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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
District of Rhode Island

CLERK’S SUPPLEMENTAL CERTIFICATE OF THE RECORD ON APPEAL
Case Caption: Rhode Island Council of Churﬁ' vs. Rollins, et al

District Court case number: 1:25¢v00569-JJM  Court of Appeals case number: Not Assigned

Record Information

Supplemental documents: M&0 on Motion to Enforce/Transcript of 11/6/26 Hearing
Document # ECF Nos. 34 and 35

Sealed documents: Yes No /
If yes, document #

Ex parte documents:  Yes No /
If yes, document #

Transcripts: Yes No /
If yes, document #

Trial/Hearing exhibits:  Yes No |v'
If yes, description

Certification

I, Hanorah Tyer-Witek, Clerk of the United States District Court for the District of Rhode Island, do
certify that the above annexed documents are to be included with the record on appeal in the above
referenced case.

HANOR‘AHTYER-WITEK
Clerk of Court

/sl Michael Simoncelli

Date: 11/06/2025
Deputy Clerk
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APPEAL
U.S. District Court
District of Rhode Island (Providence)
CIVIL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 1:25-cv-00569-JJM-AEM
Rhode Island State Council of Churches et al v. Rollins et al Date Filed: 10/30/2025
Assigned to: Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. Jury Demand: None
Referred to: Magistrate Judge Amy E. Moses Nature of Suit: 899 Other Statutes:
Cause: 05:551 Administrative Procedure Act Administrative Procedures Act/Review or

Appeal of Agency Decision
Jurisdiction: U.S. Government Defendant

Plaintiff
Rhode Island State Council of represented by Adnan Perwez
Churches Democracy Forward Foundation

PO Box 34553

Washington, DC 20043

202—-448-9090

Fax: 202—796—4426

Email: aperwez@democracyforward.org
PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder

Democracy Forward Foundation

PO Box 34553

Washington, DC 20043

202—-448-9090

Fax: 202—796—4426

Email: abookbinder@democracyforward.org
PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

Democracy Forward Foundation

PO Box 34553

Washington, DC 20043

202—-448-9090

Fax: 202—796—4426

Email: jjasrasaria@democracyforward.org
PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

DeLuca, Weizenbaum, Barry & Revens,
Ltd.

199 North Main Street

Providence, RI 02903

(401) 453—-1500

Email: Kevin@dwbrlaw.com
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PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

Democracy Forward Foundation

P.O. Box 34553

Washington, DC 20043

202-935-5245

Email: kbateman@democracyforward.org
PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

Democracy Forward Foundation

PO Box 34553

Washington, DC 20043

202-448-9090

Fax: 202—796—4426

Email: mtorcello@democracyforward.org
PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

Democracy Forward Foundation

P.O Box 34553

Washington, DC 20043

202-448-9090

Fax: 202—796—4426

Email: rthurston@democracyforward.org
PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

Democracy Forward Foundation

PO Box 34553

Washington, DC 20043

202-448-9090

Fax: 202-796—4426

Email: sperryman@democracyforward.org
PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero

DeLuca, Weizenbaum, Barry & Revens,
Ltd.

199 North Main Street

Providence, RI 02903

401-453-1500

Fax: 401-453-1501

Email: amy@dwbrlaw.com
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
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Plaintiff

National Council of Nonprofits

Plaintiff

Service Employees International
Union

Page: 4  Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

represented by

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Entry ID: 6763799
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Plaintiff

Main Street Alliance

Page: 5 Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria
(See above for address)

Entry ID: 6763799
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PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Plaintiff

City of Central Falls represented by Adnan Perwez
(See above for address)
PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
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Plaintiff
City of Pawtucket

Page: 7 Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

Entry ID: 6763799
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Plaintiff

City of Providence

Page: 8 Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

(See above for address)
PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston
(See above for address)
PRO HAC VICE

Entry ID: 6763799
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ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Plaintiff

City of Albuquerque represented by Adnan Perwez
(See above for address)
PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
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Plaintiff

City of Baltimore

Plaintiff
City of Columbus

Page: 10  Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

represented by

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Entry ID: 6763799
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Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Plaintiff

City of Durham represented by Adnan Perwez
(See above for address)
PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

10
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Plaintiff

City of New Haven

Page: 12  Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Entry ID: 6763799
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Plaintiff

Amos House

Page: 13  Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

Entry ID: 6763799
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(See above for address)
PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Plaintiff
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. represented by Adnan Perwez
Community Center (See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

13
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Plaintiff

East Bay Community Action Program

Page: 15  Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Entry ID: 6763799
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Plaintiff

Federal Hill House Association

Page: 16  Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)

Entry ID: 6763799

15
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ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Plaintiff

The Milagros Project represented by Adnan Perwez
(See above for address)
PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Plaintiff

United Way of Rhode Island represented by Adnan Perwez
(See above for address)
PRO HAC VICE

16
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ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Plaintiff

New York Legal Assistance Group represented by Adnan Perwez
(See above for address)
PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

17
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Plaintiff
Black Sheep Market

Page: 19 Date Filed: 11/07/2025

represented by

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Adnan Perwez

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Andrew Liang Bookbinder
(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Jyoti Jasrasaria

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kevin Love Hubbard
(See above for address)

Entry ID: 6763799
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V.
Defendant

Brooke Rollins

in her official capacity as Secretary of
the United States Department of
Agriculture

Defendant

United States Department of
Agriculture

Defendant

Russell Vought
in his official capacity as Director of the
United States Olffice of Management and

Page: 20  Date Filed: 11/07/2025  Entry ID: 6763799

represented by

represented by

represented by

PRO HAC VICE
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kristin Bateman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Michael J. Torcello

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Robin F. Thurston

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Skye L. Perryman

(See above for address)

PRO HAC VICE

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Amy Retsinas Romero
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tyler J. Becker

DOJ-Civ

Office of the Assistant Attorney General,
Civil Division

950 Pennsylvania Ave NW

Rm. 3632

Washington, DC 20530

202-514-4052

Email: tyler.becker@usdoj.gov
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tyler J. Becker
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tyler J. Becker
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

19
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Document: 00118363799 Page: 21  Date Filed: 11/07/2025  Entry ID: 6763799
Budget
Defendant
United States Office of Management represented by Tyler J. Becker
and Budget (See above for address)

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant
Scott Bessent represented by Tyler J. Becker

in his official capacity as Secretary of the
United States Department of the

(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Treasury

Defendant

United States Department of the

Treasury

Defendant

United States of America

represented by Tyler J. Becker
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Tyler J. Becker
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Date Filed

Docket Text

10/30/2025

=

COMPLAINT ( filing fee paid $ 405.00, receipt number ARIDC—2202820 ), filed by
City of Durham, City of Providence, The Milagros Project, National Council of
Nonprofits, Rhode Island State Council of Churches, United Way of Rhode Island,
Federal Hill House Association, Amos House, City of Pawtucket, Service Employees
International Union, City of Baltimore, City of New Haven, Black Sheep Market, Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr. Community Center, East Bay Community Action Program,
City of Albuquerque, Main Street Alliance, City of Columbus, New York Legal
Assistance Group, City of Central Falls. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet, # 2
Summons for Sec. Rollins, # 3 Summons for AG Bondi, # 4 Summons for Dir. Vought,
# 5 Summons for OMB, # 6 Summons for Sec. Bessent, # 7 Summons for Treasury, #
8 Summons for USAO, # 9 Summons for USDA)(Romero, Amy) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

([\S)

Corporate Disclosure Statement by Amos House, Black Sheep Market, City of
Albuquerque, City of Baltimore, City of Central Falls, City of Columbus, City of
Durham, City of New Haven, City of Pawtucket, City of Providence, Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr. Community Center, East Bay Community Action Program, Federal Hill
House Association, Main Street Alliance, National Council of Nonprofits, New York
Legal Assistance Group, Rhode Island State Council of Churches, Service Employees
International Union, The Milagros Project, United Way of Rhode Island. (Romero,
Amy) (Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

Case assigned to Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. and Magistrate Judge Amy E.
Moses. (Simoncelli, Michael) (Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

[9%)

20



Case: 25-2089 Document: 00118363799 Page: 22  Date Filed: 11/07/2025  Entry ID: 6763799

Emergency MOTION for Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary Stay under 5
U.S.C. 705 filed by All Plaintiffs. (Attachments: # 1 Supporting Memorandum, # 2
Exhibit Declaration of Jeremy Michael Langill, # 3 Exhibit Declaration of Diane
Yentel, # 4 Exhibit Declaration of Mayor Maria Rivera, # 5 Exhibit Declaration of
Mayor Donald R. Grebien, # 6 Exhibit Declaration of Courtney E. Hawkins, # 7
Exhibit Declaration of Deputy Mayor Letitia Dzirasa, # 8 Exhibit Declaration of Mayor
Justin Elicker, # 9 Exhibit Declaration of Heather Strout, # 10 Exhibit Declaration of
Rilwan K. Feyistan, Jr., # 11 Exhibit Declaration of Kimberly Fernandez, # 12 Exhibit
Declaration of Bonne Piekarski, # 13 Exhibit Declaration of Cortney M. Nicolato, # 14
Exhibit Declaration of Patrick Cheatham, # 15 Exhibit Declaration of Abby Biberman,
# 16 Exhibit Declaration of Quadeer Porter, # 17 Exhibit Declaration of Andrea Cook,
# 18 Exhibit Declaration of David Finke, # 19 Exhibit Declaration of Elena Medina
Neuman)(Romero, Amy) (Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

