STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

In re ) Fair Hearing No. 9975
)
Appeal of )
| NTRODUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals the Departnent of Social Wlfare's
decision to term nate her fromthe "Reach-Up" program

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The petitioner is an ANFC recipi ent who vol unteered
to participate in the Departnent's "Reach-Up" programin
January of 1988. This program gives assistance wi th work-
rel ated expenses and social services (which can be handl ed
within the Departnent) in order to help make a partici pant
job-ready. It is a small program which maintains a waiting
list.

2. Initially, the petitioner was assigned to work with a
reach-up advisor in the Departnment of Social Wl fare and
signed a "Reach-Up Contract"™ which is attached hereto as
Exhibit No. 1 and incorporated by reference. A "Reach-Up
Pl an" was agreed to which is attached hereto as Exhibit No. 2
and i ncorporated by reference. The petitioner had been laid
off fromher last job (she had worked in factories and day
care), was hoping to get out of m ninmum wage jobs and was
| ooking to train for sonmething in the printer's trade.

3. Although she was the nother of a new infant, by
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Sept enber of 1989, the petitioner had attended career
counsel i ng and assessnent courses, got her driver's |icense
and attended a weight watcher's class which she dropped out
of after a short tinme. |n Decenber of 1988, she got a job
inretail sales which she did not report to on the first day
due to illness which she imediately lost. She got no
further job until alnost nine nonths later. For its part,
t he Departnent paid for various personal appearance itenmns,
|l egal fees relating to the petitioner's divorce, clothing,
transportation, housing relocation, her driver's license,
car registration, and child care through Novenber of 1989.

4. Attenpts to investigate a career in printing were
dropped by the petitioner and new i nvestigati ons were
subsequent|ly begun in dental assisting, volunteer work and
the travel industry, all of which the petitioner shortly
abandoned. This was partly due to her involvenment with her
new i nfant who had sonme health problens and her own health
probl enms which included "a knee affliction” which kept her
fromclinbing stairs

5. In Septenber of 1989, the petitioner got a job as a
store clerk, which enpl oynent the Departnment supported by
continuing to pay for child care, car repairs and cl ot hing.
The Departnent al so agreed to help the petitioner
i nvestigate a beautician career and scheduled a trip to a
beauty school which was cancelled by the petitioner.
Subsequently, the Departnent referred her to a "Futures

Group” training programwhich the petitioner did not attend
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and at her request bought her a Tupperware Sales Kit which
the petitioner apparently never enployed to earn noney.

6. In Novenber of 1989, because the petitioner had
been enpl oyed for two nonths as a store clerk, it was felt
that she was now "job ready"” and that she should be
transferred to the "Reach-Up" section of the Departnent of
Enpl oyment and Trai ni ng which hel ps people who are in the
early stages of re-enploynent. She bought a car and was
assisted by the DET in paying for registration, insurance
and repairs.

7. The petitioner thereafter left her job at a | arge
grocery store and went to work in a small market. She | ost
that job after one nonth for absenteeism She had a great
deal of difficulty keeping her car running and it was
finally stolen. She got another job as a chanbernmaid at a
ski resort which she left after one nonth in January of
1989. She did not work thereafter until July of 1990 when
she spent two days delivering newspapers. (A job which was
not encouraged by the Departnment.) During this period, the
Department assisted her with housing relocation (by waiving
a financial maxi mum whi ch she had reached in this area),
transportation to work and job interviews, and child care.
She was also referred to several job openings and went on
two interviews which did not result in enploynent.

8. In May of 1990, the petitioner's worker, concerned
that enotional problens mght be interfering with her

ability to obtain and mai ntain enploynent, referred her to
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ment al health counseling and Vocational Rehabilitative
Services. The petitioner refused to attend such servi ces.

9. On June 12, 1990, the petitioner and her DET
"Reach- Up" worker established a new plan which is attached
hereto as Exhibit No. 3 and incorporated by reference. The
petitioner enrolled in, but did not attend, the Enploynent
Search Workshop. An appoi ntmrent was agai n nade in June,
1990 to visit the hair design school but the petitioner
backed out once again due to a child care problem She
eventual |y reschedul ed that appoi ntnment and was accepted
into the hairdressing school. Her worker referred her to
VSAC for tuition assistance but bal ked at providing further
"Reach- Up" assistance with the schooling.

10. The petitioner thereupon asked for a review of her
case. Both her DET and DSW " Reach- Up" workers and their
supervi sors net and deci ded that the Departnent had no
further resources with which to help the petitioner
financially or professionally. It was felt that the
petitioner was overwhel mned by problens with her children,
her health, transportation, day care, and housing which the
"Reach-Up" programin spite of considerable intervention and
expendi tures had been unable to renedy. Her workers were
concerned that at root she nmay have enotional problens which
were presenting barriers which the Departnent was unable to
deal and had been unsuccessfully referred to nental health.

