal child care 6
* Own ill health, disability ‘ 28
® Pregnancy . )
# |n schooi or training ‘ ' 22
* Does not want ta work now
# Couldn't find work or believes no suitable wark is evailable 1
® Lacks necessary experience . 5
® Transportation problems -
& Other . o . . 14
Total ) \ 100
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Briefing Tables
California’s GAIN/JOBS Program
Benefits, Costs, and Three-Year Impacts
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TABLE 1

THE GAIN PROGRAM

PROGRAM CAPACITY

¢ The nation’s largest JOBS program in terms of total program caseload, with
over 191,000 people registered {and about 61,000 active) at any one time

COMPARISON WITH OTHER STATE JOBS PROGRAMS

PROGRAM MODEL
*  Three service tracks:
Track #1:  For individuals determined to need basic education: Can
choose job search or basic education as initial activity.. if
choose job search but do not find a.job, must then go 10 basic

education

Track #2: For md;wduals determined not to need bas.rc educatmn Must
go to job search flrst

Track #3: For individuals in an approved education or training activity
. when starting GAIN: Can continue in that activity

if upfront act;vmes do not lead to a job: Full employablhty assessment to
select an education, training, or work experlence activity

¢ Mandatory continuous participation

« Financial sanctions {reduction in welfare grant] for those refusing to comply

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
June 1994



TABLE 2

EVALUATION DESIGN

COUNT.IES:
Alameda (Qakland) Los Angeles . - San Diego
Butte. . _ Riverside - Tulare
SAMPLE FOR THIS REPORT:
¢ Mandatory single parenté {mostly women) with school-age children
. Heads of.two-ﬁarent fam.ili.es (mostl'ly men}
* In four counties: The full GAIN mandatory caseload
* |n Los Angeles and Alameda: Only longer-term wlelfare recipients"
* Special sample of single parents with children under age 6 in Alameda,
Rlver5|de and Tulare
RANDOM ASSIGNMENT:

*  Experimental Group: Eligible for GAIN services and subject to the
participat_ion mandate

s  Contral Group: Not in GAIN but could seek alternatlve

services,
*  Period of Random March 1988 through June 1990
Assignment:  (GAIN became JOBS in July 1989)
* Total Sample Size: 33,000 (25 percént in contreol group}

LENGTH OF FOLLOW-UP FOR THIS REPORT:

¢  Minimum of three years from each sample member’s date of random
assignment to the experimental group or to the control group

* Approximately four yvears for an early sample -

Manpower Demonstration Research Cofporation
June 1994



TABLE 3

KEY FINDINGS

FOR SINGLE PARENTS (AFDC-FGs) WITH CHILDREN AGE 6 OR OLDER:

GAIN increased experimentals’ earnings {for all six counties combined).
These effects grew progressively larger over time.

GAIN reduced experimentals’ welfare payments. These effects:begah to
tevel off in the third year.

One county {Riverside} continued to produce the most impressive effects
found for singie parents in a large-scale welfare-to-work program.
Riverside’s program returned to government budgets {over a five-year
period) $2.84 for every net public dollar invested per experimental and
made welfare recipients financially better off. . '

Among the other five counties, several began to close the gap in impacts
with.Riverside. Most made welfare recipients better off financially, and in
two (Butte and San Diego), the program also paid for itseif.

GAIN produced a small reduction in experimentals’ likelihood of being on
welfare after two years. ‘ '

FOR THE HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES (AFDC-US):

GAIN produced earnings gains and welfare savings, but the longer-term
trends were not as impressive as for single parents.

One county (Butte) produced exceptionally large earnings gains and made
welfare recipients better off financially.

The program mare than-paid for itself in two counties {Butte and Riverside).

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporatior!
June 1994



TABLE 4

GAIN's EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

(ALL COUNTIES COMBINED] (a)

Average ‘ Average =
Earnings per : Earnings per Difference Percentage
Experimental ($) - Control {$) {Impact) ($) Change
Year 1 1,908 1,642 266 16% |
Year 2 2,714 512%** 23%

Total 7,781

1,414*** 22%
Difference
Experimentals Controls {Impact)
Percent ever employed,” . _ ‘
years 1-3 56.7 50.8 ' 6.0***

FPercent earning $5,000 -

or more in year 3 19.7 . - 16.3 . 3.5***
Percent earning $10,000 -, '
or more in year 3 12.1 _ 9,2 _  3.0%x*
Employed Employed

Experimentals Controls

Of those employed in year 3, percent earning : ‘ _
$10,000 or more - 30.6 27.3

NOTES: ***Denotes statistical significance at the 1 percent level.
{a) Each impact estimate is the average of the impacts for each of the six counties,
which are weighted equally. '

‘Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
June.1994



TABLE 5

GAIN’'s EFFECTS ON THE RECEIPT OF WELFARE
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

(ALL COUNTIES COMBINED) (a)

Average AFDC Average AFDC

- Payments per Payments per Difference Percentage

Experimental (5) Control (5) (lImpact) (%) . Change
-283*** - -5%
-347*** 7%

~ Total 14,464 _ - 15,426 o -961 ' 6%
o , Difference
Experimentals - . Controls (Impact)

Percent received AFDC .in the
last quarter of;

Year 1 . 734 76.4 <31
Year 2 61.3 ‘ 62.7 14

NOTES:. ***Denotes statistical significanc'e at the 1 percent level.
' ~ [a) Each impact estimate is the average of the impacts for each of the six counties,
which are weighted equally.

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
Jure 1994



TABLE 6
COUNTY IMPLEMENTATION: ALAMEDA VS. RIVERSIDE

IMPLEMENTATION IN ALAMEDA
s Served a longer-term welfare population (18 % white, 8% Hispanic, 69% black)

+« Experimentals participated in job search, basic educatlon and vocational training substantially more
than controls did on thenr own -

s The mcreased usé of vocatlonal training was concentrated in the subgroup not needing basic
© education

¢+ Priority was placed on gettmg a "good job"; education and training was encouraged as the way to.
get there . :

s Little job development assistance
¢ High emphasis on personalized a&ention
* Low use of formal conciliation and sanétioning procedures to enforce the participation mandate

*  Moderate unemployment (somewhat'higher in Dakland), but little job growth

IMPLEMENTATION IN RIVERSIDE

s Strong commitment and adequate resources to serve full mandatory population (51 % white, 28%
Hispanic, 16% black}

. Experlmentals participated in job search and basic educatton substantially more than controls did
oh their own

= While many experimentals participated in vocational tramlng {usually self-initiated}, their use of
" such services was no higher than among controls

e Pervasive emphasis on gettlng a job quickly, even if relatively low-paying and even for.people in
education and tramlng activities

* Job placement standards for case managers

s Strong efforts to help recipients locate job opportunities through job deveIOpment‘

* Higher use of official conciliation and sanctioning procedures in enforcing participation mandate
* Lower {(but still substantial) emphasis on personalized attention relative to most other counties

* Rapidly growing economy during the early part of the stddy period, but growing unemployment
rate )

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
June 1994



FIGURE 1.

GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC- PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC-FGs {SINGLE PARENTS)

A. Impacts on Earnings
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TABLE 7
GAIN's THREE—YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDG PAYMENTS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS}

Aver'age;l'ota! Earnings —__Average Total AFDC Payments
' - . o ~ Percentage o - Percentage
County Experimentals ($) Controls {$) Ditference () Change Experimentals {3} Controls {$) Difference ($) Change

ﬁlameda

Butte
Year 1 2001 1729 272 16% 5132 5486 —-353 * -5%
Year 2 2998 2442 858 23% a715 4048 -333 -B%
Year 3 3638 2992 647 T 22% 2812 3101 --280 -9%
Total - BB37 7163 1474 21% 11659 12635 -976 - —-8%
Los Angeles :
Year1 . 1304 1308 - =4 -0% , 6874 7202 —328 e -5%
Year 2 1699 © 1589 110 7% 5711 6111 ~401 hw ~T%
Year 3 1939 . 1786 153 9% : - 4729 5006 —277 ** ~6%
Total 4943 4683 260 : 6% - . 17314 18319 ~1005 **v - 5%
Riverside

San Diegeo - .
Year 1 2482 2113 349 ** 17% . 5529 5832 ~302 4 -59%
Year2 3503 2794 _T0Q *e 25% ‘ 4199 4879 ~480 -10%
Year 3 aB21 3108 713 * -23% 3555 - . 3908 ~353 -9%
Total 9786 8014 1772 #4* 22% 132683 14419 ‘ —-1136 *** —8%
Tulare - : _
Year 1 1792 1941 -149 ~B5% 6363 65231 132 2%
Year 2 2536 2531 5 0% 5118 5023 95 2%
Year 3 311 2594 518 ** 20% a7 4284 -113 —3%
Total 7439 7068 374 5% 15653 15538 114 1%
NOTES: Dollar averages for each year include zero values for sample members whe were not employed of did not receive welfare during that year.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level).** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
{a) In the all-county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally.



. TABLE 8

GAIN s THHEE YEAR IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE. CASE CLOSUHES
FOR AFDC—FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

Ever Employed in the Specified Year On AFDC in the Last Quarter of the Speclied Year
County : ;
and Year Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference Experimentals (%) Controls (%) . Difference

Alameda

Year 1 . 423 - 45.6 -3.3 . 65.0 €8.4 ~34

Year 2 453 422 4.0 494 47.7 . 17
Year 3 . 46.7 425 .43 39.7 410 -1.3
Total _ _ €34 63.7 -0.2 n/a n/a ' n/a
Los Angeles : o : ' _ '
Year 1 27.0 249 2.1 : 84.8 879 -3, ] wew
Year 2 26.9 229 4.0 wxw 740 - 76.3 . ~2.3
Yoar 3 26.0 224 . 3.5 e 63.8 ' €7.5 —-37 "
" Total - ' 394 349 . 45 e n/a . hfa h/a

San Diego
Year 1 46.0 40.0 6.0 =~ 69,1 721 —-3.1
Year 2 458 40.8 5.1 ¥« 56.0 61.1 —5,1 w*
Year3d - o 425 37.3 50 *w¥ 45.0 519 -3.0"
Total 62.2 56.5 5.7 wk* n/a n/a n/a
Tulare ‘
Year 1 _ 39.9 409 © 1.0 X 76.7 750 1.7
Year 2 418 423 _ -05 65.4 62.2 31
- Year 3 439 38.0 5.8 *w~ 54.5 56.2 -1.7
Total 59.5 55 n/a

< I 40w+ nfa : n/a

NOTES: The totals indicate the proportion of sample members who were ever empiloyed at any time during the
three years of follow~up. Totals are not applicable {n/a) in the AFDC panel of the table.