I~

DECLARATION re 3 Emergency MOTION for Temporary Restraining Order and
Preliminary Stay under 5 U.S.C. 705 by All Plaintiffs. (Romero, Amy) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

N

Summons Issued as to Scott Bessent, Brooke Rollins, United States Department of
Agriculture, United States Department of the Treasury, United States Office of
Management and Budget, United States of America, Russell Vought, U.S. Attorney
and U.S. Attorney General (Attachments: # 1 Summons, # 2 Summons, # 3 Summons,
# 4 Summons, # 5 Summons, # 6 Summons, # 7 Summons)(Simoncelli, Michael)
(Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

1N

MOTION for Kevin Love Hubbard to Appear Pro Hac Vice ( filing fee paid $ 100.00,
receipt number ARIDC—2202861 ) filed by All Plaintiffs. (Romero, Amy) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/30/2025 TEXT ORDER granting 6 Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice of Kevin Love Hubbard. So
Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on 10/30/2025. (Gonzalez Gomez,
Viviana) (Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

N

MOTION for Kristin Bateman to Appear Pro Hac Vice ( filing fee paid $ 100.00,
receipt number ARIDC—2202952 ) filed by All Plaintiffs. (Romero, Amy) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

loo

MOTION for Jyoti Jasrasaria to Appear Pro Hac Vice ( filing fee paid $ 100.00, receipt
number ARIDC-2202963 ) filed by All Plaintiffs. (Romero, Amy) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

[Ne)

MOTION for Michael Torcello to Appear Pro Hac Vice ( filing fee paid $ 100.00,
receipt number ARIDC—2202972 ) filed by All Plaintiffs. (Romero, Amy) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/30/2025 |10 [ MOTION for Andrew Bookbinder to Appear Pro Hac Vice ( filing fee paid $ 100.00,
receipt number ARIDC—-2202980 ) filed by All Plaintiffs. (Romero, Amy) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/30/2025 |11 | MOTION for Adnan Perwez to Appear Pro Hac Vice ( filing fee paid $ 100.00, receipt
number ARIDC—2202983 ) filed by All Plaintiffs. (Romero, Amy) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/30/2025 |12 | MOTION for Robin Thurston to Appear Pro Hac Vice ( filing fee paid $ 100.00,
receipt number ARIDC—2202988 ) filed by All Plaintiffs. (Romero, Amy) (Entered:
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10/30/2025

MOTION for Skye Perryman to Appear Pro Hac Vice ( filing fee paid $ 100.00, receipt
number ARIDC—2202991 ) filed by All Plaintiffs. (Romero, Amy) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

TEXT ORDER granting 7 Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice of Kristin Bateman. So
Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on 10/30/2025. (Hill, Cherelle)
(Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

TEXT ORDER granting 9 Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice of Michael J. Torcello. So
Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on 10/30/2025. (Hill, Cherelle)
(Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

TEXT ORDER granting 10 Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice of Andrew Liang
Bookbinder. So Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on 10/30/2025. (Hill,
Cherelle) (Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

TEXT ORDER granting 11 Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice of Adnan Perwez. So
Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on 10/30/2025. (Hill, Cherelle)
(Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

TEXT ORDER granting 12 Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice of Robin F. Thurston. So
Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on 10/30/2025. (Hill, Cherelle)
(Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

TEXT ORDER granting 13 Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice of Skye L. Perryman. So
Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on 10/30/2025. (Hill, Cherelle)
(Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

TEXT ORDER granting 8§ Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice of Jyoti Jasrasaria. So
Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on 10/30/2025. (Hill, Cherelle)
(Entered: 10/30/2025)

10/30/2025

NOTICE of Hearing: Motion Hearing on 3 Emergency MOTION for Temporary
Restraining Order and Preliminary Stay under 5 U.S.C. 705 set for 10/31/2025 at 01:00
PM by Zoom Video Hearing before Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. Zoom Meeting
ID and Passcode to be provided to counsel of record by email.

The public may view this video hearing via the Court's YouTube page.
(https://www.youtube.com/@USCourtsRID). (Simoncelli, Michael) (Entered:
10/30/2025)

10/31/2025

NOTICE by Scott Bessent, Brooke Rollins, United States Department of Agriculture,
United States Department of the Treasury, United States Office of Management and
Budget, United States of America, Russell Vought of Related Proceedings and Related
Filings (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A — Defendants' Opposition, 1:25—cv—13165 (D.
Mass.), # 2 Exhibit B — Penn Decl., 1:25—cv—13165 (D. Mass.), # 3 Exhibit C —
Defendants' Opposition, 1:25—cv—08869 (S.D.N.Y.))(Vyas, Rachna) (Entered:
10/31/2025)

10/31/2025

NOTICE of Appearance by Tyler J. Becker on behalf of All Defendants (Becker,
Tyler) (Entered: 10/31/2025)

10/31/2025

Minute Entry for proceedings held before Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr.: Motion
Hearing held on 10/31/2025 re 3 Emergency MOTION for Temporary Restraining
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Order and Preliminary Stay under 5 U.S.C. 705. Participants: A. Romero, M. Torcello,
J. Jasrasaria, and K. Hubbard for Plaintiffs; T. Becker for Defendants. Court explains
that it has read Plaintiffs' papers and asks Defendants to start hearing by addressing
Plaintiffs' argument regarding availability of contingency funds; Defendants make
argument; Court questions Defendants; Plaintiffs respond; Court questions Plaintiffs;
Defendants respond. Court asks Defendants to address Plaintiffs' argument re: waiver
issue; Defendants make argument; Court questions; Plaintiffs respond; Court questions;
Defendants respond. Court grants Motion for Temporary Restraining Order (ECF No.
3) for reasons stated on the record. Additionally, the Court orders the USDA to
distribute contingency funds; report to the Court by 12:00 PM on Monday, November
3, 2025, regarding the status of the distribution; and to honor the existing waivers.
(Zoom Video Conference at 1:00 PM.) (Simoncelli, Michael) (Entered: 10/31/2025)

10/31/2025 ORAL ORDER granting 3 Motion for TRO for reasons stated on the record at the
hearing on October 31, 2025. So Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on
10/31/2025. (Simoncelli, Michael) (Entered: 10/31/2025)

10/31/2025 |16 | TRANSCRIPT ORDER for proceedings held on 10/31/25 before Judge McConnell.
Daily Transcript selected. Transcript to be delivered following adjournment and prior
to the normal opening hour of court on the following morning.. (Bateman, Kristin)
(Entered: 10/31/2025)

10/31/2025 |17 | TRANSCRIPT ORDER for proceedings held on 10/31/2025 before Judge John J.
McConnell, Jr.. Daily Transcript selected. Transcript to be delivered following
adjournment and prior to the normal opening hour of court on the following morning..
(Becker, Tyler) (Entered: 10/31/2025)

10/31/2025 |18 | Emergency MOTION Written Order on Motion for Temporary Restraining Order filed
by All Defendants. Responses due by 11/14/2025. (Vyas, Rachna) (Entered:
10/31/2025)

11/01/2025 (19 [ ORDER re 3 Emergency MOTION for Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary
Stay under 5 U.S.C. 705. So Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on
11/1/2025. (Simoncelli, Michael) (Main Document 19 replaced on 11/1/2025 to correct
date.) (Simoncelli, Michael). (Entered: 11/01/2025)

11/03/2025 |20 | TRANSCRIPT ORDER ACKNOWLEDGMENT Entered re: 17 Transcript Order, 16
Transcript Order,. Daily Transcript Ordered. Court Reporter/Transcriber: Denise
Webb. (Dias, Jennifer) (Entered: 11/03/2025)

11/03/2025 |21 | STATUS REPORT RE COMPLIANCE WITH TRO by All Defendants. (Attachments:
# 1 Supp. Decl. of Patrick A. Penn)(Becker, Tyler) (Entered: 11/03/2025)

11/04/2025 |22 | MOTION to enforce TRO or, in the alternative, for TRO and preliminary stay re: 19
Order,, Terminate Motions, filed by All Plaintiffs. Responses due by 11/18/2025.
(Attachments: # 1 Supporting Memorandum Mem. i.s.0. Motion to Enforce TRO or, in
the alternative, for TRO and Preliminary Stay, # 2 Exhibit Declaration of Elena
Medina)(Bateman, Kristin) (Entered: 11/04/2025)

11/04/2025 TEXT ORDER: Defendants are hereby ORDERED to Respond to Plaintiffs' 22
MOTION to Enforce TRO or, in the alternative, for TRO and Preliminary Stay, by

close of business on Wednesday 11/5/2025. So Ordered by Chief Judge John J.
McConnell, Jr. on 11/4/2025. (Jackson, Ryan) (Entered: 11/04/2025)

11/04/2025
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NOTICE of Hearing on 22 MOTION to Enforce TRO or, in the alternative, for TRO
and Preliminary Stay re: 19 Order: Motion Hearing via Zoom is hereby scheduled for
Thursday 11/6/2025 at 3:30 PM as a Remote Hearing before Chief Judge John J.
McConnell, Jr.

