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Petitioner appeals from the Respondent Agency's denial of her application for Emergency Assistance
(“EA") benefits. The Agency denied Petitioner EA benefits, contending that she failed to check into
the Agency referred shelter placement. Because Petitioner appealed, the matter was transmitted
to the Office of Administrative Law for a hearing. On October 9, 2020, the Honorable Kim C.
Belin, Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”), held a telephonic plenary hearing, took testimony, and
admitted documents. On October 13, 2020, the ALJ issued an Initial Decision, affirming the Agency's
determination.

No Exceptlons to the Inltlal Declslon were recelved.

As Assislanl Corminissioner, Division of Faimnily Developinent, Depatrlinenl ol Hurman Services, | have
reviewed the ALJ’s Initial Decision and the record, and | hereby MODIFY the ALJ’s Initial Decision, and
AFFIRM the Agency’s determination, based on the discussion below.

Here, the record reflects that EA benefits were provided to Petitioner in the form of shelter
placement. See Initial Decision at 3. However, Petitioner failed to check into that shelter placement,
choosing to temporarily reside with her mother instead. Ibid.; see also Exhibit R-1 at 3. As a result, the
Agency denied Petitioner's application for EA benefits. See Initial Decision at 3; sce also Exhiblt R 11 at
4-7, and N..J A.C. 10:90-6.1(c:)(3). Petitioner testified that she had refused that shelter placement, and
had the right to do so, because she felt that the shelter was unsafe due to COVID-19. See Initial Decision
al 4 The record algo reflecls (hal Pellioner had not conlacled the Agency Lo discuss her concerns,
or lo explain why she had not gone to her'assigned shelter placement. Id. at 5. The ALJ found that,
although Petitioner’'s concerns about COVID-19 were understandable, it is the Agency who determines
the most appropriate form of housing under the prevailing circumstances, and there is no exception for
a pandemic. Ibid.; see also N.J.A.C. 10:90 6.3(a)(1). The ALJ also found that the various laws reliad
upon by Retitioner to advance her case were either misplaced, Irrelevant, or were not contravened by
Lhe aulhorily gyiven lo the Agency by regulallon. See Inillal Declslon al 6-7. Based on lhe foreyolny,
the ALJ concluded that the Agency provided Petitioner with an appropriate EA housing placement, and
that Petitioner rejected said placement. Id. at 5, 7. Accordingly, the ALJ concluded that the Agency’s
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denial of EA benefits to Petitioner was proper and must stand. Id. at 7; see also Exhibit R-1 at 4-7. |
agree. However, | note that the ALJ mistakenly cites to N.J.A.C. 10:60-6.1 et seq. as the governing
regulatory authority in this matter, when the correct citation is N.J.A.C. 10:90-6.1 et seq. See Initial
Decision at 7. The Initial Decision is modified to reflect the correct applicable regulatory authority.

Accordingly, tho Initial Docision is hereby MODIFIED, and the Agency’s determination is AFFIRMED,
as outlined above.
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