Statistical sngnrﬁcance levels are mdtcated as *** = { percent {the highest level); ** = & percent;
* = 10 percent, . _



TABLE 9

PATTERNS BEHIND THE IMPACTS

ALAMEDA

» Offers arare example of a welfare-to-work program boosting earnings of long-term
welfare recipients living in & large urban area with concentrated poverty.

* Earnings gains were concentrated in group not needing basic education.

¢ For that group, GAIN may have helped people who would have worked and teft welfare
anyway get "better jobs" than they would have in the absence of the program.

* For recipients determined to need basic education, the program produced little gain in
earnings, despite the large increase in the use of basic education (compared to controls).

RIVERSIDE
* Produced large earnings gains and welfare savings across foth education subgroups.

¢ Eftects on subgroup determined to need basic education may refiect the increased use of
both job search and basic education (compared to ¢ontrols), in combination with other
|mpiementatlon factors.

» Effects on subgroup determined not to need basic education were achieved without
increasing the use of vocational training and post-secondary education {(compared to
controls).

* Overall, effects were driven by increasing experimentals’ rate and duration of
employment, not by getting employed experimentais better jobs than employed contrals.

Manpower Demonstranon Research Corporatlon
June 1934
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TABLE 10

AVERAGE COSTS OVER FIVE YEARS FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS}
(IN 1993 DOLLARS)

_ 5-Year Average , 5-Year Average

Total GAIN Cost Net Cost

Per Experimental Fer Experimental
County . : (%) R -1

Butte : 3,959 . 2,804

Los Angeles

San Diego : - 3,230 L 1,912
Tulare o 3,731 . ‘ - 2,734
All Counties : _ 4,415 ' : 3,422

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
June 1994
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TABLE 11

ESTIMATED GAIN AND NET COST PER AFDC-FG-ISINGLE-PAHENT!VE)(PERIMEkNTAl.-
WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

A. Total GAIN Cost: Expenditures by Welfare Department and Other Agencies B. Net Cost per Experimental

Five-Year Average Cost per Experimental {$) Five-Year Average Cast (§}

Other Agencies’

) : Ditference
Welfare Department Costs for Serving : - Total Total {Net Cost
County GAIN Cost GAIN Participants  Total GAIN Cost County per Experimental {a} per Control . per Experimental)

Butte 2650 - 1309 3959 ‘Butte 4413 1509 2904
Los Angeles . 4023 . 1981 5984 Los Angeles 6402 - 613 5789
R 346

San Diego 21234 1096 - 3230 San Diego 3918 2007 1912
Tuiare 2086 1644 3731 Tulare 4189 1455 2734
All counties 2899 ‘ 1515 4415 All counties © 4895 1472 3422

{a} Total GAIN cast plus cost of post-GAIN activities.

C. Welfare Department GAIN Cost: Percentage Distribution by

D. Total GAIN Cost (Welfare Department and Other Agencies):
Component far All Counties Combined

Percentage Distribution by Compaonent for All Counties Combined

Other Support Services

) . i Other Support Services -
Crisntation, Appraisal,’ 12.3% . Orientation, Appraisal, 8.1% )
and Assessment " and Assessment . Child Care
16.8% Child Care : 11.1% i 5.1%
7.7% o 3, ~——— npaid Work
. ' Experience and QOJT
dob Search S W Unpaid Work Job Search 0.9%
0% Experience and QJT _ 16.4%
1.4%

:0‘ Vocationat Training and
¥ Post-Secondary Education

11.2% Vocational Training and

Post-Secondary Education
27 1%

ABE/GED/ESL

ABE/GED/ESL
25.5%

31.3%

NOTES: In the alil-county averages and percentage distributions, the results for each county are weighted equally. Case management, which accounts for
"abbut 60 percent of the welfare départment GAIN cosf, is included in the costs for the individual components identified in panels C and D. '
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TABLE 12

SUMMARY OF GAIN'E; BENEFIT-COST RESLILTS
FOR AFDC—FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) OVER FIVE YEARS

Qutcome and
Sample

Butte Los Angeles Hrversnde San Diego Tulare

Was the welfare sample
made better off?

Full sample Yes No Yes Yes
Registrants determined not - .
to need basic education - ¥Yes No Yes Yes
Registrants detemined
to need basic education No No No . Yes
Did benefits exceed losses
for the govermment budget? .
’ : Break
Full sample Even No Yes No
Registrants determined not :
1o need basic education No Yes Yes No
‘Registrants determined
to need basic education Yes No No No
TABLE 13

RETURN TO THE GOVERNMENT BUDGET PER NET PUBLIC DOLLAR INVESTED
FOR AFDC—-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) OVER FIVE YEARS

Sample Butte los Angeles San Diggo Tulare
Full sample $1.02 30.41 $1.40 $0.17
Registrants determined not

to need basic education -0.30 215 395 -0.24
Regisﬂ'ams determined .

to need hasic education 2.1 0.26 0.72 0.30

NOTES: Returnto budget per net dollar invested is computed by dividing the gain to the government budget by
the net cost of GAIN and non—GAIN activities and services.
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TABLE 14 -

POLICY LESSONS

- POLICY IMPLICATIONS

* GAIN’'s mix of job search, education, and training services can work better
than primarily job search programs, and can increase the earnings of long-
term recipients. But success is not automatic.

* Basic education {for those who need it} may contribute to program success,
but maximizing its use is costly and does not guarantee success.

* Maximizing the use of vocational training and post-secondary education
* may improve the quality of jobs obtained but requires a substantial. -
investment. This approach may help make recipients better off financially,
but may not save taxpayers money.

- * Participation in activities is not ali that matters for impa(_:ts; A strong-
' employment message and direct job development may also be key.

CHALLENGES AND OPEN QUESTIONS

* Can Riverside's success be replicated in other localities? The cbnsistency
of impacts across offices and regions within Riverside suggests "yes.” But
would its approach work in large inner-city areas?

* Can programs (like Alameda's) that seek to increase human capital develop- -
ment and improve job quality be made more cost-effective {e.g., by
controlling access to and the length of participation in education and
training, and by adding a stronger employment message and job

. development)? '

e Would operating GAIN in the context of much stronger work incentives
increase the program’s success?

* Would post-placement services for those who ﬂnd empioyment enhance the
program’s success?

Manpower Demonstratlon ‘Research Corporation
June 1994
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 1

GAIN's ESTIMATED IMPACTS ON THE PERCENTAGE OF REGISTRANTS WHO EVER PARTICIPATED
IN EMPLOYMENT—RELATED ACTIVITIES WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION

AFDC-FGs - AFDC~Lis (a)

Outcome and Los All All
Research Group Alameda Angeles Riverside San Diego Tulare  Counties Counties
Ever participated in job search . :

Experimentals (%) 32.2 14,0 38.0 34,0 24.2 28.5 24.9

Controls (%) 4.2 4.2 1.4 7.8 1.7 39 27

Difference . 280 9.8 36.6 26.2 22.5 246 . -22.2
Ever participated in ABE/GED v .

Experimentals (%) 42.3 27.2 207 18.1 36.9 29.0 18.8

Controts {%) 69 58 - 4.8 4.4 53 54 - 36

Difference ' 354 2t4 15.9 13.7 s 236 15.2
Ever participated in ESL _ ‘

* . Experimentals (%) 3z 133 8.7 52 6.7 7.0 16.7
Contrals {%0) . 04 28 - 44 28 4.2 29 78
Difference 28 10.5 2.3 24 2.5 4.1 ) B9

Ever participated in vocational
training or post—secondary
education - o
Experimentals (%) 28.4 13,5 26.8 348 28.6 26.4 14.2
Controls {%) T 23.1 10.8 28.6 3.8 21.2 231 124
Difference 53 27 ~1.8 3.0 74 33 - 1.8
Ever participated in unpaid
work experience ‘ : .
Experimentals (%) 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.0 07 1.0 .08
Controks (%) 0.6 06 06 1.2 0.8 0B . 0.8
Difference 1.8 -06 -0.6 0.8 -01 03 - 00
Ever participated in OJT .
Experimentals {%) - 0.0 oo o8 37 03 1.0 0.2
Controls (%) 03 0.7 0.8 . 08 11 0.7 . 08
Differance -0.3 -0.7 00 2.9 -08 0.2 ~-086
Sample sizes
Program tracking data .
Experimentals 602 3013 248 ‘ 247 - 225 4335 1255
Controls ’ nfa nfa nja n/a n/a nfa n/a
Registrant survey data
. Expetimentals 335 223 674 aa7 a6 1825 nfa
' Controls . 348 nfa 342 336 ) 363 1389 _nja

NOTES: Tests of statistical signfficance of the differences between research groups and across counties were not performed.
{a) The AFDC ~U sample does not include any registrants from Alameda.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 2

GAIN’s II-APACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES, EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC-FGs {SINGLE PARENTS) DETERMINED NOT TO NEED BASIC EDUCATION

Ever Participated in Job Search Activities

County Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Ditterence (a)

Alamada.

- Los Angeles
Riverside
San Diego
Tulare 434
All counties (b) 40.1

Ever Participated In
Vocational Training or Post—Secondary Education

County ' Expetimentals (%) Controls (%) Difterence (a)

San Dlego
Tulare
All counties (b)

Total Impacts (Years 1--3) on ‘Earnings and AFDC Payments

County Eamings ($) AFDC Payments ($)

San Dlego . _
Tulare ' | 543

NOTES: Estimates of partlmpatlon rates for the two~ to three—year follow—up period, which rely
partly on data from the registrant survey, are not available for Butte -

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level);
** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

(a) Tests of stafistical mgmﬁcance were not performed on the estimates of participation
impacts, which used multiple data sources.

