STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

In re ) Fair Hearing No. 19,211
)
Appeal of )

| NTRCDUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals the decision by the Departnent
for Children and Fam |lies (DCF) inposing a sanction on her
Reach Up Financial Assistance (RUFA) grant. The issue is
whet her the petitioner failed to conply with the requirenents
of Reach Up. Except where indicated, the followng facts are
not in dispute.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The petitioner is a recipient of RUFA benefits and a
mandatory participant in the Reach Up program The
petitioner has a history of nonconpliance with the work
search conponent of the program Prior to June 2004 she had
been through at | east two separate conciliation processes
since July 2001

2. On July 13, 2004 the Department sanctioned the
petitioner for failure to attend a schedul ed neeting with her
Reach Up worker on July 6, 2004, and failing to respond to a

followup letter. As a result, the Departnent notified the
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petitioner that her RUFA grant would be reduced by $75
effective August 1, 2004.

3. At the hearing in this matter, held on Cctober 21,
2004, the petitioner admtted she had failed to appear at the
meeting with her Reach Up worker on July 6. She nmaintai ned,
however, that she had not received the follow up letter,
al t hough she admitted that Reach Up had sent it to her
correct address.

4. As of the date of the hearing, the petitioner had
still not initiated any resunption of her participation in
Reach Up.

ORDER

The Departnent's decision is affirned.

REASONS
The Reach Up regul ations provide: "If a participating
adult . . . fails to conply with services conponent
requi renents, the departnment shall inpose a fiscal sanction

by reducing the financial assistance grant of the sanctioned
adult's famly." The regulations also specify that
nonconpl i ance can include the failure "to attend and

participate fully in FDP activities". WA M § 2370.1
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As noted above, the petitioner in this natter admts
that she failed to attend a schedul ed neeting with Reach Up
on July 6, 2004, and that since that tinme she has failed to
participate in any Reach Up activities. Although the
petitioner maintains that she did not receive a follow up
letter sent to her address, it nust be concluded that the
Department's decision in this matter was in accord with its
regul ations.® Thus, the Board is bound by lawto affirm 3
V.S. A 8§ 3091(d), Fair Hearing Rule No. 17.

HHH

L' At the hearing the petitioner was advised that she could purge her
sanction by resum ng satisfactory participation in Reach Up.



