


1L ISSUE

The issue before this Appeals Office is whether DHS’s denial of the Appellant’s SNAP benefits

was done in compliance with federal and state policy.

Iv. STANDARD OF PROOF

It is well settled that in formal or informal adjudications modeled on the Federal Administrative
Procedures Act, unless otherwise specified, a preponderance of the evidence is generally required to
prevail. 2 Richard J. Pierce, Administrative Law Treaties § 10.7 (2002) & see Lyons v. Rhode Isiand Pub.
Employees Council 94, 559 A.2d 130, 134 (R.1. 1989) (preponderance standard is the “normal® standard
in civil cases). This means that for each element to be proven, the factfinder must believe that the facts
asserted by the proponent are more probably true than false. 2 Richard J, Pierce, Administrative Law
Treaties § 10.7 (2002) & see Lyons v. Rhode Isiand Pub. Employees Council 94, 559 A.2d 130, 134 (R.L
1989). When there is no direct evidence on a particular issue, a fair preponderance of the evidence may be

supported by circumstantial evidence. Narragansett Electric Co. vs. Carbone, 898 A.2d 87 (R.1. 2006).

V. PARTIES AND EXHIBITS

Testifying for DHS was Eligibility Technician III Jessica Fox (Agency), who presented the

following exhibits as evidence:

o Exhibit #1: Electronic Appeal dated March 27, 2025.
o Exhibit #2: Appellant’s explanation for her appeal dated March 27, 2025.
o Exhibit #3: Benefits Decision Notice (BDN) dated January 6, 2025.
o Exhibit #4: Dismissal letter from EOHHS Appeals Office dated May 12, 2025.
The Appellant was present and was represented by Carole Rowlinson, Esq., of Rhode Island
Legal Services (RILS). RILS Intern Miranda Sanchez also attended the hearing. The following exhibits

were submitted as evidence by the Appellant:
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the timely appeal, and stated she did not receive any decision from DHS regarding her request for
retroactive benefits. The initial Hearing Officer determined that there was sufficient evidence to refute the

untimely letter. Accordingly, the Appeal was rescheduled for a hearing on July 15, 2025.

VII. TIMELINESS

The Agency argued that the appeal was untimely and submitted at Hearing as evidence the
Dismissal Letter previously sent to the Appellant from the Appeals Office that stated SNAP appeals must

be filed within 90 days.

Because the Appellant’s request for retroactive benefits was not addressed in the January 6, 2025,
BDN she received that approved her for SNAP, the initial Hearing Officer rescheduled the hearing for
that issue to be heard on its merits, The Code of Federal Regulations § 273,15 Fair hearings section (g)
states: “A household shall be allowed to request a hearing on any action by the State agency or loss of
benefits which occurred in the prior 90 days. Action by the State agency shall include a denial of a request
for restoration of any benefits lost more than 90 days but less than a year prior to the request.”

Accordingly, the Appeal of the retroactive benefits is considered timely.

VIII. RELEVANT LAW/REGULATIONS

SNAP regulations state the Agency must complete the recertification process if the household
meets ali requirements and finishes the necessary processing steps, and approve or deny timely
applications for recertification prior to the end of the household’s current certification period. Any
eligible household must be provided an opportunity to participate by its normal issuance cycle in the

month following the end of its current certification period. 218-RICR-20-00-1.7(A).

The household loses its right to uninterrupted benefits for failure to attend any interview
scheduled on or after the deadline for timely filing of the application for recertification, or to submit all
necessary verification within the timeframe established by the agency as long as the timeframe elapses

after the deadline for filing a timely application for recertification. 2 18-RICR-20-00-1.7(A)(1).
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Although a household loses its right to uninterrupted benefits for such failures, the household
must not be denied at that time, unless it refused to cooperate, or the certification period has lapsed. If the
household loses its right to uninterrupted benefits due to such failures but is otherwise eligible after
correcting such failures, the agency mnst, at a minitnum, provide benefits within 30 days after the date the

application was filed. 218-RICR-20-00-1.7(A)(1)(a)&(b).

Denials, including those for failure to complete the interview or provide missing verification,
must be completed either by the end of the current certification period or within 30 days after the date the
application was filed as long as the household has had adequate time for providing missing verification.

218-RICR-20-00-1.7(A)(1)(c).

The agency must act to provide uninterrupted benefits to any household determined eligible after
the household has timely filed an application, attended an interview in accordance with the requirements
in this section, and submitted all the necessary verification. 218-RICR-20-00-1.7(E)(1). The agency must
take action to provide uninterrupted benefits within the following time standards even if, to meet these
standards, the agency must provide an opportunity to participate outside the normal issuance cycle. For
households that have met all the required application procedures, the agency must approve or deny the
application and notify the household of its determination by the end of the current recertification period.
218-RICR-20-00-1.7(E)(2)(a). For households deterinined eligible, the agency must provide an
opportunity to participate by the household’s normal issuance cycle in the month following the end of its
current certification period. A household that has timely submitted an application for recertification or
Interitn Report Forin but, due to agency error, is not determined eligible in sufficient time to provide for
issuance by the household’s next normal issuance cycle must receive an itninediate opportunity to
participate upon being determined eligible. 218-RICR-20-00-1.7(E)(2)(b) & (b)(2). Such househoids are
entitled to a restoration of lost benefits if, as a result of such error, the household was unable to participate
for the month foliowing the expiration of the Interim Report timeframes or certification period. 218~

RICR-20-00-1.7(E)2)(b)(3).
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The Appellant testified she specifically asked if she should re-apply during one of her in-person
appointmernts and she was told not to because her case was not closed and still pending supervisor
approval,

In December 2024, the Appellant was still trying to resolve her SNAP case when the DHS system
breach occurred. The Appellant testified she went into the scan office at Holden Street on
December 23, 2024, to drop off additional documentation.