.{b) In the all—county averages, the results for each county are weighted equally.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 3

GAIN's IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN KEY ACTIVITIES, EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) DETERMINED TO NEED BASIC EDUCATION

Ever Participated in Job Search Activities

County Experimentals (%} - Controis (%} Difference (a)

San Dlego

Tulare 12.4 09 115
All counties (b). - 205 3.3 17.2

Ever Participated In Basic Education
{ABE, GED, or ESL) (%)

County : Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference (a)

‘San Diego
Tulare o ' . .
Al counties (b} ‘ 52.5 : 11.9
Total iImpacts (Years 1-~3) on Eamings and AFDC Payments
County : Eamings ($) AFDC Payments ($)

Butte .
Los Angeles ' ‘ 107 ' —739 **¥
Aiverside. BBG *¥
San Diego
Tulare

NOTES: Estimates of participation rates for the two— to three—year follow—up period, which rely
partly on data from the registrant survey, are not available for Butte.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent {the highest level);
** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
- (a) Tests of statistical significance were not performed.on the estimates of participation
impacts, which use muitiple data sources. ,
(b} in the ali—county averages, the resuits for each county are welghted equally.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4

GAIN's YEAHR 3 IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS FOR SELECTED SUBGROUPS OF AFDC—FG AEGISTRANTS

Year 3 Impacts ($)

Total Total Year 3 Impacts ($)
Sample . . Sample
Subgroup and County Size - Earnings AFDC Payments Subgroup and County Size Earnings AFDC Payments
Welfare history {(a) Number of children at time
Applicant of GAIN orientation {c)
Butte 739 451 -202 One _
Riverside 1687 o 1241 e -379 * Alameda 506 359 -66
San Diego 2301 S 1162 ** —-132 Butte .. ~ 572 1397 ** 20
Tulare 309 -77 —14. Los Angeles 1437 184 —146
Short—tem recipient . Riverside 2134 317 —449 **
Butte 142 1442 u ' —-629 u San Diego 3550 123 -150
Riverside 1638 Q17 ** 754 ** Tulare 838 678 -7
San Diego 2532 1082 *** ‘ —398 ** Two _ L
" Tulare 630 141 104 Alameda B4 1269 ** —349
Long—temn recipient Butte. 412 —940 : —442
Alameda T 1205 774 ** =371 Los Angeles 1396 663 ** : ~5g97 ***
Butte 348 855 =313 Riverside 1826 1711 *** -616 ***
Los Angeles. 4396 153 =277 ** San Diego 2619 1509 **+ —578 ***
Riverside 2183 1056 *** —635 . Tulare -739 689 ~442 '
San Diego 3386 158 —495 Three of moete . _
Tulare 1295 B44 M+ —264 Alameda 303 963 —9g3 4+
Butte 215 1150 u ‘—1003 u*
Received AFDC continuously Los Angeles 1542 —229 —-175
for at least &6 years Riverside 1391 1210 **+* -657 ***
prior to GAIN orientation (b) San Diego 1720 ©91a ¥ —469 **
No Tulare . 630 139 27
Alameda 399 1132 * : -506
Butte 1066 600 -273 ‘| Employed in year prior 1o
Riverside 4241 1019 **» —553 *** GAIN orieniation
San Diego 6500 668 *** - =35g e Yes
Tulare 1496 561 * -B3. Alameda 290 51 —467
Yes ’ Butte 577 1911 e+ —341
~ Alameda BO6 599 —304 Los Angeles 961 . 377 —206
Butte 163 932 u =401 u Riverside 2177 1024 *** 554 *e*
Riverside 1267 973 ** ) —634 * San Diego 3604 787 ** —2B3 *
San Diege 1719 go2 * —-339 Tulare 40 654 * -6
Tulare 738 415 —-205 No
Alameda 915 999 ** —-341
Butte 652 —4585 . —-245
Los Angeles 3435 . 303 * —297 **
Riverside 3331 1001 *** —GO4 TE¥
San Diego 4615 653 ** —411 ¥+
Tulare 1294 418 —-190
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4 (continued)

Total Year 8 Impacts {$) _ Year 3 Impacts ($)
Sample Sample ’ _
Subgroup and County - Size Earnings AFDC Payments Subgroup and County Size Earnings AFDC Payments
Level of disadvantage Ethnicity
First—time applicant White, non-Hispanic . T
Butte 296 664 1 —-692 u Alameda : 216 —~268 —281
Riverside 410 1835 ** -1070 ** Butte ' 1061 709 -7
San Diego 418 1269 u ~218 u Los Angeles 512 Q47 —441
Tulare o 96 858 u ~B27 U Riverside 2847 1349 *»» —809 ***
Returning applicant : . San Diego 3478 1203 *** =344 *+
Butte 443 212 137 ~ Tutare 1165 467 -130
Riverside 1277 970 ** -167 Black, non-—Hispanic
San Diego 1883 11683 ** -126 Alameda ‘ 844 1020 ** -311
Tulare . 213 ~90 u 249 U Butte 43 ~1415 u —-2724 y** -
Less disadvantaged recipient Los Angeles 1987 —121 T ~d40B ***
Alameda - 796 1072 ** -385 * Riverside a62 570 —624 **
Butte 355 1295 —459 San Diego 1865 573 —-536 **
Los Angeles 2074 147 =473 W Tulare 81 2229 u* -725u
Riverside 2978 Q29 *av —705 ***+ Hispanic )
San Diego 4687 656 ** —406 " Alameda 90 1531 u —~1428 u**
Tutare 1395 - 625 *- —101 Butte 69 1605 u -603 u
Mote disadvantaged recipient . , Los Angeles 1408 337 - 162
Alameda 409 201 —333 Riverside 1510 920 ** -322
Butte 135 94 u -335 u San Diego 2094 €8 120
Los Angeles 2322 148 -2 Tulare 871 427 =70
Riverside 843 939 * ~B56 * Asian and other
San Diego 1239 -3 ~532 * Alameda 55 =157 u 24 u
Tulare 530 414 —249 Butte 56 ~525 u -2335 u*
: o Los Angeles 489 5z4 91
Riverside 289 -612 u 385 u
San Diego 782 400 -533
Tulare 117 493 145 145 U

Total
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 4 (continued)

Total Year 3 Impacts ($) Total Year 3 Impacts (8}
Sample ‘ Sample T
Subgroup and County Size Earnings AFDC Payments Subgroup and County Size Earnings AFDC Payments
Lim |ted English prufuczency- Panicipating in educationor '
No ) training program at time of
" Alameda 1188 799 ** ~368 ** GAIN orientation
Butte 1194 659 —226 Yes : _
Los Angeles- . 3248 132 —-278 ** Alameda _ 168 795 U 472 u
Riverside 5201 1054 *** =577 *** Butte . ’ 254 631 u. ~45 u
San Diego 7590 738 " —380 *** los Angeles . 325 292 ~525
Tulare 2066 520 * —-68 Riverside : 864 1276 ** —-367
Yes San Diego - 1685 667 ~250
Alameda 17 ~216 U —646 u Tulare ’ 238 2439 —490
Butte as 346 u -2791 u* No ' -
Los Angeles 1148 210 ~270 " Alameda 1037 764 ** -506 **
Riverside ao7 273 u 1016 u** Butte 975 . 692 --351
San Diego 629 407 -19 Los Angeles 407 145 -258 **
Tulare 168 494 —656 u Riverside 4644 . 1020 *** —B4T
San Diege : 6534 740 4 —384 ***
Refugee Tulare . 1936 538 * - —54
NO . - s
Alameda 1166 760 ** 355 *
Butte 1061 528 -219
Los Angeles 3897 108 —309 ***.
Riverside . 5364 1064 *** —620 ***
San Diego 7817 730 **~ —313 ***
Tulare 2144 ‘531 ** -73
Yes - '
Alameda a9 1129 u —-714 u
Butte 168 1508 u ~915 u
lLos Angeles 499 527 —42
Riverside 144 ~1270 u 850 u
San Diego 402 2689 u -1428 u***
Tulare 20 494 u —987 u _

indicate that there was a statistically significant-effect, though its magnitude could not be refiably measured.
(a) Alameda and Los Angeles did not serve applicants or shori—tem recipients during the period of sample intake.

(b) Information necessary for classitying GAIN recipients into these two categories was not available from the baseline form used i in Los Angeles.

(c) This section exciudes sampie members who reported hawng no children.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 5

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF MOST RECENT JOB AMONG AFDC-FG REGISTRANTS WHO

REPORTED BEING EMPLOYED WITHIN TWO TO THREE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION

Qutcome and Los . All

Research Group Alameda  Angeles (a) Riverside  San Diego Tulare Counties (b}

Average number af hours

usually worked per week .
Employed experimentals 30.0 278 ° 32.1 33.0 354 325
Empioyed controls 267 n/a '32.4 31.0 - 837 308

Percentage distribution of number

of hours worked per week amaong

employed experimentals (%)
Less than 10 hours 27 4.2 55 3.8 56 4.4
10-19 hours 18.8 239 128 9.0 74 11.9
20~29 hours 19.6 225 17.4 21,7 152 185
30-39 hours 179 141 16.4 17.9 152 16.8
40 hours or more 411 35.2 479 476 - 569 48.4

FPercentage distribution of number

of hours worked per week among

employed controls (%)
Less than 10 hours 14.5 nfa 6.1 9.0 87 g1
10--12 hours 16.4 nfa 12.7 13.0 9.3, 129
20-29 hours 145 n/a 17.6 18.1 129 158
30-39 hours 227 nfa 19.4 13.0 155, 177
40 hours or more’ 31.8 n/a 442 46.9 T 857 447

Average earnings per week (c) ($)
Employed experimentals - 209 172 194 223 194. 204
Employed controls ' 167 nfa 206 188 200 190

