


111 ISSUE

The issue before this Appeals Office is whether the SNAP denial 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. 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 Island Pub. Employees Council 94, 559 A.2d 130, 134 (R.I. 1989).
When there is no direct evidence on a particular issue, a fair preponderance of the evidence may be

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

Y. PARTIES AND EXHIBITS

Testifying for DHS was Eligibility Technician Il Brandon Klibanoff, The record was held open
until October 6, 2025, at 4 p.m., for both parties to submit additional evidence. The Appellant, who

requested to be able to provide his college transcript after the hearing, did not provide it.
The following exhibits were presented as evidence:

e DHS Exhibits:

o Exhibit #1; DHS-2 application dated July 9, 2025,

o Exhibit #2: Benefits Decision Notice (BDN) dated July 16, 2025.

o Exhibit #3: Case Notes and Employment Letter dated August 1, 2025.
*  Appellant Exhibits:

o Exhibit #1: Employment Letter dated August 1, 2025.

o Exhibit #2: Appeal dated August 22, 2025.
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13. The Appellant testified he sought a part-time job of 20 hours a week that would work with his
school schedule in his explanation about the accountant’s office position.

VIiIl. DISCUSSION

It is unclear why, if the Appellant were working for an accountant’s office, he would leave the
employment section of the DHS-2 application blank, and also fail to mention that he was working to the
ET who interviewed him twice about the application he submitted for SNAP and for Medical Assistance.

The ET wrote in his case note on July 16, 2025: “Client reports no employment.”

DHS renders eligibility decisions based on the information that is provided to it. In this case,
DHS’ denial of SNAP was cortect because given the information it had at the time, there was no proof
that the Appellant, as a full-time college student, met any of the exemptions that would allow him to be

eligible for SNAP.

While the employment letter was later provided, its presence is moot, given that it was submitted
to DHS on August 26, 2025, which is more than 30 days past the July 16, 2025, BDN notifying the

Appellant of the denial.

IX. CONCLUSION OF LAW

After careful review of the testimony and evidence presented at the administrative hearing, this
Appeals Officer concludes:
1. The Appellant left the income section regarding current, prior and self-employment income blank
on the application for SNAP and Medical Assistance that he submiited on July 9, 2025.
2. The Appellant did not disclose any employment to the ET who interviewed him twice regarding
his application for assistance.
3. The Appellant did not meet any of the exemptions to qualify for SNAP as a full-time college

student at the time of his application or during his two interviews.
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X. DECISION

Based on the foregoing findings of fact, conclusions of law, evidence, and testimony, it is found
that a final order be entered that there is sufficient evidence to support DHS’ denial of the Appellant’s

SNAP application.

APPEAL DENIED

Lori Stabile

Appeals Officer
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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 order may be appealed to the
Superior Court sitting in and for the County of Providence within thirty (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 conplaint does not itself stay enforcement of this order, The agency may grant, or the

reviewing court may order, 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

===
I (' DS Appezls Unit, the DHS Policy Unit, and Kirsten

Cordord on this 8“1 day of Ot’m\: ey , 2A0as
W

Page 7 of 7 {Docket 25-3946)






