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Assistance Innovation Act of 1992” create
the authority comparable to that available
for AFDC to test new ideas in the food
stamp and public housing programs.

And yet the program of assistance to low-
income Americans offered by the Federal
Government is far more extensive than
AFDC, food stamps, and public housing.
One effort to catalogue them all counted
more than 150 programs. To allow States,
localities, and community groups to pursue
new ways for programs to function and
interact, we propose the “Community Op-
portunity Pilot Project Act of 1992.” This
would allow five communities, competi-
tively selected, to put into effect new ideas
about how the streams of resources from
the myriad Federal programs that reach a
single community can be made to serve as
an integrated effort to create opportunity
for the low-income residents of that com-
munity they are intended to serve.

We must give new attention to personal
responsibility, especially that of absent par-
ents. All mothers and fathers have obliga-
tions to their children. Child support en-

forcement holds absent parents responsible
for financial support of their children.
Under my Administration, the number of
identified absent fathers has already in-
creased dramatically—from 307,000 in 1988
to 462,000 in 1991—but the number is still
too low. Thus our “Welfare Employment
and Flexibility Amendments of 1992 pro-
poses to strengthen the requirement that
mothers receiving assistance identify the fa-
thers of their children.

Progress has been made in making our
welfare system an opportunity system, but
this progress has been insufficient to the
task at hand. Prompt enactment of the legis-
lation I forward with this letter will add
rungs to the ladder of self-sufficiency we
offer to recipients of public assistance.

Sincerely,

GEORGE BUSH

Note: Identical letters were sent to Thomas
S. Foley, Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives, and Dan Quayle, President of the
Senate.

White House Fact Sheet: The President’s Welfare Reform

Legislation
August 14, 1992

The President has transmitted to the
Congress by letters to the President of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House four
legislative proposals to implement those
parts of his welfare reform strategy requir-
ing legislative changes. The President an-
nounced his plans for further welfare re-
form on July 31, 1992, in Riverside, CA.

The legislative proposals sent to the Con-
gress today are the:

e “Welfare Employment and Flexibility
Amendments of 19927 that would
amend the Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children (AFDC) statute;

e “Food Stamp Employment and Flexi-
bility Amendments of 1992,” making
similar changes to the Food Stamp Act;

e “Housing Assistance Innovation Act of
19927 that would allow innovation in
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public and assisted housing programs
on a basis similar to other welfare pro-
grams; and

e “Community Opportunity Pilot Project
Act of 1992 that would authorize selec-
tion of five communities to redesign the
delivery of Federal assistance to create
increased opportunity in those commu-
nities.

The Problem

Flexibility. Federal public assistance pro-
grams are structured in fixed, categorical
ways. This limits the ability of the State
and local agencies administering Federal
funds to meet local needs and conditions.

State and local officials seeking a greater
role for work in welfare programs face un-
necessary obstacles in implementing work-
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fare with significant work requirements.
Current law limits the number of hours
each month that a recipient can be required
to “work off” to the number of hours that
results from dividing the amount of the
AFDC benefit by the minimum wage ($4.25
nationally). A family household of $170 per
month in AFDC would be limited to 10
hours per week. That family, however, may
receive food stamps worth $210 per month
and Medicaid that provides insurance cov-
erage worth $300 per month, bringing the
total value of assistance to $680 per month.

Also, Federal law limits the positions that
can be used in workfare programs. Vacant
positions in public or nonprofit agencies
cannot be given to workfare participants.
A public or nonprofit agency must create
new positions to take on someone with a
workfare obligation, either increasing the
work done or dividing work among more
workers.

Scope of Innovation. Since the President’s
State of the Union Address, in which he
pledged Federal cooperation with State ef-
forts to reform welfare programs through
expeditious consideration of requests for
waivers of Federal law or regulations, six
waivers have been granted to five States.
All relate to AFDC and Medicaid program
changes. The degree of flexibility currently
available in the AFDC and Medicaid pro-
grams does not exist for the food stamp,
rental assistance, or public housing pro-
grams.

The President’s Principles

The President’s fundamental goal for wel-
fare reform is to create a system that will
enable welfare recipients to leave the sys-
tem at the earliest possible time, as eco-
nomically self-sufficient and responsible
participants in their community.