Percentage distribution of average

earnings per week among

employed experimentals (¢} (%) -
Less than $100 286 366 26.8 239 .. 222 254
$101~$200 27.7 324 373 319 354 331
$201 -$300 23.2 141 ° 18.5 183 237 21.2
$301-3400 8.0 9.9 10.7 131 11.1 107
$401—$500 6.3 1.4 2.1 52 20 3.9
More than $500 €3 5.6 38 7.5 568 5.8

Percentage distribution of average

earnings per week among

employed controls {c) (%)
Less than $100 3783 n/a - 224 288 21.0 27 .4
$101-%200 273 n/a 40.0 294 374 335
$201 %300 255 n/a 17.6 226 271.7 - 23.4
$301 3400 6.4 n/a 9.1 10.2 7.7 - 8.4

- $401-$500 36 n/a 4.8 4.0 15 ' 35
Movre than $500 0.0 nfa 6.1 5.1 46 39

{continued)
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 5 (continued)

Outcome and Los All

Research Group Alameda Angeles (a) Riverside  San Diego Tulare ' Counties (b}
Average earnlngs pet howur {c) {$) . l
Employed experimentals - 6.56 6.06 b.78 623 547 6.01

.Employed controls 6.09 n/a 6.14 5.98 581 6.01

Peroehtage distribution of average
earnings per hour among
employed experimentials {c) {%)

$4.250or less 22.0 27.1 252 227 29.3 24 8
$4.26-%5.00 ) : : 193 15.7 26.0 178 246 22.0
$5.01~%6.00 ’ 11.8 ) 15,7 14.7 126 17.3 . 14.1
$6.01-37.00 . 10.1 200 10.4 145 115 - 11.6
$7.01-%10.00 19.3 -1289 16.8 213 1386 17.8
More than $10.00 17.4 86 6.8 1.1 3.7 9.8

Percentage distribution of average
earnings per hour among
employed controls (c) (%)

$4.25 oriess e - 181 n/a 235 256 229 . 228
$4.26—$5.00 17.3 n/a 272 19.8 276 23.0
" $5.01-$6.00 19.1 nfa - 130 14.5 20.3 ‘ 16.7

$6.01-%7.00 _ 16.4 n/a 658 116 ' 83 - 10.8

$7.01~$10.00 200 n/a 185 215 151 18.8

More than $10.00 ‘ . 8.2 n/a 111 _ 7.0 57 8.0

Employed experimentals (%)

Job provided: . :
Paid sick days 33.0 + 23.8 26.8 32.4 231 . 28.8
Paid vacation days 345 239 374 39.2 25.3 341
Health benefits - ‘ 26.8 254 27.7 327 227 275
Dental benefits 295 19.7 23.7 254 17.7 241
Tuition assistance or '

paid training classes 20.9 10 16.7 176 ' 135 17.2
Employed controls (%)

Job provided: - . .

Paid sick days - ) , 229 nfa 227 305 20,2 24.1
Paid vacation days : 248 n/a 29.7 353 29.2 298
Health benefits e 24.8 n/a 26.9 256 21.4 247
Dental benefits ' : 227 n/a 227 204 166 205

Tuition assistance or - :
paid training ¢lasses 7.4 n/a 145 18.4 10.4 12.7

Sample size - '
Employed experimentals . 114 71 478 214 199 1076
Employed controls 110 . nfa 165 . 178 195 6468

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums, averages, and differences. '

Tests of statistical mgnrhcance of the difterences between employed experimentais and employed controls were
not performed, because such comparisions are hon—experimental.

"nfa" refers to the fact that these data were not available.

The follow—up period for the survey ranged from 26 to 37 months, on average, across the five countles where the

.registrant survey was conducted. Butte County was not included in the survey,

{a) An analysis of response patterns to the survey in Los Angeles reveated that the earnings and AFDC payments
during the follow—up period of controls who respanded to the survey differed markedly from those of controls who did not -
respond to the survey. Fot this reason, no estimates for controls and no impacts are presented in this table for LLos Angeles.

{b} In the alt~county averages, the results of each county (excluding Los Angeles) are weighted equally.

{c) Most respondents reported gross {i.e., pre—tax) earnings. However, a sizable minority {roughly 20 percent}
reparted net (i.e., post—tax) tax earnings. No adjustment was made for those reporting post—tax earnings. Therefore, the
presented in this table somewhat underestimate the percentage of respondents with gross weekly earnings in excessof a
given level,
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SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURE 1

~ SELF-REPORTED EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND REASONS FOR
NOT LOOKING FOR WORK AMONG AFDC-FG EXPERIMENTAL SURVEY RESPONDENTS
IN FOUR COUNTIES AT THE TIME OF THE TWO- TO THREE-YEAR INTERVIEW ‘

All Experimentals

100

|
—_—  wel Working more than 20
' hours per week: 25
Not working, but looking
for a job: . 27
s Laoking for a part-
time job: 3 .
#® Locking for a full- :
time job: 24 . Working 20 hours per
week or less: 8
L] Lobkin for a full-
' ' time job: 2
@ Not [ooking for a full-
time job: : 6
‘ Y
Not working and not Jooking for a part-time or full-time job: 40 !
. _ Percentage of those
Most important reason for not looking for a job: not looking '
® Wants to stay home with chiid 10
* Can't afford chiid care _ 2
"® Can't arrange child care ‘ 2
® Child's ill health, disability ' - 4
® Family responsibilities, other than personal child care : &
@ Own iil health, disability . - 28
#® Pregnancy . 2
# In schoot or training | ' 22
@ Does not want to work now
® Couldn’t find work or believes no suitable work is available 1
® Lacks necessary expetience ‘ 5
& Transporiation problems 4
& Other o ‘ 14
Total o joo
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SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURE 2

GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FROM THE WELFARE SAMPLE AND
GOVERNMENT BUDGET PERSPECTIVES FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)
. WITHIN FIVE YEARS AFTER ORIENTATION (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

MNet Gain or Loss {Net Present Vatue)

per Experimental {5}

3000
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A From the Welfare Sample Perspective

1584

1900

Net gain
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1661

Net loss
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All Counties

Net Gain or Loss {Net Present Value}

per Experimental {$}

2600,

2000
1500

" B. From the Govermnment Budget Perspective’

54

2936

Net gain .

-2261

Net loss |

-833

Alarmeda

Butte Los Angeles Riverside San Diego

Tulare

All Counties
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| SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 6
GAIN's BENEFIT—COST RESULTS FOR AFDC—FGs (SINGLE PARENTS) (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Value) per Experimental
Within Five Years After Onentation, by Accounting Perspective ($}

Returntec
Welfare Government X Government Budget
Sample and County Sample Budget Scciety per Net Dollar Invested
Full sample
045 per-$1::

1.02 per $1

iversid 28

San Diego ) 1 40 per 31
Tulare ' 1577 _ —2261 : -819 0.17 per $1
All counties {a) 923 ‘ —833 —67 0.76 per $1

Registrants determined
not to need basic education

iper'$
30 per %
2.15 per $1

36:per$l i
San Diego 3.95 per $1
. Tulare ~0.24 per $1

Registrants determined
to need basic education

Alameda - <3299 Ber sy
Butte 3656 271 per $1
{os Angeles —5941 0.26 per $1
Rivérsic i 24 pers

T2 per$

San Dlegb
0.30 per $1

Tulare

NOTES:The het present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present value from
the perspective of the government budget (minus employers’ share of payrol! taxes) plus the net vaiue of output
produced by registrants in unpaid work experience positions.

(a) In the all-county averages {included for the full sample only}, the results for each county are weighted
equally. ' ‘
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 7

GAIN's THREE-YEAR IMPACTS CN EARNINGS AND AFGC PAYMENTS FOR AFDC —Us (HEADS OF TWO—PARENT FAMILIES)

Average Total Earnings

Average Total AFDC Payments

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent {the highest level);** =5 percent; * = 10 percent. '
{a) Because of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC—Us, the estmates of its earnings impacts ($782 for the three—year pericd, ¢or a 24 percent

increase over the control group average

for the other counties: therefore, the Alameda impacts are net included in this table.
(b) In the all—county averages. the results for each county are weighted equally.
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Percentage 7 Percentage
County Experimentals ($) Controls ($) Difference ($) Change Experimentals {$) Controls ($) Citference ($} __Change
Alameda (a) ‘
Yeat 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Yeas 2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Year 3 - - - —— - - - - -
Total - - - - - - - - - - - -~
Butte ‘ :
Year 1 3026 2393 633 * . 26% 6523 6749 —-226 -~ 3%
Year 2 4033 2776 1257 **+ 45% 5246 5775 -529 ~-9%
Year 3 4752 3346 1406 ** 42% 4555 5071 -516 -10%
Total 11811 B515 | 3295 **+ . 39% 16324 17595 ~1271 ~7%
Los Angeles :
Year 1 1480 1221 259 ** 21% ° 9440 2871 ~431 -4%
Year 2 1787 1468 319 * 22% 8333 8826 ~493 ku* 6%
Year 3 1726 1417 309 22% 7447 - 7739 -323 *~ - 4%
Total 4993 4106 aar ** 22% 25190 26436 .—1246 *** -5%
Riverside :
Year 1 3691 2930 761 ** 26% - 4840 5807 ~QG7 v ~17%
Year 2 4038 3628 411 11% 3892 4640 —748 *** - 16%
Year 3 3812 3478 34 10% 3614 3964 —350 * —9%
Total 11542 10036 1506 ** 15% 12346 14411 =~2064 *** ~14%
. San Diego :
Year 1 3331 3089 242 8% 6790 7301 ~510 **¥ —7%
Year 2 4128 3978 150 4% 5565 6197 —632 *» —-10%
‘Year 3 4144 4402 ~256 —-6% 5155 5339 —~184 —3%
Total 11603 11469 134 1% 17510 18837 —1327 **+ —T%
Tulare ' '
Year 1 . 2987 2961 26 1% 7545 7523 23 0%
Year 2 3721 3998 277 7% 6316 6261 - 54 1%
Year 3 412 4138 D -0% 5588 5600 -12 ~0%
Total 10829 11097 268 ~2% 19449 19384 66 0%
All counties (b) . :
Year 1 2903 2519 384 *** 15% 7028 7450 ~420 WA —6%
Year 2 3542 3170 372+ 12% 5871 6340 ~469 A+ ~7%
Year 3 3711 3356 355 ** 1% 5266 5543 277 *** —5%
Total 10156 - 9045 1111 *** 12% 18164 19332 1168 *** Lg%
NOTES: Dellar averages for each year include zero values for sample members who were not employed or did not receive welfare during that year.