The below Zoom information is for counsel only and any other individual or party
attempting to join will be removed. The Court will provide a link on it's website for
public viewing via the Court's YouTube channel.

(Zoom Meeting ID: 161 921 7958, Passcode: 485659) (Jackson, Ryan) (Entered:
11/04/2025)

11/04/2025 |23 | NOTICE by Amos House, Black Sheep Market, City of Albuquerque, City of
Baltimore, City of Central Falls, City of Columbus, City of Durham, City of New
Haven, City of Pawtucket, City of Providence, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Community
Center, East Bay Community Action Program, Federal Hill House Association, Main
Street Alliance, National Council of Nonprofits, New York Legal Assistance Group,
Rhode Island State Council of Churches, Service Employees International Union, The
Milagros Project, United Way of Rhode Island re 22 MOTION to enforce TRO or, in
the alternative, for TRO and preliminary stay re: 19 Order,, Terminate Motions,
(Bateman, Kristin) (Entered: 11/04/2025)

11/04/2025 |24 | NOTICE by Scott Bessent, Brooke Rollins, United States Department of Agriculture,
United States Department of the Treasury, United States Office of Management and
Budget, United States of America, Russell Vought re 23 Notice (Other),, (Attachments:
# 1 Exhibit SNAP November 2025 Benefit Guidance, # 2 Exhibit SNAP November
2025 Benefit Guidance Reduction Tables)(Becker, Tyler) (Entered: 11/04/2025)

11/05/2025 |25 | TRANSCRIPT of TRO hearing held on 10/31/2025 before Chief Judge John J.
McConnell, Jr. Court Reporter Denise A Webb, Telephone number 401-752—7045.
Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After
that date it may be obtained through PACER. NOTICE TO COUNSEL: Redaction
Requests must be filed for personal identifiers only. All other redactions must be
requested by motion. For local policy and sample redaction request visit our
website at www.rid.uscourts.gov and select Transcripts under the Case
Information menu option. Redaction Request due 11/26/2025. Redacted Transcript
Deadline set for 12/8/2025. Release of Transcript Restriction set for 2/3/2026. (Webb,
Denise) (Entered: 11/05/2025)

11/05/2025 |26 | RESPONSE In Opposition to 22 MOTION to enforce TRO or, in the alternative, for
TRO and preliminary stay re: 19 Order,, Terminate Motions, filed by All Defendants.
Replies due by 11/12/2025. (Becker, Tyler) (Entered: 11/05/2025)

11/05/2025 (27 | NOTICE by Amos House, Black Sheep Market, City of Albuquerque, City of
Baltimore, City of Central Falls, City of Columbus, City of Durham, City of New
Haven, City of Pawtucket, City of Providence, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Community
Center, East Bay Community Action Program, Federal Hill House Association, Main
Street Alliance, National Council of Nonprofits, New York Legal Assistance Group,
Rhode Island State Council of Churches, Service Employees International Union, The
Milagros Project, United Way of Rhode Island re 22 MOTION to enforce TRO or, in
the alternative, for TRO and preliminary stay re: 19 Order,, Terminate Motions,
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit Decl. of Sharon Parrott)(Bateman, Kristin) (Entered:
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11/05/2025)

11/05/2025 |28 | NOTICE by Scott Bessent, Brooke Rollins, United States Department of Agriculture,
United States Department of the Treasury, United States Office of Management and
Budget, United States of America, Russell Vought (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit Second
Supplementary Decl. of Patrick A. Penn, # 2 Exhibit REVISED Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Benefit and Administrative Expense Update for
November 2025, # 3 Exhibit SNAP November 2025 Benefit Reduction Table
Revised)(Becker, Tyler) (Entered: 11/05/2025)

11/06/2025 |29 | TRANSCRIPT ORDER for proceedings held on 11/6/2025 before Judge McConnell.
Daily Transcript selected. Transcript to be delivered following adjournment and prior
to the normal opening hour of court on the following morning.. (Becker, Tyler)
(Entered: 11/06/2025)

11/06/2025 |30 | TRANSCRIPT ORDER ACKNOWLEDGMENT Entered re: 29 Transcript Order,.
Hourly Transcript Ordered. Court Reporter/Transcriber: Denise Webb. (Dias, Jennifer)
(Entered: 11/06/2025)

11/06/2025 |31 | TRANSCRIPT ORDER for proceedings held on 11/6/25 before Judge Judge
McConnell. Daily Transcript selected. Transcript to be delivered following

adjournment and prior to the normal opening hour of court on the following morning..
(Bateman, Kristin) (Entered: 11/06/2025)

11/06/2025 Minute Entry for proceedings held via Zoom before Chief Judge John J. McConnell,
Jr.: Motion Hearing held on 11/6/2025 re: 22 MOTION to enforce TRO or, in the
alternative, for TRO and preliminary stay re: 19 Order. Counsel present: A. Romero, K.
Love Hubbard, K. Bateman; T. Becker. Court addresses on the pending Motion to
Enforce and will allow each party 15 minutes to argue. Plaintiffs (Bateman) argue for
their motion; Defendant/United States (Becker) argues against the motion and is
questioned by the Court. Court makes an oral ruling on the motion (to be followed by a
written order) GRANTING the Plaintiffs' 22 Motion to Enforce, for another TRO, and
ordering the Defendants to comply with said rulings by Friday 11/7/2025. Further, the
Court DENIES a stay of the proceedings or orders. Adjourned. (Court Reporter Denise
Webb in Courtroom 1 at 3:30 PM) (Jackson, Ryan) (Entered: 11/06/2025)

11/06/2025 |32 | NOTICE OF APPEAL by Scott Bessent, Brooke Rollins, United States Department of
Agriculture, United States Department of the Treasury, United States Office of
Management and Budget, United States of America, Russell Vought as to Order on
Motion for TRO, 19 Order,, Terminate Motions, (No fee paid, USA, Waived by
Statute, or IFP.)

NOTICE TO COUNSEL: Counsel should register for a First Circuit CM/ECF
Appellate Filer Account at http://pacer.psc.uscourts.gov/cmecf/. Counsel should
also review the First Circuit requirements for electronic filing by visiting the
CM/ECF Information section at _http://www.cal.uscourts.gov/cmect Appeal
Record due by 11/13/2025. (Becker, Tyler) (Entered: 11/06/2025)

11/06/2025 (33 [ CLERK'S CERTIFICATE AND APPELLATE COVER SHEET: Abbreviated record

on appeal consisting of notice of appeal, order(s) being appealed, and a certified copy

of the district court docket report transmitted to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the First
Circuit in accordance with 1st Cir. R. 11.0(b). 32 Notice of Appeal. (Attachments: # 1
Record on Appeal)(Simoncelli, Michael) (Entered: 11/06/2025)

11/06/2025 |34
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MEMORANDUM AND ORDER granting 22 MOTION to enforce TRO and granting
MOTION for TRO. So Ordered by Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. on 11/6/2025.
(Jackson, Ryan) (Entered: 11/06/2025)

11/06/2025 |35 | TRANSCRIPT of Motion to Enforce TRO held on 11/06/2025 before Chief Judge John
J. McConnell, Jr. Court Reporter Denise A Webb, Telephone number 401-752—-7045.
Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that date it
may be obtained through PACER. NOTICE TO COUNSEL: Redaction Requests
must be filed for personal identifiers only. All other redactions must be requested
by motion. For local policy and sample redaction request visit our website at
www.rid.uscourts.gov and select Transcripts under the Case Information menu
option. Redaction Request due 11/28/2025. Redacted Transcript Deadline set for
12/8/2025. Release of Transcript Restriction set for 2/4/2026. (Webb, Denise)
(Entered: 11/06/2025)
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND

RHODE ISLAND STATE COUNCIL
OF CHURCHES; NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF NONPROFITS:;
SERVICE EMPLOYEES
INTERNATIONAL UNION; MAIN
STREET ALLIANCE; CITY OF
CENTRAL FALLS; CITY OF
PAWTUCKET; CITY OF
PROVIDENCE; CITY OF
ALBUQUERQUE; CITY OF
BALTIMORE; CITY OF COLUMBUS;
CITY OF DURHAM; CITY OF NEW
HAVEN; AMOS HOUSE:; DR.
MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
COMMUNITY CENTER; EAST BAY
COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM;
FEDERAL HILL HOUSE
ASSOCIATION; THE MILAGROS
PROJECT; UNITED WAY OF RHODE
ISLAND; NEW YORK LEGAL
ASSISTANCE GROUP; BLACK
SHEEP MARKET,

Plaintiffs,

V.

