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I Introduction '1'1

~In this report, we will fake a closer iook af Manpower
Demonsfration Research Corporation’s (MDRC) Report
entitled, "GAIN:Two Yearimpacts of Six Counties" released
in April 1993. MDRC focussed on six California counfies:
Alameda, Butte, Los Angeles, Riverside, San Diego and
Tulare. While MDRC attempted fo portray the report as
proof that GAIN is a success, a further analysis of their
report shows that GAIN, for the most part, is a failure.

Table #1 of the 1993 MDRC Report found on page 12,
shows that statewide, participanfts' nef income increased
$155 over 24 months or 21¢ per day.

The graphs beginning on page 3 compare the nef
monefary increase (loss) for GAIN parficipants with those
who did not participate in GAIN. The graphs also show the
cost fo the taxpayers, statewide, in each of the six
countie.s This was nof shown in the MDRC report. MDRC
plans to release the cost figures in the next MDRC
multimillion dollar report scheduled in 1994.

Daily Net Daily GAIN Monthly Net Monthly GAIN
Count Benefits Costs to Benefits Costs to

y Per GAIN Taxpayers Per Per GAIN Taxpayers Per
Participant* Participant Participant Participant

ALAMEDA 45¢ $i4 $13 $434

BUTTE 19¢ 6 162
LOS ANGELES -86¢ 15 -26 451
RIVERSIDE 98¢ = 29 251
SAN DIEGO 38¢ 11 262
TULARE -15¢ -5 211
STATEWIDE 21¢ 6 166

* This reflect the net benefits of GAIN participants compared to those not participating in the GAIN program.



COSTS DETERMINATIONS
FOR THE GAIN PROGRAM

This section describes the methodology used to estimate the
cost of GAIN Per participant in each of the six counties. The
Department of Social Services (DSS), the agency administerin
GAIN, provided the actual expenditures for FY's 88-89 throug
91-92 for the six counties. (See TABLE #1 on page 9.)

GAIN is financed by direct and indirect funding. Allocations
made to GAIN in the State budget is direct funding.
Approximately 50% of the total GAIN funding is direct. The
remaining is derived from indirect funding. The State funds such
programs as the Job Training and Partnership Act (JTPA) and
ADA.Inturn, JTPA and ADA aliocates fundingto provide services
to GAIN gcmicipcmts. The prcPosed GAIN funding for FY's 88-89
through 91-92 was acquired irom the Budget Reports issued by
the Office of the Legisiative Analyst. (See TABLE # 2.)

To determine the percentage of each county's expenditure, we
divided the amount each county spent by the siatewide amount
spent. (See TABLE #3.) :

The total amount of funds, direct and indirect, that each county
used was computed by multiplying the actual statewide GAIN
expenditure by each county's percentage of the total amount
spent. (See TABLE #4.)

We reviewed DSS' GAIN 25 publication, to obtain the number of
actual participants in GAIN who were “unduplicated
participants.” (See TABLE #5.)

Since funds are not allused for unduplicated participants (some
are used for exemptions, etc.), we calculated the percentage
of persons who participated in the GAIN program based upon
the May 1992 MDRC report. (See TABLE #6.)

We divided the total amount of GAIN funding for each county
onTABLE # 4 by the totalnumber of unduplicated participants for
the MDRC report period, as shown in TABLE # 7. ‘

The result was the estimated cost per participant. To arrive atthe
final estimated amount of actual cost per participant, we used
the percentage set forth in TABLE #6 of the total costs per
participant, rather than using 100% of the cost per unduplicated
participant. (See TABLE #8.)




A -3-
Closer CALIFORNIA
Look at (Statewide)

ANALYSIS

For the 24 month MDRC report period, the
average GAIN participant in California had a net

gain of $155 ($6.45 per month or 21¢
per day).

This 21¢ per day net gain for GAIN participants
costs taxpayers over $4,000 ($166 per month,
$5.50 per day). If MDRC touts this as "success"
what is "failure"?

Cost Per Clients for 24 mos. s

Decreased Income

Increased Earnings

Net gain for GAIN Clients

$0 $1000 $2000 $3000 $4000 $5000
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Closer ALAMEDA County
Look at

ANALYSIS

For the 24 month MDRC report period, the
average GAIN participant in ALAMEDA County

had a net gain of $322 ($13.40 per month
or 45¢ per day).