) and AFDC payments impacts (—$103, of less than a 1 percent decrease) are considered much less reliabte than those



SLIPPLEMENTARY TABLE 8

dAIN‘s IMPACTS ON RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND WEEFARE CASE CLOSLIRES
AT THE END OF YEAR 3 FOR AFDC--Us (HEADS OF TWO--PARENT FAMILIES)

Ever Employed in Year 3 ' On AFDC in the Last Quarter of Year 3
County . Experimentals (%) Controls (%) Difference . __Experimentals {%) Controls (%) Difference
Butte 481 419 62" 479 52.7 . -4.8
Los Angeles ane 26.0 Q.8 ‘ 78,4 77.9 05
Riverside 440 402 46 % . 42.6 409 - 1.7
San Diego ) 45.6 439 1.7 . 56.9 57.2 -0.2
Tutare 49.9 494 05 60.4 599 05

NOTES: Statistical significance ievels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest Ie'vel); ** = 5 percent;, * = 10 percent.
Because of Alameda's small sample size for AFDC —Us, the estimates of its impacts are considered much
less reliable than thase for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this table.
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 9

GAIN's BENEFIT-COST RESULTS FOR AFDC—Us {HEADS OF TWO—~PARENT FAMILIES) (IN 1993 DOLLARS)

Estimated Net Gain or Loss (Net Present Vaiue) per Experimentat
Within Five Years After Orientation, by Accounting Perspective (3)

. Return to

. Welfare Govemment ' Government Budget

County Sample ._Budget - Society per Net Dollar Invested
Butte 2096 697 ‘ 2568 1.22 per $1
Los Angeles . =621 ~2021 --2748 . 0.55 per $1
Riverside =714 " 1314 - 466 1.61 per $1
San Diego ~ 1949 . 86 —1796 ~0.96 per $1
Tulare 260 -~2839 2685 - 0.08 per 31

NOTES: The net present value from the societal perspective is estimated by summing the net present vaiue from the’
perspective of the government budget {minus employers share of payroil taxes) and the net value of output produced by
registrants in unpatd work experience posmons

Because of Alameda’s small sample size for AFDC~Us, the estlmates of its impacts are considered much
less reliable than those for the other counties; therefore, the Alameda impacts are not included in this {able.
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. SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 10
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PRIMARY GAIN RESEARCH SAMPLE AT ORIENTATION

29

Sample and Characteristic Alameda Butte .  los Angeles Riverside San Diego Tulare
All AFDC:-EG experimentals and controls '
Aid status {a) (%) ) '
Applicant 0.0 60.3 0.0 310 28.0 139 (b)
Shart—temn recipient 0.0 115 00 298 308 28.2 (b)
Long—temn recipient 100.0 28.2 100.0 392 a2 579 (b)
Received AFDC conrtinuously for at least 6 years _
prior to orientation {c) (%) - .66.9 13.2 nfa 228 20.9 33.1 (b}
Employed within past 2 years (%) , 239 56.8 165 49.3 59.2 48.7 ***
Currently employed up to 29 hours per week (%) 6.1 ap 57 54 10.9 8.2 (b)
Has a high school diplcma or GED (%) 58.7 56.2 346 51.4 56.0 43,7 #**
In need of basic education, according to
GAIN criteria (%) €5.4 49.0 80.6 £0.3 56.1 65.2 4+
Currently in a school or training program (%) - 128 19.9 7.4 154 20.1 12.2 (b)
* Ethnicity (%) '
White, non—Hispanic 17.9 857 11.6 51.2 41.8 51,7 **
Hispanic 75 5.6 atg 276 253 39.2 ***
Black, non—Hispanic 68.6 a5 453 155 22.5 3.6 ***
Indochinese 2.1 06 99 13 55 0.4 **+*
Cther Asjan o8 22 07 1.7 09 2.3 *>+
Cther 16 2.0 04 2.2 an 2.5 {b)
Limited English proficiency (%) 45 69 Lz 10.3 17.3 13.7 ***
Refugee (%) -3.2 13.7 11.3 26 49 3.9 ***
Age (%) _ -
Less than 25 8.5 88 24 10.2 109 66 (b
25--34 441 498 330 48.4 46.3 464 (b) .
a5--44 34.8 33.3 42.2 31.0 315 34.9 {b) .
45 or older 125 8.2 22.4 10.3 1.3 12.0 (b}
Average age' (years) 34.7 336 ass 33.7 338 349 ¥+
Average number of children 19 17 2.1 1.8 1.7 2.0 **
Has at least one child in the following
age groups (%) (d) '
Less than & 30.5 12.4 10.4 16.2 129 14.9 **>
6—11 60.2 62.2 81.8 66.2 64.6 689 ***
1218 50.7 475 73.0 47.2 461 53.0 ***
19 or older 16.4 07 0.0 16 . 25 C24 v
'Research sample status (%) ~
Experimental 50.0 80.3 68.0 B81.2 858 71.0 >+
Contro! - 50.0 197 320 188 142 290 &
Sample size 1,205 234 4.434 _ 5626 8.224 2,248
(continued)



SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 10 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic Alameda Butte Los Angeles _ _ Hiverside

San Diego Tulare

All AFDC—U experimentals and controls
Aid status {a) (%)

Applicant 0.0 - 76.2 0.0 428 329 222 (b}

Short—tem recipient . 0.0 11.8 0.0 . 373 3.7 42.2 (by

Long—temn recipient 1000 12.1 100.0 19.9 29.4 a5.7 (b)
Received AFOC continuously for at least 6 years _ ’ _
prior to arientation (c) (%) 709 31 nf/a 76 12.:3 13.1 (b)
Employed within past 2 years (%) 225 80.1 a2 . 7214 789 67.5 v
Currently employed up to 29 hours per week (%) 115 59 263 - 6.4 18.4 69 (b)
Has a high school diploma or GED (%) 297 47.5 171 426 48.9 2.2
In need of basic education, according to
GAIN criteria (%) 81.3 58.0 92.2 66.6 629 74.0 *++
Currently in a school or training program (%) 7.6 145 ) 5.4 2.1 12.3 17.2 (b)

" Ethnicity (%) ‘ ' ' :

- White, non—Hispanic 159 748 11.2 , 427 36.2 36,3 ***
Hispanic : 23 7.8 225 1.8 266 44.6 ***
Black, non~Hispanic 154 25 ‘ 4.2 8.1 9.6 23
indochinese 40,1 29 583 6.0 205 3.9 *
Other Asian “15.4 - 94 35 Co 7.9 2.1 12.9 **+»
Other o . 2.2 : 23 02 az as5 2.7 ()

Limited English proficiency (%) . 555 . 167 82.7 239 30.1 313+
Refugee (%) o o 56.0 16.2 63.4 18 17.6 17.0 ***
Age (%) ' " :
Less than 25 . . 0.5 264 ce 19.0 157 21.2 (b}
2534 ‘ ' 28,6 494 21.2 47 A 43.4 428 (b)
35--44 ] 401 19.9 413 247 28.3 25.8 {b}
45 or older - 308 43 366 9.2 - 126 10.2 (b}
Average age (years) 40.3 298 - 420 323 33.6 32,3 haH
Average number of children 30 2.1 - 25 24 24 2.6
Has at least one child in the following o .
age groups (%) (d) ) 533 81.5 . 472 72.4 726 73.0
Lessthan & ‘ 62.6 415 - 67.8 531 504 54.5 ***
6-11 : T 604 19.0 : 62.4 a0.0 att 30.9
12-18 ' 264 0.4 ’ 0.0 13 26 1.3 anr
19 or oider - : :
Research sample status (%) , ' ' : | ‘ _
Experimental ) 527 77.4 50.4 6§9.2 74.2 £9.3 #ne
Control . - 47.3 226 496 . aca 258 ° 30.7 #*+
Sample Size , S o 82 - 1019 1459 2407 3.277 1,907
{continued)
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 10 {continued)

NQTES: Sample characteristics were recorded on the infake form by GAIN staff at orientaticn and
are based on answers from GAIN registrants.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding or because of items mlssmg from some
sample members' intake forms,

A chi-square test was applied to differences among counties. Statistical significance levels are indicated as
**+ — 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent,

) {a) Applicants are registrants applying for AFDC at the time of referral to GAIN orientation; they include
reapplicants who may have had prior AFDC receipl. Short—term recipients have received AFDC for two years or less.
Short-temn recipients have received AFDC Long—temm recipients have received AFDC for over two years.