BROOKE ROLLINS, in her official
capacity as Secretary of the United
States Department of Agriculture;
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE; RUSSELL
VOUGHT, in his official capacity as
Director of the United States Office of
Management and Budget; UNITED
STATES OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET; SCOTT BESSENT, in
his official capacity as Secretary of the
United States Department of the
Treasury; UNITED STATES

N N’ N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

C.A. No. 25-cv-569-JJM-AEM
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY; )
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
Defendants. )
)

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Before the Court is the Plaintiffs’ Motion for Enforcement of the Temporary
Restraining Order (“TRO”) or, in the alternative, a Motion for a new TRO and
preliminary stay. ECF No. 22.

It is estimated that 42 million individuals, approximately 1 in 8 Americans,
rely on the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (“SNAP”). This includes 14
million children, 8 million elderly people, and 1.2 million veterans. A core mission of
the United States Department of Agriculture (“USDA”) is to ensure that America’s
children are properly nourished, yet their decision to not feed hungry Americans
through SNAP leaves this Court to address the issues the agency has failed to resolve.
While the President of the United States professes a commitment to helping those it
serves, the government’s actions tell a different story. Faced with a choice between
advancing relief and entrenching delay, it chose the latter—an outcome that
predictably magnifies harm and undermines the very purpose of the program it
administers. Such conduct is more than poor judgment; it is arbitrary and capricious.
One cannot champion the public interest while simultaneously adopting policies that
frustrate it. Discretion exercised in this manner ceases to be discretion at all—it

becomes obstruction cloaked in administrative formality. Accordingly, intervention
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1s not only warranted but necessary to restore coherence, accountability, and fidelity
to the law’s intent.

Therefore, based on these principles and the reasons stated below, the Court
GRANTS the Plaintiffs’ Motion for Enforcement, and the Court is issuing a second
TRO, requiring the full payment of SNAP benefits to be made immediately.

I. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

This case already has an unusually lengthy factual and procedural history in
the short time since it was filed. As such, the Court begins with a brief recounting of
that history.

In the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2024, Congress appropriated more
than $122 billion “[flor necessary expenses to carry out” the SNAP program and, of
that sum, directed that $3 billion, “to remain available through September 30, 2026,
shall be placed in reserve for use only in such amounts and at such times as may
become necessary to carry out program operations.” Pub. L. No. 118-42, 138 Stat. 25,
93. Congress maintained those funding levels for the SNAP program in the Full-Year
Continuing Appropriations and Extensions Act of 2025, meaning that an additional
$3 billion was put aside in a reserve available through September 30, 2027. Pub. L.
No. 119-4, 139 Stat. 9, 13. Collectively, these funds amount to $6 billion in
appropriated funds for SNAP (referred to here as “contingency funds”).

On October 1, 2025, when Congress failed to pass appropriations legislation
for Fiscal Year 2026, the United States entered a “government shutdown.” On

October 10, 2025, in response to the shutdown, USDA announced its intention to
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continue funding the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants
and Children (“WIC”). Marcia Brown, USDA Tells Lawmakers WIC Will Be Funded
Through October, Politico (Oct. 10, 2025, 11:30 AM ET), https:/perma.cc/74PN-7R2F.
To do so, the agency stated that it would be using money from a fund created by
Section 32 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1935, 7 U.S.C. 612c¢ (referred to here
as the “Section 32 Fund”). 7d. As of October 9, 2025, there are over $23 billion in this
fund. See OpenOMB, State Child Nutrition Programs, https://perma.cc/39Y3-4K9F.

Meanwhile, on the same day, USDA issued a memo (.e., “October 10th Memo”)
informing state officials that “if the current lapse in appropriations continues, there
will be insufficient funds to pay full November SNAP benefits for approximately 42
million individuals across the Nation.” Memorandum from U.S. Dep’t of Agric.,
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Benefit and Administrative
Expense Update for November 2025 (Oct. 10, 2025), https://perma.cc/LDG4-DQMC.
A few weeks later, on October 24, 2025, USDA issued another memo @.e., “October
24th Memo”) stating that, effective November 1, 2025, it would be “suspending all
November 2025 benefit allotments until such time as sufficient federal funding is
provided, or until [Food and Nutrition Service] directs State agencies otherwise.”
Memorandum from U.S. Dep’t of Agric., Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) Benefit and Administrative Expense Update for November 2025 (Oct. 24,
2025). The memo further directed states to “take immediate action to implement this

suspension.” /Id.
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In a separate memo issued the same day, USDA asserted that SNAP
contingency funds were “not available to support FY 2026 regular benefits, because
the appropriation for regular benefits no longer exists.” Memorandum from U.S.
Dep’t of Agric., Impact of the Government Lapse on November Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Household Benefits, https://perma.cc/L343-
L7YA. On or about October 27, 2025, USDA posted in a prominent banner on its
website that “the well has run dry” for SNAP benefits, and that “Senate Democrats”
were to blame for not voting to “reopen the government so mothers, babies, and the
most vulnerable among us can receive critical nutrition assistance.” U.S. Dep’t of
Agric., https://perma.cc/BL88-8QUS6 (retrieved on Oct. 27, 2025). The banner further
stated that “there will be no benefits issued November 01.” /d.

On October 30, 2025, a group composed of cities, unions, and nonprofits from
across the country (collectively, “the Plaintiffs”) brought this action, seeking a TRO
compelling USDA to disburse funds to be used for the SNAP program. See ECF No.
1. The Plaintiffs argued that contrary to USDA’s claim that “the well has run dry,”
the agency had two revenue sources from which it could pull to fund SNAP: (1) the
approximately $6 billion in contingency funds; and (2) the approximately $23 billion
in the Section 32 funds. /d. at 38-39. They further argued that the agency’s decision
not to fund SNAP violated the Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”). Id. at 33-38.

On October 31, 2025, this Court held a virtual hearing in which it granted the
Plaintiffs’ request for a TRO. ECF No. 25 (TRO Hr’g Tr.). Specifically, the Court

found that Plaintiffs were substantially likely to succeed on the merits of their APA
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claim because the USDA’s decision to cut off SNAP funding was contrary to law and
arbitrary and capricious. The Court reasoned that the contingency funds for SNAP
are appropriated funds that are necessary to carry out the program’s operation, and
that USDA provided no explanation as to why the contingency funds could not be
used even though the agency had previously acknowledged in 2019, during the first
Trump administration, that such funds could be used during a government
shutdown.! The Court further found that irreparable harm would occur if millions of
people were forced to go without funds for food, and it held that the balance of equities
and the public interest weighed in favor of the Plaintiffs. Accordingly, the Court
orally ordered the Defendants to distribute funds to SNAP beneficiaries as soon as
possible, and to submit a report by 12 PM on November 3, 2025, as to how it planned
to comply with the Court’s order.

Following the hearing, the Defendants filed a motion in which they requested
that the Court reduce its TRO to writing because they were “expeditiously attempting
to comply with the Court’s order.” ECF No. 18 at 2. That same day, President Trump
stated that:

I do not want Americans to go hungry . . . [I] ask the Court to clarify how

we can legally fund SNAP as soon as possible. . .. If we are given the

appropriate legal direction by the Court, it will BE MY HONOR to
provide the funding. . ..

1 This acknowledgement came in the form of guidance issued by a senior USDA
official to regional SNAP program administrators. See Letter from Jessica Shahin to
FNS Regions, Early Issuance of February 2019 SNAP Benefits (Jan. 14, 2019),
https://perma.cc/ED49-ZBKS.
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ECF No. 19 at 2 (quoting Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), Truth Social
(Oct. 31, 2025, at 6:10 PM)).

On November 1, 2025, this Court issued that requested legal direction. ECF
No. 19. It explicitly provided the Defendants with two options to address the
irreparable harm wrought by a lapse in funding for the SNAP program. First, the
Defendants could, within their discretion, use Section 32 funds, contingency funds,
or both to fully fund November SNAP benefits by Monday, November 3, 2025. /Id. at
6. If they chose not to provide full funding, their decision had to “be made in
accordance with the APA” and could not be “arbitrary or capricious.” Id. at 5 n.6.
Second, the Defendants could use contingency funds to make a partial payment of
SNAP benefits by Wednesday, November 5, 2025. Id. at 6. If the Defendants chose
this option, then they would have had to “expeditiously resolve the administrative
and clerical burdens” associated with making partial payments. /d. at 5-6.