This 45¢ per day net gain for GAIN participants
costs taxpayers $14 per day ($434 per month,
$10,424 over 24 months). If MDRC touts this as
"success" what is "failure"?

$10,424

$0 $2000 $4000 $6000 $8000 $10000 $12000
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Closer BUTTE County
Look at

ANALYSIS

For the 24 month MDRC Report period, the av-
erage GAIN participant in BUTTE County had a

net gain of $140 ($5.83 per month or 19¢
per day).

This 19¢ per day net gain for GAIN participants
costs taxpayers $5 per day ($162 per month,
$3,888 over 24 months). If MDRC touts this as
"success" what is "failure"?

B

% $140 - Net Gain for GAIN Clients

Cost Per Client for 24 month period $3,888

$0 $1000 $2000 $3000 $4000
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Closer LOS ANGELES County

Look at

ANALYSIS

For the 24 month MDRC report period, the
average GAIN participant in LOS ANGELES

County had a net LOSS of -$621 (-$25.87 per
month or -86¢ per day).

This -86¢ a day net LOSS for GAIN participants
costs taxpayers $15 per day ( $451 per month,
$10,813 over 24 months). If MDRC touts this as
"success" what is "failure"?

—$621

| - Net LOSS for GAIN Clients

Cost Per Client for 24 month period $10,813

-$2000

T =

$0 52000 $4000 $6000 $8000 $10000 $12000
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Closer RIVERSIDE County
Look at

ANALYSIS

For the 24 month MDRC report period, the
average GAIN participant in RIVERSIDE County

had a net gain of $703 ($29.29 per month
or 98¢ per day).

This 98¢ per day net gain for GAIN participants
costs taxpayers $8 per day, ( $250 per month,
$6,018 over 24 months). If MDRC touts this as
"success" what is "failure”?

{4703 - Net Gain for GAIN Clients

42099 _ Increased Income from Earnings
" During 24 Month Period

l s6018

=2

$0 $2000 $4000 $6000 $8000



A
Closer SAN DIEGO County

Look at

ANALYSIS

For the 24 month MDRC report period, the
average GAIN participant in SAN DIEGO County

had a net gain of $275 ($11.45 per month
or 38¢ per day).

This 38¢ per day net gain for GAIN participants
costs taxpayers $9 per day ( $262 per month,
$6,280 over 24 months). If MDRC touts this as
"success" what is "failure"?

| $275 - Net Gain for GAIN Clients

3783 - Benefit Reductions During 24 Month Period

1058 - Increased Income from Earnings During 24 Month Period

Cost Per Client for 24 month period $6280

$0

R

$2000 $4000 $6000 $8000



A
Closer TULARE County
Look at

ANALYSIS

For the 24 month MDRC report period, the
average GAIN participant in TULARE County

had a net gain of -$111 (-$4.63 per month
or -15¢ per day).

This -15¢ per day net LOSS for GAIN

participants costs taxpayers $7 per day ( $211
per month, $5,055 over 24 months). If MDRC
touts this as "success' what is "failure"?

_s111 || Net LOSS for GAIN Clients

|$226  Benefit Reductions During 24 Month Period

115 Increased Income from Earnings
During 24 Month Period

Cost Per Client for

24 month period

-$1000 S0  $1000 $2000 $3000 $4000 $5000 $6000
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FY 89/90

FY 90/91

FY91/92

FY88/89
Alameda § 2,752,849
Butte $ 2,396,220
Los Angeles $ 11,004,614
Riverside $ 5,613,967
San Diego $ 18,514,923
Tulare $ 1,744,805
 Statewide  $129,550,604

$ 5,242,723
$ 2,603,575
$ 25,114,390
$ 8,665,291
§ 22,791,668
$ 4,260,064
$178,892,404

$ 4,760,823
$ 2,682,589
$ 40,459,703
$ 9,256,329
$ 20,056,980
$ 4,044,326
$197,315,023

$ 5,336,857
$ 2,633,223
$ 38,250,092
$ 7,829,881
$ 14,997,560
$ 3,753,665
$174,848,320

SR
FY 88/89

FY 89/90

FY 90/91

FY 91/92

GAIN Funds

$ 364,040

353,063

364,350

329,000

mreody

4

FY 88/ 89

Fygq/go.