{The AFDC receipt may not have been continuous.)
{b) A test of statistical significance was not perlormed,
{c) "nfa"refers to the fact that these data were not available.
- {d) Distributions may add to more than 100.0 percent because sample members can have children in

" . more than one category.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 11

GAIN's THREE — YEAR IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS AFDC RECEIPT, AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC FG MANDATORY GAIN REGISTRANTS WiTH CHILDREN UNDER AGE 6,
IN ALAMEDA, RIVERSIDE, AND TULARE COUNTIES

Percehtage
County and Cutcome ) Experimentais Controls Difference . Change
Alameda
(sample includes children
of any age under §)
Ever employed, years 1—3 (%} ' 53.2 43.4 . 98 v L 22.6%
Average total earnings, years 1-3 ($) - 7340 . 5120 2220 - 43.4%
* Average total AFDC payments received, , '
years 1-3 ($) 18983 19530 ~547 | -2.8%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%) . _
Last quarter of year 1 86.1 . 901 . -4.1 -45%
Last quarter of year 2 - ' 77.2 776 ~05 -06%
Last quarter of year 3 _ 686 721 - —35 ~4 8%
Sample size {total = 367) o ] 191 © 176 '
Riverside
{sample includes children
3 ta 5 years old) ' _
Ever employed, years 1-3 (%) 662 462 200 *** .  432%
Average total earnings, years 1-3 (8} . 7961 4450 3511 78.9% .
Average total AFDC péymen_ts received, . - . |
years 1-3 {$} 13829 16387 -2558 *** . -158%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%) - o '
Last quarter of year 1 67.2 . 757 -85 ** ~11.3%
Last quarter of year 2 56.5 : 64.4 -7.8 " ~12.2%
Last quarter of year 3 _ 495 57.9 -8.4 =~ ~-14.6%
Sample size (total = 1820) - 1449 an
Tulare '
{sample includes children
3 to 5 years old)
Ever employed, years 1-3 (35) . 520 44.1 - 79 . “17.9%
Average total earnings, years 1-3 ($} - 5812 5675 136 2.4%
Average total AFDC payments received, , , - '
years 1-3 (3) 19479 18331 1148 © 63%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%) ‘ :
Last quarter of year 1 85.7 76.2 . Q.4 v : 12.4%
Last quarter of year 2 729 71.7 11 1.6%
Last quarter of year 3 _ 69.0 €65.0 4.1 © 6.3%
Sample size (total = 493) . . 288 205 :
NOTES Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent (the highest level}; ** = & percent,
= 10 percent. o
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MAGGIE ERICKSON KILDEE
Chair

SUSAN K. LACEY

. FRANK SCHILLO
JUDY MIKELS
JOHN K, FLYNN

JOHN K, FLYNN
SUPERVISOR, FIFTH DISTRICT

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS EAXNO. (80e) g 200t
COUNTY OF VENTURA

GOVERNMENT CENTER, HALL OF ADMINISTRATION, L #1830
800 SOUTH VICTORIA AVENUE, VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 93009

August 7, 1995

Mr. Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President
Far Domestic Policy

Executive Office of the President

1600 Pennsylvama Avenue, NW

Washington DC 20500

Dear Mr. Reed:;
Ventura County Needs Your Help!

Ventura County wants welfare reform. Until 5 p.m. on Friday, August 4,1995, Ventura
County’s welfare reform proposal was included in Senator Dole’s bill as well as Senate
Minonity Leader Daschle (please see attached). Unfortunately, the language was later
deleted from the Dole bill. True welfare reform can be achieved if welfare block grants
come directly to counties with a population of 500,000 or more and bypass the state.
Welfare reform will not be achieved if the federal government merely passes its
micromanagement role down to the states.

We urge you to consider Ventura County’s proposal because it is business centered and is
administered by the county, If welfare block grants can’t come to the ninety counties that
fall into this category nationwide, then allow Ventura County to'be a demonstration site
for our nation.

Ventura County is prepared to commit to objectives that will remove 20% of the people
presently on welfare every six months, with the ultimate goal in seven years of not having

. but a small percentage of the county’s population on welfare. In other words, a welfare-
free county within seven years.

Ventura County’s welfare reform proposal offers immediate results and eliminates red

tape. The proposal is a partnershlp with business. Business becomes the focus, the actual
client. The welfare recipient is no longer the center of attention. :

@ Recyoled Paper



August 7, 1995
Page Two

Every welfare recipient is enrolled in a temporary employment service. “No Work - No
Pay -- No Work - No Welfare.” The welfare recipient unable to work will be enrolled
in a community work project.

- We urge you to take our message to the President. With President Clinton’s
leadership, we can create a welfare system that restores. dignity and employment.

Please contact me at (805)654-2706 for further information. I am sending via courier the
proposal. ‘

Sincerel

OHN K. FLYNN, Supervisor
VENTURA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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[ less for acerued geost n'eutrality liabilities in-
2 curred under the Jterms and cbﬁditions of such
3 waiver. |

4 “(B) DATE | DESCRIBED.—The date.. de-
5 seribed in this su ai'agrdph is the later of-— |
6 ©u() Jenary 1, 1996;0r |
7 “(ii) 90) days following the adjourn-
8 ment of thef first regular session of the
9 State legislathre that begins after the d‘atél
10 of the enact eﬁt of the Family Self-Sufﬁ-
11 ~ cienay Act off1995.
12 “(¢) SECRETARIAL ENCOURAGEMENT OF Cumx&'
13 WanveERs.~~The Seéretgry all encouré.ge' any State oper-
14 éting afwaii’er described in fubsection (a) to continue such
15 waiver and to eva_.luate," usinlg random sampling and other
16 charaeteristiei of accepted ientiﬁc.evaluations. the result
17 or effect of such waiver. |

—pese -——l—-—l_——-—-_.-—— i ——— _—_...“__.—____. N— :
18 -mc 413. STATE AND COUNTY DEMONSTRATION PRO-

19 -- GRAMS. - |
20 . “(a) NO LDMITATION OF STATE Dl-:xo.\'s'rm'rixox‘

' 21 PROJECTS.—Nothing in this part shall be construed as |
22 ﬁrnitinj a Sut.o’s ability to conduct demonstrntion

23 projects for the purpose of 1dennfymg mnovntxve or effec-
24 tive pmgram des:gm in 1 or more pohtzca.! subdmslons
25 of the State.
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1 “(b) CouNTy - WELFARE °~ DEMONSTRATION
2 PROJECT.— B
3 “(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
4 ‘and Human Services and the Secretary of ..-Lg-n
5 cul_t:ﬁre sh_all jointly enter into negotiations with all
. 6 counties having a population greatei- than SO0,0QO
7 desiring to conduct & demonstration project de-
8 - seribed in paragraph (2) for thé pufpoée of estab-
9 lishing appropriate rules to govern the estabhshment '
10 _and operauon of such project.
11 “(2) DEMONSTRATION PROJ;:CT D_ESCRIBED.—;—-'
12 The. demonstration project describéd in this para.
13 graph shall provide that— |
14 “(A) a county pam<:1patmg in the dem-
13 ‘onstratmn project shall have the authomv and
16 duty to administer the operatmn of the program
17 | ‘duscnbed under thls part as if the county were
13 ' considered a State for the purpose of this. part;
19 "(B) the State in which the county partlcx-
R 20 'patmg in the demonstrauon project is located
21 shall pass through directly to the county the
22 pb'rtion' of the grant received by the Statg under
23 section 403 which the State determines is at-
24 tributable to tl:m residents of such coﬁnty; and

282-737-6708 CALIFORNIA COUNTIES
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“(C) the duration of the project shall be
for 5 years. | - |

“(3) COMMENCEMENT OF PROJVECT.—After the

© conclusion of the negotiations described in para-

graph (2), the Secreta:y of Health and Humah

* Services and the Secretary of Agriculture may au-

thorize a county to conduct the demonstration
project described in paragraph (2) in ‘accordanvie
wifh the rules established during the negotiations: g

' “(4) REPORT.—Not later then 6 mdnths after

the termination of a demonstration project opera.téd.

under this subsection, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services and the Secretary of Agriculture
shall - submit to: the Congress a report that in-
ciudea—-— - | |
| “(A} a -description of ‘the derﬁonstfa.tion‘
projeet; - |
© “(B) the rules negotiated with respect to
the project; and | c _.

.“(C) the innovations (if any) that.the .
county was able to initiate dnder the project. |

22 “SEC. 414, ASEISTANT SECRE

23

24 title shall be administered

ARY FOR FAMILY SUPPORT.
“The programs under this part and part D of this |
an Assistant Secrgtafy for

25 Family Support within thef Department of Health and
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OFFERED BY SENATOR FEINSTEIN OF CALIFORNIA -

BEC. XXX COUNTY WELFARE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.
| (a) IN GENERAL - The Se
vices and the Secretary'of Agricultu
‘with any counfy having a population greates

¢\ hay jdintly enter into negotiations
an 600,000 for the purposs =f
establishing appropriata rules to govern the establishment and operau'bn of a
5-ye-ar welfare demonstration project. Under the demonstration project, -

| (1) the county shall have the authority and duty to administer

the operation within the county of one or more of the programs estab-

etary of Health and Human Ser-

lished or modified under titles _______ - of this Act

as if the county were considered a State for pufpoaéa of such programs;

and -

(2) the State in which the county is locﬁbed .shall pass througﬁ B

dirsctly to the county 100 per cent of a proportion of the Federal funds
received by the State under each of the programs described in para-
. graph (1) that is administered by the county under such paragraph,

which pmportib_n shall be separately calcl.ﬂﬁbed for each such pfogram-

" based (to the eitent_ feasible and appropriate) on the formu.l_a. used by
the Federall Government to allocate payments to the States under the
program. Additionally, any State financial participation in ;t.hese pro-
grams shall be no different for counties participating in the c_lemonatra-
tion projecta authorized by this section than for other counties within

the State.



(b)‘COMMENCEMENT OF PROJECT - After the conclusion of

the negotiations described in subsection (a), the Secretary of Health and
Human Services and the Secrétary of Agriculture mﬁy authorize the county
to Eonduct the demonstration project described in such subsection in accor-
dance with the rules established under such subsection.
| (c) REPORT - The Secretary of Agriculture and the Secrotary of
" Health and Human Services shall submit to the Congrees a joint report on
any denionntration project conducted under subgection (b) not later than six
months after the termination of the project. Such report shall, at a mini-

mum, describe the project, the rules negotiatad with respect to the project

under subsection (a), and the innovationa (if any) that the county was able to

initiate under the project.
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As the Legislature will undouBted!y consider addinional changes this year in California's
Aid to Familics with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, I am writing to share my own
wel{are reform proposals I hope you will give them serious consideration.

California’s welfare system 1§ In trouble. The number of children and their parents on
AFDC has reached an all-time high and 1s stili nsing. The cost to Califomia, both in social and
financial terms, is staggeiing. As we begin this new year:

» Nearly two and one half million people -- one in twelve Californians -- are receiving
AFDC. In the last five years, California’s AFDC caseload has increased 41 percent.

» ~ Our state will spend approximately $2.8 billion in general fund revenue and a total of $6
balllon in federal, state and county funds on AFDC this fiscal year.