On November 3, 2025, the Defendants filed a status report in which they
indicated that they would be proceeding with the second option. ECF No. 21.
Specifically, the Defendants stated that they would partially fund SNAP by using

$4.65 billion in contingency funds? to cover 50% of the benefits due to each SNAP

2 As the Defendants explain, at the beginning of Fiscal Year 2026, there was a
total of $6 billion in SNAP contingency funds. ECF No. 21-1 at 2. The Food and
Nutrition Service (“FNS”) used $450 million from those funds for SNAP State
agencies’ administrative expenses and an additional $300 million for the Nutrition
Assistance Program (“NAP”) block grants for Puerto Rico and American Samoa. /d.
According to the Defendants, this will leave $4.65 billion in contingency funds for
November SNAP benefits. /d. However, the Court ran the numbers, and this leaves
$5.25 billion remaining in contingency funds—not $4.65 billion. The Defendants do
not explain this $600 million discrepancy.
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recipient for the month of November. ECF No. 21-1 at 2. However, a senior USDA
official claimed that issuance of these partial payments could “take anywhere from a
few weeks to up to several months” due to “procedural difficulties.” Id. at 7, 8.
According to the Defendants, USDA has never had to issue partial SNAP benefits
before, and that such an action involves “massive” and “novel system changes” filled
with “procedural difficulties that States will likely experience which would affect
November SNAP benefits reaching households in a timely manner and in the
correctly reduced amounts.” Id. at 7. These difficulties include: (1) State agencies
having to recode their eligibility systems to “adjust for the reduced maximum
allotments”; (2) States having to reduce benefits within their systems, either through
“an automated manner with minimal disruption versus manual overrides or
computations that could lead to payment errors and significant delays”; (3) States
having to “handle any requests for fair hearings from SNAP households related to
the reduction.” Id. at 7-8.

Also in their status report, the Defendants state that “USDA has determined
not to use Section 32 Child Nutrition Program funds or other funds to provide full
SNAP payments for the month of November.” ECF No. 21 at 3. Their reasoning
behind electing not to fully fund the program was that doing so: (1) “strayls] from
Congressional intent” that Section 32 funds “be used only for Child Nutrition
Programs”; (2) would leave a “$4 billion gap” in Child Nutrition Program funding that

“Congress would not replenish ... with annual appropriations”; and (3) “would leave
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Child Nutrition Programs, which feed no fewer than 29 million children, with an
unprecedented and significant shortfall.” ECF No. 21-1 at 5, 6.

The next day, on November 4, 2025, the Plaintiffs filed a motion to enforce the
Court’s TRO. ECF No. 22. They made two arguments. First, they claimed that the
Defendants were failing to comply with the Court’s order to “expeditiously” make
partial payments by Wednesday, November 5, 2025, because they failed to resolve
the associated “administrative and clerical burdens,” as the Court required. ECF No.
22-1 at 12-14. Second, they asserted that the Defendants’ decision not to make full
payments violated the APA and was made in an “arbitrary and capricious” manner,
which directly contravenes the Court’s order. Id. at 17-24. The Plaintiffs requested
that “[tlhe Court enforce its existing order by entering a further order requiring
Defendants to make full SNAP payments for November immediately.” /d. at 5. In
the alternative, they requested that the Court enter a new TRO and preliminary stay,
setting aside USDA’s decision not to provide full funding for the November SNAP
benefits and “compelling the agency to revert to the longstanding status quo ante of
fully funding SNAP benefits.” Id.

Within an hour of the Plaintiffs filing their motion, the President issued
another social media post in which he stated that:

SNAP BENEFITS, which increased by Billions and Billions of Dollars
(MANY FOLD!) during Crooked Joe Biden’s disastrous term in office
(Due to the fact that they were haphazardly “handed” to anyone for the
asking, as opposed to just those in need, which is the purpose of SNAP!),
will be given only when the Radical Left Democrats open up
government, which they can easily do, and not before! Thank you for
your attention to this matter. President DJT
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Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), Truth Social (Nov. 4, 2025, at 11:06 AM),
https://perma.cc/6QAN-54YU.

Shortly thereafter, the Plaintiffs filed a supplemental notice, asserting that
this statement from the President demonstrated that the Defendants were
“threatening defiance of the Court’s order.” ECF No. 23 at 1. The Defendants then
filed their own supplemental notice, attempting to walk back the President’s
statement, and claimed that they were complying with the Court’s order because
USDA had “notified the States of the reduction [in SNAP benefits] and generated the
table required for States to calculate the benefits available for each eligible household
in that State.” ECF No. 24 at 2.

On the evening of November 5, 2025, the Plaintiffs filed another supplemental
notice. ECF No. 27. In it, the Plaintiffs provided further evidence that they claimed
demonstrated that the Defendants were in noncompliance with the Court’s order. /d.
at 1. They provided a declaration from an analyst who explained that contrary to the
Defendants’ claim that USDA intended to spend the full $4.65 billion in contingency
funds, a 50% reduction in benefits for each SNAP recipient would cause the agency
to disburse only $3 billion and leave $1.5 billion in contingency funds unspent. /d. at
2; ECF No. 27-1 at 4.

Very soon thereafter, the Defendants responded with another notice of their
own. ECF No. 28. In it, they conceded that they had committed an “error” in directing
the States to implement a 50% reduction in SNAP benefits. /d. at 2; ECF No. 28-1 at

2. The Defendants explained that, after further calculations, USDA had concluded

10
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that only a 35% reduction—not a 50% reduction—was necessary to deplete the SNAP
contingency funds, and that it had issued revised allotment tables to the States. ECF
No. 28-1 at 2; ECF No. 28-2 at 1. The Defendants claimed that this revised decision
was not made “in response to Plaintiffs’ notice filed earlier this evening” but that they
acknowledged having to make this revision and send updated guidance to the States
in a filing submitted earlier that day.3 ECF No. 28 at 2

After careful review of the parties’ submissions, the Court held a hearing on
this matter on November 6, 2025, at 3:30 pm at which it issued an oral ruling from
the bench. The following discussion sets forth the Court’s reasoning in greater detail,
which formed the basis for its the oral Order.
II. DISCUSSION

A. Partial Funding Decision

In its TRO, the Court gave the Defendants two options, to either: (1) use
contingency funds to make a partial payment of SNAP benefits (“Option 17); or (2)
use Section 32 funds, contingency funds, or both to make a full payment of SNAP
benefits (“Option 2”). If the Defendants chose to proceed with Option 1, they were
required to “expeditiously resolve the administrative and clerical burdens it described

In its papers,” and that “under no circumstances shall the partial payments be made

3 A few hours before and in a separate filing, the Defendants acknowledged in
a footnote that, “[alfter further calculations, USDA anticipates issuing updated tables
tonight or tomorrow and Defendants will file a notice once they are issued.” ECF No.
26 at 7 n.2.

11
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later than Wednesday, November 5, 2025.” ECF No. 19 at 5-6. The record is clear
that the Defendants did neither.

The Defendants contend that they have fully complied with the Court’s order
by providing the contingency funds to the States for SNAP payments.# The
Defendants filed an Emergency Motion under the sentiment that they were
“expeditiously attempting to comply with the Court’s order.” ECF No. 18 at 2. They
also stated in their status report that they “have worked diligently to comply with the
Court’s order,” and they supplemented their report with a declaration from a USDA
official, who explained how USDA “is complying with the Court’s order and will fulfill
its obligation to expend the full amount of SNAP contingency funds....” ECF No. 21
at 2, 3.

Far from being expeditious, the record suggests quite the opposite. As of the
date of this decision, SNAP recipients still have not received their benefits. The
Defendants contend that there are “procedural difficulties” that make it so that
partial SNAP payments “will take anywhere from a few weeks to up to several
months” to be disbursed. ECF No. 21-1 at 6, 8. They claim that reducing the amount

of SNAP benefits that each recipient receives is a “massive” and “novel system

4 On Wednesday November 6, 2025, the Defendants stated in a filing that they
had “fully complied” with the Court’s order and issued tables to the States to that
effect. As of that time, the Defendants assured the Court that “contingency funds
[have] now been provided to States for payment.” ECF No. 26 at 7. But then, mere
hours later, the Defendants stated that they had committed an error and had to send
revised tables to the states. ECF No. 28. This admission makes clear that compliance
by Wednesday, September 5, 2025, as required by the Court order, had not been
achieved as their “full compliance” required further revisions.

12
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changel ]’ that requires USDA to issue “revised tables” so that each State may
calculate “by what percentage maximum SNAP allotments are to be reduced.” /d at
7.

The Defendants’ assertion that “there is nothing more USDA could do,” ECF
No. 26 at 9, carries no weight. Even before this Court’s order was entered, the
Defendants were fully aware of the delay and potential errors that such a partial
payment would involve: “USDA has never implemented a reduction in SNAP benefits
under 7 C.F.R. 271.7. Because no template, processes, or experience exist to inform
a reduction in benefits, there are multiple variables that could lead to significant
problems in attempting to reduce benefits for every SNAP household in the country.”
ECF No. 14-2 at 6.