FY 90/91 FY 91/92
Alameda 2.12% 2.93 % 241 % 3.05%
Butte 1.85 % 1.46 % 1.36 % 1.51%
Los Angeles 8.49 % 14.04 % 20.51 % 21.88 %
Riverside 4.33 % 4.84 % 4.69 % 4.48 %
San Diego 14.29 % 12.74 % 10.16 % 8.58 %
Tulare 1.35 % 2.38 % 2.05 % 2.15 %
. — '/\89" FY 89/90 — 90/9] =577
Alameda $7,810,165 $ 8,437,560 $ 8,780,835 | $ 10,034,500
S B T E T e L
,277,5 1/ £0, , 709,
LS Angeles| 15951893 17006000 17,088,015 | 14,739,200
San Diego 52,644,932 o0 0ol 3;,2}5;,?% 23,333,208
<9 s y ; . . ’50
Tulare 4,973,454 8,402,257
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FY 88/89 FY 89/90 FY 90/91 FY 91/92
Alameda 1046 942 1345 1947
Butte 1097 1498 1483 937
Los Angeles 2539 5124 13375 1782
Riverside 1453 4492 6558 5584
San Diego 9275 8972 4553 7104
Tulare 2050 5069 2383 1352

Riverside

San Diego

Tulare

62.1% '

51.3%

60.1% 55.1%

60.9%
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Alameda Los Angeles Riverside | San Diego Tulare
89-92 88-92 89-92 88-92 88-92 89-92
36 mos. |48 mos. | 36 mos. 48 mos. | 48 mos. 36 mos.

County

24 Months

Monthly

Alameda
Butte

Riverside

Tulare

Los Angeles

San Diego

$10,424
3,888
10,813
6,018
6,280
5,055

S$434
162
451
251
262
211
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Reprinted from the MDRC April, 1993 "GAIN Two-Year
Impacts in Six Counties" Report

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF GAIN’s FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
- FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

Average Total Earnings

Average Total AFDC Payments

Percantage Percentage
County Experimentals (§)  Controls (§)  Difference ($) Change Experimentals (3)  Controls ($) Difference ($) Change
Alameda
ear i 1421 1212 209 17% 6916 7066 -150 2%
Year 2 2132 1609 524 33% 5816 6076 -260 -4%
Total 3553 2821 733° 26% 12732 13142 -411 -3%
Butte
Year 1 2001 1729 272 16% 5132 5486 -353 ¢ -6%
Year 2 2996 2442 554 23% 3715 4048 -333 -8%
Total 4997 4171 826 20% 8848 9534 -686 * 7%
Los Angeles
ear 1 1304 1308 -4 -0% 6875 7203 -328 *** -5%
Year 2 1694 1582 112 7% 5711 6112 -401 *** -7%
Total 2998 2890 108 4% 12586 13315 -729 *** -5%
Riverside
ear 1 2470 1550 920 *** 59% 4968 5663 -695 *** -12%
Year 2 3414 2234 1179 *** 53% 3461 4162 -701 *** -17%
Total 5883 3784 2099 *** 55% 8429 9825 -1397 *** -14%
San Die
Year 1 2462 2113 349 *° 17% 5529 5832 -302 °** 5%
Year 2 3503 2794 709 *** 25% 4199 4679 -480 *** -10%
Total 5965 4906 1058 “* 22% 9728 10511 -783 *** -7%
Tulare
ear 1 1792 1941 -149 -8% 6363 6231 132 2%
Year 2 2532 2498 34 1% 5120 5027 94 2%
Total 4324 4439 -115 -3% 11484 11258 226 2%
All counties (a
ear 1 1908 1642 266 *** 16% 5964 6247 -283 *** -5%
Year2 2712 2193 519 *** 24% 4670 5017 -347 *** 7%
Total 4520 3835 785 °°* 21% 10634 11264 -630 *** -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.

4 two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between experimental and

=1y . (the highest level);** = 5 percent; * = 10 percant. .
(a) This estimate is the average of the impacts for each county, which were equally weighted.

“trol groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as
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