A strong economy that provides stable, decent jobs is the single best answer to redtcing
our AFDC caseload. But job creation alone is not encugh. We must transform welfare by
instilling the basic values of wock and personal responsibility into aur welfare system. '

Above all else, our welfare systern must lead to work, moving recipients into jobs as soon
as possible. Recipients must be required and given the opportunity to go to work in order to -
support their families and participate in the economy. In additon, we must craft an AFDC
system that demands personal responsibility. from participants, both men and women.

To make work and personal responsnbnhty the guldmg principles wnhm our welfare .
system we. must

» Mzke job placement and servlces the focus of GAIN, county welfare offices and every‘
other aspect of the system. :

» Require parents to support their children from day one.

» Prevent teen and unwed pregnancles that lead to the development and expansmn of
welfare famities.

» Expand efforts to detect and punish fraud.
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WELFARE TO WORK

The single most important objective of welfare reform 1s to move people from welfare
to work, In 1985, California launched the Greater Avenues to Independence (GAIN) program
to do just that, Unfortunately, we have failed to build on the GAIN program and make job
placement the pnmary focus of our entire welfare system.

Above all else, our welfare system needs to emphasize finding jobs for recipients as
soon as possible. The sooner families move off welfare the less likely it is that they will
become dependent on government assistance. : :

. Proposal #1: Make immediate job placement the primary focus of GAIN.

Current state policy allows each county to determine the level of emphasis placed on
job placement within their GAIN programs, - As a result, some counties stress work, while
others focus on education and training. I proposé that the state require that job placement:
become the primary focus of GAIN in each of our 58 counties. ' :

In Riverside County, where GAIN administrators stress job placement, a two year
impact study determined this approach significantly improves earnings for participants and
results in reduced AFDC costs. Specifically, the study found that Riverside County GAIN
participants achieved a 55 percent increase in outside earnings and a 14 percent reduction in
benefit costs. The study found that GAIN panticipants in other counties on average achieved -
only a 2] percent improvement in earnings and a 6 percent decrease in assistance payments.

An apptoach focusing on immediate job placement will:
- Attempt t0 place recipients with Job experience and skills as soon as possible.

~» Instruct AFDC I‘&Clplents n how to find and npply for jobs, and how to prepare for
an interview.

» Recommend education only for those without basic skills.

Making job placement the primary focus of GAIN and the welfare office is only a first
step. We must make other changes that facilitate moving recipients from welfare to work.

r Proposal #2: Require welfare recipients to perform contrmunity service, nonsprofit
volunteer work or participate in child care cooperatives after hvo-years.

Welfare was conceived as an interim safety net to allow mothers to provide for their
children while they look for work. It is not an acceptable lifestyle option. For these reasons,
I support a two-year limit on welfare benefits, after wlnch recipients would be required to
work,
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Under my proposal, an able-bodied parent who is unable to find employment after two
years of looking for work and receiving job training would be required to perform specified
community servige, non-profit volunteer work or participate in welfare child care cooperatives
in order to maintatn eligibility for welfare benefits. 1 do not advocatg placing welfare
recipients in public sector jobs. And with an unemployment rate of nearly 9 percent, and
Immed workers out of work, it is not feasible to place we]fare |

reupnents tn private sector jobs.

This workfare requirement will help recipients improve their jobs skills, while making
it clear that work is expected in return for benefits.

Those unwilling to participate in one of the work options described above would have
- their assistance grant reduced or become ineligible for any further public assistance, although
their children/family would remain eligible for AFDC, food stamps and medical care.

A two-year limit on benefits would change AFDC from an entitlement program into a
work and community service opportunity that allows participants to improve their skills, gain
valuable wotk experience and become self-sufficient. At the same time, we would improve
and build our communities and our public and non-profit organizations. The vast majority of
welfare recipients want to work and provide stable, decent lives for their families. This
proposal wall help them realize that goal. :

> Proposal #3: Pramote county contracﬂng with privafe firms to place wlearc
rc'cq,uant\' in jobs.

Whenever possible, county welfare programs should utilize private job placement
companies 10 find work for welfare recipients. By paying 2 fee only for those recipients who
are placed in jobs and leave welfare, and by requiring private firms to focus on long-term
placement, we can realize immediate and long-term reductions in welfare costs,

America Works, 2 New York-based company, contracts with the state of New York to
provide job placement services for welfare recipients. The company has successfully placed
5,000 welfare recipients in jobs at an gverage salary of $15,000, The company collects its
full fee only for recipients who keep their job for seven months, and gets no money at all
unless the client stays employed for at least four months. The company slso provides other
services, hke child care information and money management assistance, to ensure that clients
can stay in jobs.

» Proposal #4: Turn welfare offices into enmiployment referral and placement
opcrations and places which provide mfarmnnon on famrty planning, health and
child care.

County welfare offices must do more than just pass out checks. I propose they
provide recipients wath information on available public and private job placement and training
services and, when feasible, have job listings and job banks. -

3
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We must also greatly expand the refationship between GAIN offices, welfare offices
and public job placement and training programs, State administered programs within the
Employment Development Department, the Job Training Partnership Act and the Employment
Training Panel exist to put Californians to work. Welfare recipients should be aware of their
availabifity,

Froviding job. services is just a start. If we are to transform welfare, we must
transform the welfare office into a place that elso provides recipients with information on the
wide array of prevention, treatment and support services available to them, mcludmg family
-planmng child and health care.

Unforrunately, each of the last two years, Governor Wilson has vetoed legistation
designed to help facilitate the transformation of the welfare office. This past year he vetoed
AB 88 which would have required counties to provide AFDC and Medi-Cal applicants with
written matcrial regarding family planning and contraceplives, sex education, health risks
associated with drug use during pregnancy, AIDS and information on available health
services. To save money, the legislation specified that only written materials available at no
cost to the counties were to be distributed. In the Govemor's veto message he argued that
counrics throughout the state are already providing such information. He is mistaken.

. Propesal #S: Help welfare recl'pmuts acliieve financial mdependcnce through self-
emp!oymem

Starting & small business should be considered a viable route for AFDC recipients to
escape welfare. Current law allows our GAIN prograin to provide entrepreneurial training.
In addition, a network of 15-20 microenterprise programs in California are avaifable to help
recipients start and succeed in small business. Unfortunately, current state law restricts this
option because it prevents AFDC recipients from accumulating the equipment and assets
necessary 10 start a small business, . :

In Ilinois and other states with AFDC microenterprise programs, upwards of 80
percent of participants have been able 1o become independent of AFDC or significantly
. reduce their assistance levels. Republican members of Congress recognized that starting a
small business can be a way off welfare by including a mlcroenterpnse plan within their
welfare reform proposal.

Unfortunateiy, Govemnor Wilson vetoed "microenterprise” legislation last year. To his
credit, he did support a2 measure allowing AFDC recipients to maintain up to $5,000 in
savings to pay for college, purchase a home or start a small business. This change, however,
forces participants to choose between college for their child, buying a homa or starting a
microenterprise. It also fails to count only net business income as income for purposes of
determining AFDC eligibility, providing no incentive for AFDC recipients to start & small
business, 1 propose easing AFDC eligibility restrictions to allow recipients to accumulate the
assets and capital necessary to start "microenterprises.” If successful, microenterprises will
not only help the welfare rec:plent get off public assistance, but also create jobs for others
Californians. , ‘ _
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1 propose encouraging sclf sufficiency by allowing:

» AFDC recipients to accumulate up to $10,000 in mlcroenterpnse assets without
penalty in restricted accounts :

> AFDC entrepreneuts to count only net business income as income for purposes of
AFDC e 1gnb1[|ty :

v Proposal #6: Give parents who want to work the option of up-front child care
payinents. ' '

We must also continue {0 do everything possible to allow parents to move from
welfare to the workplace. This includes providing immediate child care assistance for parents
who do go to' work. Right now, wofking AFDC parents are eligible to receive direct child
care supplement payments and are allowed to keep $200 a month in income to pay for child
care. Unfortunately, these benefits are provided 1wo months after the parent starts work and
the child care expenses are incurred. For famihes with few, if any, resources this represents a
serious hardship and discourages parents fron working. :

1 propose that we provide thé‘ first two months of the child care supplement and
income benefit directly to child care! providers so child care is financed from the moment
" parents start to work. This change would not result in any new costs, would prove easier to
administer and most importantly, would remove a barrier that prohibits parents from going to
work, :

CITILD SUPPORT COLLECTION

California's child supplort collection system 15 a proven failure. Noncustodial parents
‘owe over $3 billion in unpaid child support in our state and the amount is growing by more
than $300 miflion annually. It's time to get serious about child support collection.

_ The failure to enforce child support orders has resulted in tens of thousands of
additional AFDC cases each year, At this moment, 750,000 California parents and children

due child suppert, but unable to collect, are receiving AFDC. Deadbeat parents create two

sets of victims: families due support, and taxpayers who must step in.

Three-quarters of families owed support from a noncustodial parent do not receive the
“legally ordered amount. In 1991, California recouped only 5.5 percent of the AFDC
assistance owed by non-custodial parents, In Alabama and Idaho, by comparison, AFDC
recoupment levels were over 30 percent. Tn its most recent assessinent of child support
enforcement, the House Ways and Means Commitiee ranked California $1st out of the 54
U.S. states and territories in AFDC recoupment. E

"As these statistics attest, the real welfare cheats are deadbeat parents who fail to pay
child support.

.86
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To increase the effectiveness of our child support collections we need to more
effectively utilize available govemment and private resources, establish paternity of
illagitimate children as soon as possible and sanction those who refuse to meet the obligations
of parenthood. The vast majonity of deadbeat parents are men. Personal responsibility
mandates that they be held responsible for supporting children they father.

> Proposal #7: Use the Franchise Tax Board fo collect ehild support.