Furthermore, as the Plaintiffs point out, the Defendants “could have begun
working to resolve the administrative hurdles once the lapse in appropriations
occurred, or even before.” ECF No. 22-1 at 13. This is especially true given that
USDA had previously, during the first Trump administration in 2019, contemplated
such a use of contingency funds during a government shutdown. /d. at 13 n.2. This
plainly makes clear that this is a problem that could have been avoided. The
Defendants knew that, at the time they chose Option 1, they would be prolonging
implementation and frustrating the very purpose of the TRO, which is to provide
timely relief and prevent further irreparable harm. They instead proceeded, fully

aware that Option 2 provided a faster and more practical means of compliance.
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The Defendants overlook the fundamental point that compliance is achieved
when Americans are fed, not when the federal government shifts the administrative
burden of disbursing funds onto the States—especially when there is still no clear
disbursement date in sight.5 By doing so, the Defendants have undermined both the
intent and the effectiveness of this Court’s October 31st oral order and its November
1st written order that the Defendants act “expeditiously.” ECF No. 25.; ECF No. 19
at 5. The Court is not inclined to excuse this noncompliance, particularly where the
obstacles the Defendants now invoke are the foreseeable result of their own choices.

Therefore, the Court GRANTS the Plaintiff’'s Motion to Enforce. Consistent
with its prior orders, the Court hereby ORDERS the Administration to make full
SNAP payments to the States by Friday, November 7, 2025, by utilizing available
Section 32 funds in combination with the contingency funds.

B. Full Funding Decision

Along with their Motion to Enforce, the Plaintiffs also request a second TRO.
ECF No. 22. They argue that, in addition to the Defendants failing to comply with
the Court’s order that partial SNAP payments be made “expeditiously,” the
Defendants also failed to comply with the Court’s order that any decision not to

provide full SNAP payments for the month of November be made in accordance with

5 In fact, the President has stated his intent to defy the Court’s order when he
posted on social media that “SNAP BENEFITS ... will be given only when the Radical
Left Democrats open up government ... and not before!” Donald J. Trump
(@realDonaldTrump), Truth  Social (Nov.4, 2025, at 11:06 AM),
https://perma.cc/6QAN-54YU.
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the APA and that such decision could not be arbitrary or capricious. ECF No. 22-1 at
17. This argument is addressed below.
1. Standing

As an initial matter, the Defendants argue that USDA’s decision not to expend
Section 32 funds is unreviewable by this Court because it is “committed to agency
discretion by law” under 5 U.S.C. § 701(a)(2). ECF No. 26 at 9. The Defendants rely
on Lincoln v. Vigil, 508 U.S. 182 (1993) to support their argument that USDA’s
funding decision is “entirely discretionary” and that, as such, this Court has “no leave
to intrude.” Id. (quoting Lincoln, 508 U.S. at 193).

In making this argument, the Defendants ignore a key tenet of the APA, which
is that the statute “establishes a ‘basic presumption of judicial review [for] one

)

suffering legal wrong because of agency action.” Dep’t of Homeland Sec. v. Regents
of the Univ. of Cal., 591 U.S. 1, 16-17 (2020) (quoting Abbott Lab’ys v. Gardner, 387
U.S. 136, 140 (1967)). To honor this presumption, the Supreme Court has read this
agency discretion exception “quite narrowly,” finding that it only applies in “those
rare circumstances where the relevant statute is drawn so that a court would have
no meaningful standard against which to judge the agency’s exercise of discretion.”
Dep’t of Commerce v. New York, 588 U.S. 752, 772 (2019) (first quoting Gardner, 387
U.S. at 140; and then quoting Weyerhaeuser Co. v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv., 586
U.S. 9, 23 (2018)). Historically, these “rare circumstances” have been limited to only

a few specific types of decisions, such as “a decision not to institute enforcement

proceedings,” id. (citing Heckler v. Chaney, 470 U.S. 821, 831-832 (1985), or “a

15

Case: 25-2038e 1(25:0m6066WIINBAEMS DBagmetit 34 Dddd|dd/A6/dY/2Rage 16maf\2iD: 6763799

41



PagelD 663

decision by an intelligence agency to terminate an employee in the interest of national
security,” id. (citing Webster v. Doe, 486 U.S. 592, 600-01 (1988)). Neither of these
“rare circumstances” are currently before the Court.

In addition, the APA requires a court to “hold unlawful and set aside agency
action” that is found to be “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise
not in accordance with law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). The Supreme Court has also
recently explained that “the command of the APA” is that ““the reviewing court’—not
the agency whose action it reviews—is to ‘decide all relevant questions of law’ and
interpret ... statutory provisions.” Loper Bright Enters. v. Raimondo, 603 U.S. 369,
398 (2024) (quoting 5 U.S.C. § 706). “[Algency interpretations of statutes ... are not

143

entitled to deference,” and it is indeed “the responsibility of the court to decide
whether the law means what the agency says.” Id. at 392 (quoting Perez v. Mortg.
Bankers Ass’n, 575 U.S. 92, 109 (2015) (Scalia, J., concurring in judgment)).

Here, the Court has jurisdiction to review this action. As the Defendants have
acknowledged, a key dispute in this case is over how certain statutory provisions
authorize USDA to expend Section 32 funds. ECF No. 26 at 9-11. This is a question
that falls squarely within the APA’s command that courts—not agencies—decide “all
relevant questions of law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706; Raimondo, 603 U.S. at 398. In addition,
the Court has an obligation to ensure that the agency is not acting in an “arbitrary
and capricious” manner in its decision-making process. 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). Having

determined that USDA’s actions are reviewable, the Court now proceeds to the merits

of the Plaintiffs’ request for a new TRO.
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2. The Merits

In evaluating a motion for a TRO, the Court considers: (1) the Plaintiffs’
likelihood of success on the merits; (2) the possibility that, without an injunction, the
Plaintiffs will suffer irreparable harm; (3) the balance of equities between the parties;
and (4) the effect of the Court’s ruling on the public interest. See Esso Standard Oil
Co. v. Monroig—Zayas, 445 F.3d 13, 17-18 (1st Cir. 20086).

At this stage, the irreparable harm, balance of equities, and public interest
considerations are virtually the same as those raised by the parties during the
October 31, 2025, hearing before this Court. The Court found that all three factors
weighed in the Plaintiffs’ favor. As such, the only relevant consideration here is the
Plaintiffs’ likelihood of success on the merits of their claim.

The Plaintiffs claim that the Defendants’ decision not to provide full SNAP
funding for the month of November was an “arbitrary and capricious” decision, and
that it must be set aside. ECF No. 22-1 at 17. They advance four arguments to
support their claim: (1) the Defendants “failed to account for the practical
consequences” of its decision to only partially fund SNAP; (2) the Defendants’
reasoning rested on “a flawed understanding of USDA’s statutory authority and
Congress’s intent”; (3) the Defendants’ child nutrition reasoning was “implausible”
and “contrary to the evidence”; and (4) the Defendants’ desire to conserve funding for
child nutrition is “pretextual,” and their decision was instead motivated by “partisan

political advantage.” Id. at 18-24. The Court addresses each argument in turn.
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a. Failing to Account for Practical Consequences of Partial
Funding

An agency rule is “arbitrary and capricious” if the agency “entirely failed to
consider an important aspect of the problem.” Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n of U.S., Inc.
v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983). It would also be “arbitrary
and capricious” for the agency to ignore “longstanding policies [that] may have
‘engendered serious reliance interests that must be taken into account.” Dep’t of
Homeland Sec. v. Regents of Univ. of California, 591 U.S. 1, 30 (2020) (internal
citations omitted) (concluding that DHS acted arbitrarily and capriciously where it
failed to consider reliance interests that DACA recipients had in the program before
it chose to rescind the program).

The Plaintiffs assert that the Defendants have failed to consider how its
decision to provide only partial benefits will cause “immense harm to beneficiaries
who will go without food assistance during potentially lengthy delays.” ECF No. 22-
1 at 18-19. The Court agrees. The “procedural difficulties” that the Defendants note
in their status report stem from their decision to implement reduced benefits rather
than full benefits. ECF No. 21-1 at 6, 7. According to the Defendants, implementing
such benefit reductions requires the states to make “massive” and “novel system
changes,” such as their having to: (1) recode their eligibility systems to “adjust for the
reduced maximum allotments”; (2) reduce benefits within their systems, either
through “an automated manner with minimal disruption versus manual overrides or
computations that could lead to payment errors and significant delays” and (3)

“handle any requests for fair hearings from SNAP households related to the
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reduction.” Id. at 7-8. As a result of these “procedural difficulties,” partial SNAP
payments could be delayed by “a few weeks to up to several months.” /d. at 8.