A joint decision was made to cl ose her "Reach-Up" case. On

July 26, 1990, the petitioner was sent a |etter closing her
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case which is marked as Exhibit No. 4 and attached hereto
and i ncorporated by reference.

11. The programhas a financial matrix which [imts the
anount spent by a category. At the tine of the closure, the
petitioner was at or close to the limt for transportation,
clothing and her nmonthly stipend. A total of $3,900.00 had
been spent on assistance to her.

12. Subsequent to the closing decision, her worker
i ndi cated that she mght be willing to give her further
services if she got involved in counseling, but only on a
probati onary basis.

13. The petitioner clains that she was in counseling
whil e at Reach-Up but presented no evidence of that fact.
She says she is ready for this hair-dressing training
program has lined up a baby-sitter and a car (she will have
to drive over thirty mles each way to school) and has
rel ocated to a better housing situation.

14. The Departnent has estinmated that costs related to
the training proposed by the petitioner (transportation,
child care, uniforns) will be close to $6,000.00. They are
unwi Il ling to put out that noney under the present
circunstances for all the reasons |isted above.

ORDER

The Departnent's decision is affirned.
REASONS

The "Reach-Up" programis a supplenment to the

Department’'s WN-program In general, it is a state-run
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training-oriented job program designed to enhance the

enpl oyability of ANFC recipients.1 The Departnent, in
cooperation with the Vernont Job Service, designs

"enpl oynent plans” for Reach-Up participants. Participants
then enter into "contracts”" with Reach-Up setting forth
specific vocational goals and the "steps"” needed to achi eve
them \Wen appropriate, Reach-Up can agree to provide
funding for specific training and other training-related
"services". The Reach-Up programexists and is operated
sol ely through "procedures” devel oped by the Departnent.
Apparently, there are no regul ati ons governing the creation
and adm nistration of the program However, according to
its witten "procedures":

h. The case manager conmits DSWto | ocate and
obtain funding for the necessary services in
order to conplete the client's Enpl oynent
Plan. The follow ng conditions nust be net
maki ng this commtnent.

1) The services nmust be necessary for the
client to participate in Reach-Up and

obt ai n enpl oynent ;

2) The services nmust be available for the
pur pose; and

3) Funds nmust be avail able for the purpose;
and

4) The service nust be available at a tine
suitable for the client to participate
i n Reach- Up.
Procedures Manual > P 2340N. (h).
There is nothing in the procedures which creates a

standard by which to neasure continued eligibility for the
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program ot her than "good cause". The issue becones, then,
whet her the Departnment had "good cause"” for termnating
services to the petitioner.

There is anple evidence that the petitioner failed to
nmeet the goals set up in the plan because she did not follow
through with the requirenment that she work part-tine while
investigating |long-termenploynent. For a nunber of
reasons, the petitioner did not (or perhaps could not)
foll ow through with even part-tine enploynent. None of her
failure in this regard is attributable to the Departnent
whi ch provi ded generously of support services for these
endeavors. There is also little evidence that the
petitioner, at least until |ast sumrer, was actually
interested in researching a long termtraining goal and
failed to attend alnost all training prograns offered by the
Departnment. The Departnent probably had "good cause" for
term nating the petitioner many tinmes along the way but, to
its credit, stuck with the petitioner and continued to
provi de servi ces.

It is sonewhat puzzling that given her relative |ack of
success and the | arge anount already expended that the
petitioner was provided with a new "Reach-Up Enpl oyability
Devel opnment Pl an” in June of 1990 which specifically
i ncluded "following up with hairdressing school." After one
failed attenpt, the petitioner apparently did follow through
with this goal and decided to enroll. However, she has not

foll owed through with any of her other new goals which
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i nclude attending a job seeking skills workshop and
continuing to | ook for short-termjobs. Those continued
failures justifiably give the Departnent cause for concern
that the petitioner will not or cannot follow through with
her plans and that any nore noney it m ght spend woul d not
result in making her any nore enpl oyabl e than she is now.
It must be concluded, therefore, that the Departnent had
good cause to term nate the petitioner's participation.

Under the "Reach-Up" procedures outlined in her
contract, the petitioner may reapply in ninety days. The
Department has indicated its willingness to assist her again
if she becones involved in nental health counseling. However
as this program has been replaced by a new programw th
specific rules and regul ations, the petitioner is referred
to the Departnment for further information on her future
eligibility under that program

FOOTNOTES

1The current Reach-Up program was replaced by a new
"Reach- Up" program on Cctober 1, 1990, which is this state's
"Job Qpportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBs) as
required by Section 201(a), the Fam |y Support Support Act

of 1988. See 45 C.F.R > 250, WA M > 2340-2344.
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