Currently, county district attorneys are responsible for enforcing child support orders in
our state. Regrettably, 51 of our 58 counties fail to meet the minimum federal child support
collection standards. Qur current system is not serving children who depend on it for support
oI taxpayers who finance lt and expect 8 return on their investment. ' |

We need a streamlmed cost-effective and uniform system for collecting support in
each of our counties.” I propose that we turn over responsibility for all support enforcement to
the Franchise Tax Board (FTB). In the future, to increase collection rates, all child support
orders should make clear that if the absent parent is over 30 days late with payments, the
FTB will use its powers to automatically collect child support.

The FTB has just completed a successful trial program in Los Angeles County,
collecting $479,000 for 436 families, and has just begun collecting delinquent child support
on a wrial basis in six counties. Other states, like Massachusetts, have already dramatically
unpmved child support collection by turrung over enforcement responsibilities to their state
taxing agenmes

The Franchise Tax Board is a proven money collector. FTB has access to a vast array
of financial records and the pawer to lien, levy, garnish and mtercept virtually every financial
resource without time-consuming court orders.

, ~ Child support payments and AFDC recoupment represent real state revenue, with the
same impact on the states bottom line as tax revenue, and should be collected with the same
due diligence.

» Proposal #8: License private collection agencies to go after child support Hmt
cannof be collected through the F TB

To catch dEadbeat parents who manage to elude the FIB, I propose licensing private
collection agencies for the purpose of collecting delinquent child support. Private collection
agencies would be eligibie to attempt collections from parents who are more than 60 days in
arrears on payments, live out of state or are otherwise out of the reach of the FTB, and for
which there is evidence of collectible assets. |

Under my proposal the deadbeat parent would be liable for the collection agency's fee
on top of the owed child support .
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v Proposul K9:  Institute new procedures to establish paternity for the children of
unwed mothers.

California fails to identify the father of three out of every four children born to unwed
mothers. QOnly 33% of the fathers of AFDC children in our state can be identified. We .
need to institute procedures to establish paternity for children before birth, at birth or soon
thereafier.

To idehtify fathers for the purpose of collecting child support I propose rigorously:

» Questioning women who apply and receive govemment-sponsored AFDC-
Pregnancy benefits about the identity of the father before birth.

» Questioning mothers as to the idenntty of fathers on welfare applications and at
avery opportunity in the process. :

» Requiring that applicants and recipients be informed that their benefits will be
restricted if they fail to cooperate in establishing patermity.

» Penalizing women who refuse to cooperate in identifying the fathers of their
children by reducmg their AFDC cash benefit grant. To offset lost cash benefits, I
support an increase in the food stamp aliotment to ensure that the child receives proper
nourishment. Current federal Jaw allows sanctions against mothers who refuse to
cuoperate in identifying the fathers of their children. Unfortunately, these sanctions are
rarely enforced. Good cause exemptions would continue for mothers with legitimate
fears for their own sa.fety and the safety of their child, if they were to identify the
father

- Determining and requiring patemity identification for out-of-wedlock mothers is good
public policy. failure to identify fathers is costing the state hundreds of millions of dollars
every year. It is also good family policy: children are entitled to know the identity of both
parents.

> Prapasal #10: Make parents who fail to pay child support ineligible for all state e
hcenses or co”egcs and umvergft;gs :

Current 'aw allows the state to restrict the issuance of business and vocational,
commercial dnver's, commercial sporting and other licenses to -parents who fail to pay child
support. I propose that we extend this restriction to all state licenses, including standard
driver's licenses and hunting and fishing licenses. We must also prohibit deadbeat parents
from enrolling in publicly supported colleges and universities,
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> Proposal #11: Toughen pename.r Jor parents who wﬂ{fuﬂy and repeatedly refuse to
pay child support.

We should make witlful and repeated failure to provide child support a felony.
Failure to pay support is a form of theft, from the child and often from the taxpayer in the -
form of AFDC assistance. Tt should be treated accordingly. Under existing law, failure to
provide support is most often a misdemeanor subject to a cause of action to enforce the
support through wage consignment or liens on bank accounts and property. There is no
additional penalty for repeat violations.

I am not proposing to lock up fathers who fail to pay because they lack the resources.
This measure is aimed at parents who have the ability, but choose not to pay. Making willful
and repeat failure to provide support, when a parent has the resources to pay, will subject a
parent to a potential felony conviction and jail time. I believe the severity of these penalties
will serve as an effective deterrent to the violation of support-orders and will encourage
parents to pay thexr child support fully and on time. :

. .Propasal #12: Increase penalties for employers who fail to complj with wage
garnishwments or othervise shield parents delinquent in their child support.

Employers who fail to comply with wage gamishment orders or who try to shield the -
- employment and/or wages of a deadbeat parent ate denying children the support and, in many
instances, costing the state revenue. They should be penalized harshly.

Last year, legislation to increase the contempt court penalties subjected employers who
fail to ... T propose.. [details to follow].

' FAMILY PLANNING: PREVENT THE NEED FOR WELFARE -

Forty percent of women on welfare had their first child before age 19, and having a
child out of wedlock was the triggering event for 30% of the women now on AFDC. It is
imperative that we reduce teen-age and unwed pregnancies in Cahfomm, and prevent the need
for welfare in the first place,

L Proposal #13: Pressure Washington to Increase funding for canrraceptwe services in
- California.

Fami!y planning and contraceptive service programs are proven family builders.
Defernng birth and waiting to raise children until after completing education and initial entry
into the job market clearly helps in the development of stable families, Family planning and
contraceptive service programs are also proven money savers. One study estimates that every
dollar spent on family planning services in California saves the state about $12.20 in other
welfare and health costs,
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Given that'AFDC is jointly funded by. the federa) and state governments, each has a
financial interest in reducing unwed aod teenage pregnanues and, in doing o, the number of
families dependent on AFDC.

The need for additional family planning and education services in California is great.
In the most recent year for which statistics are available, over 850,000 women -~ 52% of
those eligible to receive subsidized family planning services -- were not served.

Unfortunately, the federal government provided California with only $11 million in -
Title X funds to support direct contraceptive and reproductive services in 1991-92. By
comparison the state provided $62 million this fiscal year, or nearly six times as much. The
federal government must increase support for family planning and contraceptive services in’
California. T will work with President Clinton to see that it does.

»  Proposal #14: Provide fumily planning information and referrals 1o recipients at
welfare offices and aft every opportunity,

‘We have an obligation to make certain that every AFDC recipient is aware of the
availability of free family planning and contraceptive services and is advised about where to
receive them. Current law requires county welfare offices to provide information concemning
available family planning services to AFDC recipients gniy if the information is requested.
Unfortunately, many welfare recipients are unaware that the servlces are avallable a.nd 50
don't know to ask for information. '

To help facilitate intelligent family planning decisions, I propose that counties provide
family planning inflormation to recipients at every opportunity, within welfare offices and with
every :.heck ‘

» Proposal #15: Launch a public service media c&mpaz‘gn against teen and unwed
pregnancy and highllghting California’s tough approach to child support
enforcement.

After instituung new policies aimed at preventing teen and unwed pregnancies and
toughening child support enforcement, I propose faunching a public service campaign against
teen and unwed pregnancies and emphasizing that both parents have a legal obhgahon to
suppon their child. , .

This proposal will not require the expenditure of government resources. I believe the
issue is of such cntical importance that advertising agencies will provide their services pro
botio ‘and TV and radio stations and print publications will provide thzir air time and space
free of charge. -

s 1a
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- Proposal #16: Reduce the cash asszsrance grant for women who have addl‘tionai
children while on welfare.

Having additional children while on welfare is irresponsible and shoufd be sanctioned.
I propose reducing the cash assistance grant of AFDC mothers who have additional children.
The purpose of my proposal is to eliminate any cash incentive for having additional children,
and fo restrict discretionary income to recipients who by their own actions have proven
themselves irresponsible. To offset lost cash, I ptopose an increase in food stamp benefits to
ensure the child receives proper nutntion.

Under our current system, an AFDC mother of two who has an additional child will
see her maximum cash grant increase from 3607 to $723 a month, Her maximum food stamp
benefit will increase from $214 to $259 a month. After the third child, her benefits will total
$982.

Under mjr proposal, the seme mother (after an additional child) would see a.n‘actuaj

5% reduction in cash assistance from $607 to $577 (instead of $723). Her food stamp benefit

would increase from 8214 to $381 (instead of $259) a month. After the third child, benefits
would total $958. The new food stamp benefit level would be determined by the United
States Department of Agriculture’s Cost of Food at [Home Estimates. For a mother with -
children aged one, three and nine, the Department estimates that a low-cost food plan for one
month totals $381.

Current federal law permits states to impose restrictions on benefits when a parent's |
mismanagement of AFDC funds are "contrary to the interests of the child" I believe that
having ‘an additional child while on welfare fits within behawor 'contrary to the interest of
the Lhrld "

As soon as Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) and so-called smart cards become
proven technologies for providing and tracking AFDC benefits, I propose they be used to

restrict the discretionary benefits of women who hav_e' additional children while on welfare.

Women who have additional children while on welfare should also be required to
participate in a family planning class that emphasizes pregnancy prevention.

DETECT AND PUNISH FRAUD
> Proposal #1 7: Prevent Sraud by fro be written].

When AFDC parti¢ipants commit welfare fraud, they are not only stealing state
resources, they are also damaging the integrity of the welfare system.

» fingerprinting

» monetary rewards for countigs that xmprove
* monetary rewards for welfare employees who discover f‘raud

10

.11



T =g TTUH

I also propose establishing a toll free 800 nuniber to allow reports of possible fraud, to
identify and locate parents who fail to pay child support and to receive recommendations for
improving oltr welfare system.

As an incentive to report possible fraud, I also propo'se that persons who report fraud
. leading to the collection of restitution be eligible to reccive 10% of the money collected as a
reward. ¢

+44

Obviously, many of these proposals would require federal waivers from the
Department of Health and Human Services. Given the President's commitment to end welfare
as we know it, 1 am optimistic that waivers would be granted.

. As the legislature considers welfare reform this session, I hope the proposals I have
outlined here will be given serious consideration.

I look forward to working with you to transform weifare into a system that puts people
to work, while at the same time demanding that men and women act responsibly and meet the
obligations of parenthood,

Sincerely,
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