














household. The evidence shows, however, that the Respondent had not appointed an Authorized
Representative for the Respondent’s SNAP household at any time prior to or during the IPV date range.

The issue on appeal is whether giving the Respondent’s EBT card to another party is an
intentional violation of SNAP rules. When the Respondent completed her SNAP recertification
application, she was informed of the penalties for violating SNAP rules. This included, in bold text on
page eighteen (18) of the recertification application, to not sell or trade EBT cards or use someone else’s
EBT card for their household. By signing the recertification application under penalty of perjury, the
Respondent acknowledged that the information she provided was accurate and understood the notice of
rights and responsibilities and the penalties for breaking a SNAP rule. The Respondent was also sent a
SNAP BDN following her SNAP recertification, which clearly showed that she was the only household
member receiving SNAP. On page six (6) of this BDN, the Respondent was informed again in bold text
not to sell or trade EBT cards. The Respondent was clearly informed not to sell or trade EBT cards, and
the Respondent clearly acknowledged that she understood the penalties for breaking a SNAP rule.

Finally, the evidence is clear that the Respondent was not the individual using the Respondent’s
EBT card to conduct SNAP transactions on July 7, 2024, August 7, 2024, December 9, 2024, January 1,
2025, January 10, 2025, March 3, 2025, and April 7, 2025. DMV records and CCTV footage show that
various unidentified individuals conducted these SNATP transactions, not the Respendent. Furthermore,
the evidence is also clear that the Respondent provided her PIN to multiple people as six (6) different
numbers were used to check the balance of the Respondent’s benefits. Transfeiring the Respondent’s
EBT card and PIN to make purchases by a third party constitutes an IPV.

X, CONCLUSION OF LLAW

After careful review of the testimony and evidence presented at the administrative hearing, the
Agency has presented clear and convincing evidence that:
1. The Respondent was the only member of her SNAP household.
2. The Respondent did not appoint an Authorized Representative for SNAP.

3. The Respondent was informed not to trade or sell EBT cards.
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4. Transferring an EBT and PIN to someone other than the intended SNAP recipient or Authorized
Representative to purchase food for a different household constitutes an IPV of the SNAP
regulations.

5. The Respondent committed an I[PV between August 29, 2024, and April 30, 2025.

6. Consequently, the Respondent, as head of household, will not be able to participate in SNAP for
twelve (12) months per Title 7 CFR 273.16 (b)(1)(i) and SNAP Regulation 218-RICR-20-00-1,
Section 1.9 (A)(3)(c)(1), which states in pertinent part: Individuals found to have committed an
I[PV through an administrative disqualification hearing shall be ineligible to participate in the

SNAP program for a period of one (1) year for the first (1**) violation.

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 the Respondent committed an IPV and is disqualified from participating

in SNAP for twelve (12) months.

AGENCY’S INTENTIONAL PROGRAM VIOLATION CHARGE IS GRANTED

/sfJenna Vilardo

Administrative Disqualification Hearing Officer

NOTICE OF APPELLATE RIGHTS

This decision is a final order under R1.G.L. § 42-35-12. Under R.I.G.L. § 42-35-185, this Order
may be appealed to court within thirty (30) days of the mailing of this decision. Such appeal, if taken,

must be completed by filing a complaint in court. The filing of the complaint does not itself stay
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