The Appellant returned to the DHS office on December 26, 2024, and she testified that a worker
told her to re-apply for benefits as she had been waiting for SNAP since July. She was told the
workers could not access the systein because of the breach, and could not see anything regarding
her history with DHS.

The Appellant received a BDN dated January 6, 2025, stating she was approved for SNAP as of
December 26, 2024, ongoing, but no mention was made of the retroactive benefit period from
July 1, 2024, through December 25, 2024, that she also was seeking,.

The Agency testified that the only notice regarding a closure that the Appellant would have
received was the Renewal Reminder/Update Notice on June 12, 2024, that reminded her that her
benefits would end June 30, 2024, unless she completed an interview and submitted documents
requested by DHS.

The Agency did not dispute any of the Appellant’s statements. No evidence was submitted that
showed the Agency processed any of the Appellant’s documents that she provided, or that any of
the documentation was incomplete and would therefore trigger a closure.

DISCUSSION

At no point during the Hearing did the Agency state that the Appellant failed to submit her

Recertification, comply with the ADRs that were sent requesting information, that she missed the

deadlines stated in the notices, or failed to complete her interview requirements, all reasons which would

lead to the proper closnre of one’s SNAP case.
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Because DHS continued to schedule appointments for the Appellant related to her Recertification
and sent her two additional requests for information, the Appellant understood that her SNAP case was

still open and her Recertification was pending supervisor approval, as she had been repeatedly told.

It was only after she re-applied for SNAP in December 2024 that she learned from a DHS worker
that the previous Recertification SNAP benefit period she had been seeking was closed. A worker

encouraged her to file an appeal for the months of missed benefits,

It is possible that the complexity of the Appellant’s individual situation — self-employment
income, job changes — was what caused her Recertification to languish, and ultimately resulted in its

closing, though no notice was seat to her stating the reasons why.

SNAP regulations clearly state that the Agency must complete the recertification process if the
household meets all requirements and finishes the necessary processing steps, and approve or deny timely
applications for recertification prior to the end of the household’s current certification period. 218-RICR-
20-00-1.7(A). The Agency did not provide any evidence that the Appellant failed to complete any aspect
of the Recertification process, or provide testimony explaining exactly why her SNAP case closed on July
1, 2024. On the other hand, the Appeliant testified and provided documentation that she complied with

the Recertification requirements, ADRs and interview requirenments.

In the absence of any contradictory information from the Agency and any information at all as to
why and when the case closed, this tribunal accepts that the Appellant made every reasonable effort to
complete her Recertification, participated in three interviews for her recertification, and submitted all
documentation that was asked of her. Therefore, the Agency should redetermine her SNAP eligibility for

the period from July 1, 2024, through December 25, 2024.

XTI, CONCLUSION OF LAW

After careful review of the testimony and evidence presented at the administrative hearing, this

Appeals Officer concludes:
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1. The Appellant timely submitted her Recertification, and complied with interview requirements,

2. The Appellant timely responded to ADRs sent by the Agency, and submitted additional
documentation requested to process her case.

3. The Agency failed to process the Recertification in a timely manner, instead sending out several
ADRs, making two in-person appointments to address the Recertification with the Appellant, and
leading her to believe that her case was pending supervisor approval for months. Al the while, no
decision appeared to have been reached on the Recertification, which, at some unknown point,
closed without explanation.

XIH. DECISION

Based on the foregoing findings of fact, conclusions of law, evideuce, and testimony, it is found
that a final order be entered that there is not sufficient evidence to support DHS’ closure of the
Appellant’s SNAP benefits as the Appellant clearly was trying to comply with Recertification |
requirements by submitting requested documentation and participating in three SNAP Recertification

interviews,
ACTION TO BE TAKEN

DHS has 30 days from the certification of this decision to redetermine eligibility for the
Appellant for the period starting July 1, 2024, using the documents the Appellant provided to DHS. The
Appellant provided her tax return, pay stubs, a last day of work letter including pay information, and self-
employment ledgers. A new Benefits Decision Notice needs to be issued covering the period from July 1,

2024, through December 25, 2024.
APPEAL GRANTED

0 i St kit

Lori Stabile
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Appeals Officer

NOTICE OF APPELLATE RIGHTS

This final order constitutes a final order of the Department of Human Services pursuant to RI
General Laws § 42-35-12. Pursuant to RI General Laws § 42-35-15, a final ordet may be appealed to the
Superior Cout sitting in and for the County of Providence within 30 days of the mailing date of this
decision. Such appeal, if taken, must be completed by filing a petition for review in Superior Court, The
filing of the complaint does not itself stay enforcement of this order. The agency may grant, or the

reviewing court may ordet, a stay upon the appropriate terms.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that I mailed, via regular mail, postage prepaid, a true copy of the foregoing to

A ¢ Crole Rowliason, Es, 56

Pine St., Suite 400, Providence, 02903; copies wers sent, via email, to ||| GG 2

I ¢ Carole Rowlinson, Esq., at crowlinson@rils.org, aud the DHS Appeals

Unit, DHS Policy Office, and Kirsten Cornford on this gza nd day of /} LLC} ps 1 s

0 .
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