The President’s Legislative Proposals

The President’s four legislative proposals
to promote work, personal responsibility,
and flexibility sent to the Congress today
are:

1. “Welfare Employment and Flexibility
Amendments of 1992~
The legislation would:
e Relax restrictions on the placement of
workfare participants in jobs. For ex-

ample, a vacant real job could be as-
signed to a workfare participant; it
would not be necessary to create a
new position or find new work to be
done;

e Allow States to determine maximum
workfare obligations by aggregating
the value of AFDC payments, food
stamps, Federal housing assistance, and
average Medicaid costs, up to a maxi-
mum of 40 hours per week. Current
law allows only for inclusion of AFDC
payments;

e Emphasize job search in welfare-to-
work programs operating under the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS)
training program by removing limits on
the period a person can continue to
be asked to look for a job;

e Allow States to distribute AFDC bene-
fits after work and training assignments
have been completed; and

e Require that failure to provide promptly
all information necessary to deter-
mine the father of a child would
result in a partial loss of AFDC bene-
fits for  uncooperative mothers.
AFDC payments are made because a
parent, usually the father, is absent. The
requirement in current law that a moth-
er cooperate in identifying the father
of her child, enforced by the potential
for losing part of the welfare check,
would be expanded to include all infor-
mation necessary to determine who the
father is.

2. “Food Stamp Employment and Flexibility
Amendments of 1992~

The legislation would:

e Apply provisions in the “Welfare Em-
ployment and Flexibility Amendments
of 19927 that remove limitations on
work requirements to the food stamp
program; and

e Expand waiver authority in the Food
Stamp Act to make it comparable to
that available for AFDC.

3. “Housing Assistance Innovation Act of
1992”

The legislation would:

e Provide waiver authority for public
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housing agencies and resident manage-
ment corporations so they could try new
approaches to self-sufficiency and resi-
dent empowerment;

e Allow waivers of Davis-Bacon wage re-
quirements for residents of public hous-
ing or subsidized housing and the
homeless for projects that improve the
housing and community in which they
live and that increase their ability to
get jobs; and

e Allow eviction of convicted felons from
public housing without an administra-
tive hearing where State eviction proc-
esses contain similar due process pro-
tections.

4. “Community Opportunity Pilot Project
Act of 1992~

The legislation would:

e Create broad authority to waive pro-
gram rules that govern the use of Fed-
eral funds to allow break-the-mold ap-
proaches to creating opportunity and
promoting self-sufficiency;

e Provide authority to approve projects
in five communities that would be se-
lected after a nationwide competition;

e Allow proposals to come from States,
local governments, and nonprofit orga-
nizations; and

e Evaluate the projects to determine their
effect and the applicability of the
projects’ findings.

—For example, ideas that emerge from
the effort to rebuild south central Los
Angeles and the Atlanta Project could
be implemented, even if they are not
consistent with the rules that currently
govern Federal funds flowing to those
areas.

—A community could take Federal
transportation, community develop-
ment, food stamp, job training, and
drug abuse treatment funds and de-
vise a multiyear project for a group
of youth that would provide them with
drug treatment, transportation to jobs
outside the community, and training
for jobs the project would create in
the home community. Compared to
current law:

The project and all its uses of sev-
eral categorical funding programs for
different purposes could be approved;
and

All necessary waivers could be
granted in a single action, without ap-
plication to multiple agencies.

Statement on the Summer Jobs Program for Disadvantaged Youth

August 14, 1992

I am pleased to announce that more than
265,000 disadvantaged youth already have
jobs under the $500 million supplemental
appropriation for the 1992 Summer Youth
Employment and Training Program. More
than 116,000 of these young people are em-
ployed in the 75 largest cities.

This is excellent news for our young peo-
ple and our cities. It is a success story.
We successfully urged the Congress to
quickly appropriate the needed funds. Once
the funds were appropriated, we moved
quickly to get the money where it was need-
ed to create the jobs.

The 265,000 jobs resulting from the sup-
plemental appropriation bring the total
number of jobs to date under the summer
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program to over 781,000 nationwide or 97
percent of the total expected.

Prior to the approval of the supplemental
appropriation for the summer jobs program,
over 516,000 disadvantaged youth would
have had jobs, nearly 145,000 in the 75
largest cities and about 371,000 throughout
the country.

Another 23,000 young people are ex-
pected to have summer jobs before the pro-
gram ends. Of these, about 7,000 are likely
to be in the 75 largest cities and 16,000
are expected in the rest of the Nation.

I commend the entire job training net-
work, including the Department of Labor
and the States and localities for putting the
expanded summer program in place very
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