Again, the Court finds it astounding that the Defendants would even choose to
go down this path if they were aware of all the difficulties and delays that such partial
payment of SNAP benefits would entail. What then of the tens of millions of
Americans who rely on the SNAP program? Nowhere in its decision did USDA
consider the increased harm that will befall these recipients if they are forced to go
without food for “a few weeks to up to several months.” This is precisely the
irreparable harm that the Court contemplated when it issued its TRO, which is why
the Defendants were required to act “expeditiously.” ECF No. 19 at 4-5 (“[T]o ensure
the quick, orderly, and efficient implementation of the Court’s Order ... and to
alleviate the irreparable harm that the Court found exists without timely payment of
SNAP benefits, the Government should, within its discretion, find the additional
funds necessary (beyond the contingency funds) to fully fund the November SNAP
payments. Simply disregarding this “important aspect of the problem” and these
“serious reliance interests” is patently arbitrary and capricious. State Farm, 463 U.S.
at 43; Regents, 591 U.S. at 30.

b. Misapprehending USDA’s Statutory Authority and Congress’s
Intent

An agency action that is premised on a “legal error” is arbitrary and capricious
and must be set aside. Doe v. Noem, 152 F.4th 272, 287 (1st Cir. 2025) (internal
citations omitted); see also Badose v. Garland, 125 F.4th 1, 8, 11 (1st Cir. 2024)

(concluding that Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) committed legal error where
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it engaged in factfinding—something it was statutorily barred from engaging in—and
that this warranted vacating the BIA’s decision). “[Ilf the action is based upon a
determination of law as to which the reviewing authority of the courts does come into
play, an order may not stand if the agency has misconceived the law.” SEC v. Chenery
Corp., 318 U.S. 80, 94 (1943).

Throughout their briefing, the Defendants conflate Section 32 funds with the
Child Nutrition Programs to make it seem as though they go in tandem (.e., “Section
32 Child Nutrition Funds” and “Child Nutrition Programs’ funds”). ECF Nos. 21 at
2, 26 at 9. In essence, the Defendants claim that Section 32 funds are to be used
exclusively to fund the Child Nutrition Programs, and that to use those funds for
other purposes would “stray from Congressional intent.” ECF No. 21-1 at 6. The
Plaintiffs argue that this is a misapprehension of USDA’s statutory authority and of
congressional intent. ECF No. 22-1 at 19-20. Again, the Court agrees.

Section 32 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1935 states in relevant part:
“Congress has set forth a mandatory, and permanent, appropriation that stems from
30% of customs receipts on all imports from the prior calendar year.” While much of
this funding has been appropriated for the Child Nutrition Program, there is no
statute prohibiting USDA from using the funding for other purposes. Rather, USDA
has the authority under 7 U.S.C. § 2257 to authorize transfers of these funds
“Interchangeably” for the “miscellaneous expenses of the work of any bureau, division,
or office of the Department of Agriculture.” In fact, USDA conceded to, at the

beginning of the current government shutdown, transferring $300 million in Section
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32 funds to support the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for WIC. See ECF
No. 21-1 at 6. This clearly undermines the Defendants’ point, as WIC is an entirely
separate program from the Child Nutrition Programs. As such, the Defendants’
reasoning relies on a “legal error” that renders their decision “arbitrary and
capricious.” Doe, 152 F.4th at 287; Chenery Corp., 318 U.S. at 94.

c. Providing Reasoning That Is Implausible and Contrary to the
Evidence

An agency action is “arbitrary and capricious” if it “runs counter to the evidence
before the agency” and “is so implausible that it could not be ascribed to a difference
1n view.” State Farm, 463 U.S. at 43.

The Defendants contend that transferring Section 32 funds to fully fund SNAP
for the month of November creates “an unacceptable risk ... because shifting $4
billion dollars to America’s SNAP population merely shifts the problem to millions of
America’s low income children that receive their meals at school.” ECF No. 21-1 at
6. They claim that such a transfer would leave “Child Nutrition Programs, which
feed no fewer than 29 million children, with an unprecedented and significant

shortfall” that would not be replenished by Congress in a later appropriations bill.6

6 In subsequent briefing, the Defendants also argue that USDA risks violating
the Appropriations Clause and the Antideficiency Act if it is forced to disburse Section
32 funds to SNAP. ECF No. 26 at 15. The Appropriations Clause provides that no
money can be paid out of the Treasury unless it has been appropriated by an act of
Congress. U.S. Const. art. I, § 7. The Antideficiency Act similarly prevents agencies
from obligating or spending funds absent congressional appropriation. 31 U.S.C. §
1341. The Defendants’ argument is unconvincing given that Congress has explicitly
authorized the use of Section 32 funds in this way. See 7 U.S.C. § 2257; Section 32 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1935.
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Id. at 5. The Plaintiffs challenge this claim as “contrary to the evidence” and
“implausible.” ECF No. 22-1 at 20. The Court agrees with the Plaintiffs.

It is highly unlikely that USDA’s transfer of Section 32 funds would lead to
immediate and permanent gaps in Child Nutrition Program funding, as the
Defendants suggest. The Plaintiffs rightfully point out that transferring $4 billion to
fully fund November SNAP benefits would still leave $19.35 billion in the Section 32
account. ECF No. 22-1 at 21. Given that it costs USDA approximately $3 billion per
month’ to administer the Child Nutrition Programs, such a transfer would still leave
“enough to fully fund child nutrition through May [2026] and beyond, even if the
current lapse in appropriations lasted that long.” Id.

In addition, the Defendants’ decision not to fully fund SNAP reflects their
determination that those funds “must remain available to protect full operation of
Child Nutrition Programs throughout the fiscal year, instead of being used for SNAP
benefits.” ECF No. 21-1 at 3. They state—quite definitively—that such a transfer
would result in a “$4 billion gap [that] would notbe filled” by Congress and represents
a “permanent loss” to the program. /d. at 5 (emphasis in original). But, as the
Defendants readily acknowledge, “USDA cannot predict what Congress will do....”
Id. at 3. Congress may choose to replenish funds for the Child Nutrition Programs
during the next appropriations cycle. Or it may choose to appropriate additional

funds to SNAP, amounts which could in turn be transferred to the Child Nutrition

7Or, to use USDA’s precise language, $36.27 billion per year. ECF No. 21-1 at
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account under Section 2257 to reimburse it for the amounts that account covered.
The point is that USDA does not know how Congress will use its power of the purse,
so it cannot rest on the assumption that Congress will simply do nothing.

One final point here. Contrary to what the Defendants claim, 29 million
children who participate in the Child Nutrition Program are not at risk of
immediately going hungry in the event of a transfer of Section 32 funds. Instead,
SNAP recipients—16 million of whom are children—will go hungry if they do not
receive their SNAP benefits this month. See ECF No. 22-1 at 21 (citing Dep’t of
Agric., Characteristics of SNAP Households: Fiscal Year 2025 (May 2, 2025),
https://perma.cc/RNSA-YDSR). In other words, it defies belief that the Defendants
would prioritize a hypothetical disruption in child food assistance, projected to occur
no sooner than May of 2026 (f at all), over the very real and immediate risk of
children being deprived of their food assistance today.

Taken together, the Defendants’ arguments run so contrary to the evidence
and are so implausible as to make them arbitrary and capricious. State Farm, 463
U.S. at 43.

d. Providing Reasoning That Is Pretextual

Providing a “pretextual” reason for taking agency action “that is incongruent
with what the record reveals about the agency’s priorities and decisionmaking
process” can be a basis for setting aside agency action as arbitrary and capricious.
Dep’t of Com. v. New York, 588 U.S. 752, 782, 785 (2019). Courts are “not required

to exhibit a naiveté from which ordinary citizens are free,” and they must “ensure
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that agencies offer genuine justifications for important decisions.” Id. at 785.
Relatedly, “decisions featuring unjustifiable bias or partisanship are precisely the
types of agency actions that ‘would work a violation of the arbitrary-and-capricious
standard.” Level the Playing Field v. FEC, 961 F.3d 462, 464 (D.C. Cir. 2020)
(quoting Hagelin v. FEC, 411 F.3d 237, 242 (D.C. Cir. 2005)); see also AFSCME, AFL-
CIO v. OMB, No. 25-cv-08302-SI, 2025 WL 3018250, at *18-19 (N.D. Cal. Oct. 28,
2025) (finding that plaintiffs were likely to succeed on their arbitrary and capricious
claim where agencies sent out “Reduction-in-Force” notices as part of President
Trump’s “retaliatory and partisan ‘policy goal” of punishing Democratic-oriented
agencies during the government shutdown).

The Plaintiffs’ fourth and final argument is that the Defendants’ stated desire
to conserve funding for Child Nutrition Programs is a “pretext,” and that the real
reason USDA chose not to fully fund SNAP was for “partisan political purposes.” ECF
No. 22-1 at 23. The Court once again agrees with the Plaintiffs. The Defendants’
stated desire to conserve funding for Child Nutrition Programs seems entirely
“pretextual” given the numerous statements made in recent weeks by Trump
administration officials who make clear that SNAP benefits are being withheld for
political reasons.

First, the Defendants’ claim is undercut by the banner on USDA’s website,
which—Dbeginning on or about October 27, 2025—provided that “the well has run dry”
on SNAP benefits and that “Senate Democrats” are to blame for the lapse in funding.

