STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

In re Fair Hearing No. 19, 786

)
)
Appeal of )

| NTRCDUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals a decision by the Departnent for
Children and Famlies, Econom c Services Division (DCF), to
cl ose his Reach Up Financial Assistance (RUFA) benefits based

on excess incone.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The petitioner is part of a five person famly
consisting of his girlfriend, their two children, and her
child froma prior relationship. The famly has been
recei ving RUFA benefits of $861 per nonth.

2. At the beginning of June, 2005, the petitioner
began wor ki ng earni ng $9.20 per hour in a job which was
expected to require forty to forty-eight hours per week.
Based on that information, DCF cal cul ated that the petitioner
woul d earn at |east $1,582.40 per nonth. DCF determ ned that
after earned income deductions, the countable anmount of

i ncone woul d be $1, 074. 30. DCF further determ ned that the
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count abl e anount was in excess of the maxi num Reach Up
eligibility figure for a famly of five, $861.55.

3. The petitioner was notified by letter dated June 7,
2005 that his RUFA benefits would end as of June 30, 2005
because his incone was “above the limt” for the RUFA
program The famly was notified that it would still be
eligible for transitional Medicaid and for Food Stanps

al t hough the Food Stanps were decreased to reflect the earned

i ncone.
4. The petitioner agrees that his inconme has
i ncreased. In fact, it has increased even nore since that

time and he now earns $2,022.72 per nonth based on nore hours
and an increased hourly rate.

5. The petitioner appeal ed because he does not see how
he can live on his inconme alone and thinks that he shoul d get
some RUFA benefits. He talked about two children in diapers,
a rent of $700 and utilities to pay. He is the sole support

of all five in the famly.

ORDER

The decision of DCF is affirned.
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REASONS

In determning eligibility for RUFA benefits the
regul ati ons adopted by DCF disregard the first $150 of earned
i nconme and 25 percent of the balance as a work incentive.
WA M 8§ 2253.33. DCF is correct that the petitioner’s
di sregard on his $1,582.40 per nonth incone is $508. 10 under
this regulation. The regulations also require a conparison
of the remaining countable income, $1,074.30 in this case, to
t he maxi num Reach Up benefit for a famly of five which is
$861.55. WA. M § 2245. DCF is correct that the
petitioner’s countable incone is in excess of that anount,
maki ng himineligible for RUFA benefits. The Board is thus
bound to uphold DCF s deci sion.

Few woul d argue with the petitioner’s contention that
his take honme pay after tax deductions is insufficient to
support a famly of five. DCF recognizes that a famly this
si ze needs about $1,730 per nonth in available incone to
cover basic needs but, by regulation, DCF only pays 49.6
percent of the needs of each famly on RUFA benefits. WA M
§ 2245.24. (Sonme of the shortfall is nmade up through Food
Stanp benefits and, for sone, subsidized housing.). Even
with $374 per nonth in Food Stanps, the petitioner is

obvi ously hard-pressed to nmake ends neet. For all of his
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effort, his total famly incone at the tinme he was cut off
benefits was probably only a couple of hundred dollars nore
per nmonth than the conbi ned RUFA and Food Stanp benefits of
$1, 357 he had been receiving. However, since he began
wor ki ng two nont hs ago, the petitioner’s earnings have

i ncreased by over $400 per nmonth and will likely increase
further as he continues to work. Although it is no doubt
difficult during this transition fromRUFA to work, it should
be obvious to the petitioner that continuing on this course
will result in far nore for his famly than the $1, 357 he got
when he was not working at all.
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