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Hdward J. Zogby, Director, Bureaulof Pnfyffi'COMMISSION
Health and Welfare Building, 4th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17105

RE: Proposed Regulations #14-518 — —
Revisions to the Special Allowance for Supportive Services Requirements

Dear Mr. Zogby:

Leahy Caregivers is a certified nursing assistant program in Philadelphia

We recommend that these annual and life-time limits be dropped.

We are also troubled by several other provisions:



• Proposed 55 Pa. Code §165.1 (a) appears to require that those who are exempt
from RESET (work) requirements as a result of the disability, domestic violence,
or other circumstance, but nonetheless wish to volunteer for education or training
activities, comply with hours requirements they may not be able to meet
consistently. This will discourage clients with barriers from preparing
themselves for eventual employment. And, we believe this provision violates the
"exempt volunteer" rule in the Pennsylvania Welfare Code at 65 P.S. §405.l(b).

We recommend that DPW delete the proposed language stating that clients "and
shall comply with the requirements of the AMR or EDP."

• Proposed 55 Pa. Code § 165.44(b)(2)(viii) would impose a supportive services
overpayment for non-compliance with work requirements, without regard to the
degree of non-compliance. Under this provision, a client who, for example,
attends her program for 29 hours in week, instead of the required 30 hours, could
be required to pay back the full amount of supportive services payments issued to
her in that week, even though those work supports were actually required and
used for their intended purpose.

We recommend that DPW drop subsection (viii) from this proposed regulation.

• Proposed 55 Pa. Code § 165.44(a)(2) would create unnecessary red tape by
requiring employers and training providers to verify that transportation to the
work or training site is required, even when the need for such transportation is
readily apparent. Employers should not be asked to prove the obvious, especially
as they often have no more knowledge than welfare office staff of the employee's
transportation options. Individuals who live more than walking distance from
their job or training site should not have to prove they need transportation to get

We recommend that DPW add the following exception to the requirement that
need be verified: "unless, with regard to the need for transportation, readily
available information regarding the travel distance demonstrates the need."

In this recession, Pennsylvanian families need more help — not less — to obtain quality
education and training that will lead to self-sufficient jobs. These regulations will only
hurt families as they try to work their way out of poverty.

Sincerely yours,

Kathleen Callahan RN, Director

CC: Arthur Coccodrilli, Chair, Independent Regulatory Review Commission