ECF No. 22-1 at 23 (citing Dep’t of Agric., https://perma.cc/BL88-8QU6 (captured on
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Oct. 27, 2025, at 10:21 PM)). That “the well has run dry” cannot be so if, as recent as
2019, the first Trump administration’s Agricultural acknowledged that contingency
funds could be used to fund SNAP during a government shutdown. ECF No. 22-1 at
13 n.2 (citing Letter from Jessica Shahin to FNS Regions, Early Issuance of February
2019 SNAP Benefits (Jan. 14, 2019), https://perma.cc/ED49-ZBK8)). Even more
striking is the fact that, since this Court issued its order requiring USDA to fund
SNAP during the shutdown, the at-issue “the well has run dry” language has
disappeared from USDA’s website. See Dep’t of Agric., https:/www.usda.gov (last
checked Nov. 6, 2025).

Second, and most notably, the Defendants’ claim is further undermined by
President Trump’s recent statements on social media. Initially, the President stated:
“If we are given the appropriate legal direction by the Court, it will BE MY HONOR
to provide the funding...” ECF No. 19 at 2 (quoting Donald J. Trump
(@realDonaldTrump), Truth Social (Oct. 31, 2025, at 6:10 PM)). Despite the clear
legal direction from this Court, see ECF No. 19, and despite the Defendants’
indication in a filing of their intent to comply with that order, see ECF No. 21, the
President nevertheless threatened to withhold SNAP benefits until the end of the
government shutdown: “SNAP BENEFITS ... will be given only when the Radical
Left Democrats open up government, which they can easily do, and not before!” ECF
No. 23 at 1 (quoting Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), Truth Social (Nov. 4,

2025, at 11:06 AM), https://perma.cc/6QAN-54YU).
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This Court is not naive to the administration’s true motivations. See Dep’t of
Com., 588 U.S. at 785 (2019). Far from being concerned with Child Nutrition funding,
these statements make clear that the administration is withholding full SNAP
benefits for political purposes. Such “unjustifiable partisanship” has infected the
USDA’s decision-making, rendering it arbitrary and capricious. Level the Playing
Field, 961 F.3d at 464; AFSCME, AFL-CIO, 2025 WL 3018250, at *18-19.

3. The Remedy

Based on the above reasoning, the Court finds that the Plaintiffs have satisfied
the requirements for the issuance of a second TRO. First, the Plaintiffs have
demonstrated a likelihood of success on the merits of their APA claim. Second, the
Court has already determined that irreparable harm is substantially likely to occur—
harm that only increased due to the Defendants’ failure to comply with the Court’s
prior order. Third, the balance of the equities and the public interest weigh strongly
in the Plaintiffs’ favor.

As such, the Plaintiffs have satisfied the requirements for the issuance of a
new TRO. The Court GRANTS the Plaintiffs’ Motion for a new TRO, and the
Defendants are hereby ORDERED to make full payment of November SNAP benefits
to the States by Friday, November 7, 2025, by utilizing available Section 32 funds in
combination with the contingency funds
III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, the Plaintiffs’ Motion to Enforce 1s GRANTED,

as well as the Plaintiffs’ Motion for a new TRO. (ECF No. 22.) The Defendants are
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ORDERED to make full payments of November SNAP benefits to the states by
Friday, November 7, 2025, by utilizing available Section 32 funds in combination with

the contingency funds.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

s/John J. McConnell, Jr.

John J. McConnell, Jr.
Chief Judge
United States District Court

November 6, 2025
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND

Fal T S R R C.A. No. 1:25-cv-00569-JIM
*

RHODE ISLAND STATE COUNCIL*

OF CHURCHES, et al.
VS. NOVEMBER 6, 2025

BROOKE ROLLINS, in her

official capacity as

Secretary of the United

States Department of

Agriculture, et al.

VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE

PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND
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BEFORE THE HONORABLE JOHN J. McCONNELL, JR.,
CHIEF JUDGE

Motion to Enforce TRO hearing

APPEARANCES:

FOR THE PLAINTIFFS: AMY RETSINAS ROMERO, ESQUIRE
KEVIN LOVE HUBBARD, ESQUIRE
DeLUCA, WEIZENBAUM, BARRY & REVENS
199 North Main Street
Providence, Rhode Island 02903

FOR THE PLAINTIFFS: KRISTEN BATEMAN, ESQUIRE
DEMOCRACY FORWARD FEFOUNDATION
P.0O. Box 34553
Washington, DC 20043
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FOR THE DEFENDANTS:

Court Reporter:

TYLER J. BECKER, AUSA

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE - CIV
Office of the Assistant Attorney
General, Civil Division

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Room 3632

Washington, DC 20530

Denise A. Webb, RPR
One Exchange Terrace
Providence, RI 02903
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VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE
1:25-cv-00569-JJM
06 NOVEMBER 2025

THE CLERK: The court is now in session before
Chief Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. This session 1s being
recorded to the cloud on Zoom. There is a public YouTube
narrowcast being streamed as we speak, and we have a court
reporter here who will have the hearing on the record.
Judge.

THE COURT: Thank you, Ryan. Good afternoon,
everyone. We are here in the case of Rhode Island State
Council of Churches, et al. versus Brooke Rollins, in her
official capacity as Secretary of the United States
Department of Agriculture, et al., Civil Action 25-569.

Would counsel identify themselves for the record.

MS. ROMERO: Good afternoon, your Honor. Amy
Romero for the Plaintiffs, along with my colleagues, Kevin
Love Hubbard and Kristin Bateman.

THE COURT: Great. Good afternoon, folks.

Mr. Becker.

MR. BECKER: Tyler Becker for the Government,
Counsel to the Assistant Attorney General.

THE COURT: Great. Welcome back, Mr. Becker.
We're here on the Plaintiffs' motion to enforce and/or for a

second TRO. I think one of my clerks put it right when they
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said, This is not a new rodeo, we've been here before, the
matters have been well briefed. And with that, I would like
each side to just take 15 minutes to make their argument,
and then we'll go from there.

Unlike the last time, why don't we begin with the
Plaintiffs. Ms. Romero, who's going to take the lead?

MS. ROMERO: Thank you, your Honor. Attorney
Kristen Bateman will argue for the Plaintiffs.

THE COURT: Great. Welcome, Ms. Bateman.

MS. BATEMAN: Good morning, your Honor. And thank
you and thank you to your staff and clerks for continuing to
work on this case in the lapse of funding.

THE COURT: And I might add, and aren't getting
paid.

MS. BATEMAN: Exactly.

THE COURT: As is Mr. Becker, I would imagine. So
we have a lot of public servants —--

MR. BECKER: That's correct, your Honor.

THE COURT: We have a lot the public servants who
continue to do their duty on all sides, known and unknown,
who deserve our thanks. So thank you for mentioning that,
Ms. Bateman.

MS. BATEMAN: Thank you, your Honor. This Court's
order gave the Defendants a choice. They could fully fund

November SNAP benefits or they could come up with a plan to
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partially fund those benefits using the contingency funds,
so long as that plan allowed for expeditious and timely
payment to the beneficiaries who rely on SNAP for food and
so long as that plan was not arbitrary and capricious. The
Defendants have not done that. By their own admission,
their plan will mean that in some states, beneficiaries
don't get the money they need for food for weeks or even
months.

And the reasons they have given for making that choice
are facially implausible. They say that they are doing that
to conserve the needed funding for child nutrition programs
like school lunches, but tapping into those funds now to
fully fund the November SNAP benefits will not take needed
money away from those child nutrition programs unless the
Government shutdown lasts until next June.

Basing a decision on such a highly unlikely set of
events is not reasoned decision making. And it's
particularly unreasonable because the Defendants have not
explained why they would choose to let 42 million Americans,
including 16 million children, go hungry now in order to
guard against the extreme outside chance that come June
there won't be enough money to fund child nutrition
programs.

In fact, the record shows that conserving money for

child nutrition programs is not the reason. That's a
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pretext. What Defendants are really trying to do is to
leverage people's hunger to gain partisan political
advantage in the shutdown fight. 1In these particular facts
and circumstances, the Defendants' choice not to fully fund
November SNAP benefits is arbitrary and capricious, and in
these particular facts and circumstances, the Court should
order Defendants to provide that full funding immediately.

It's already six days into November, people are waiting
for the assistance they need to be able to afford food, and
there's no more time to wait. So we would ask that the
Court enforce its existing order by requiring immediate
release of the funds necessary to make full November SNAP
payments, or, in the alternative, we would ask that the
Court enter a new TRO and stay order primarily setting aside
the decision not to fully fund those benefits and requiring
Defendants to release that funding immediately.

I welcome the Court's questions.

THE COURT: No. Thank you. Very consistent with
your argument. Ms. Romero or Mr. Hubbard, are you adding
anything?

MR. LOVE HUBBARD: No, thank you, your Honor.

THE COURT: Great. Mr. Becker.

MR. BECKER: Thank you, your Honor. The Government
appreciates the time to be able to speak about this issue

which we know i1s affecting vulnerable populations. And,
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ultimately, as we stated in the last hearing, this all comes
down to Congress not —-- Congress not having appropriated
funds. The Government is shut down currently.

This Court ordered last time that the Government --
that the Government make one of few decisions as Plaintiffs
recognized: The Government could fully fund the SNAP
benefits in its discretion if it used Section 32 funds, or
the Court also mentioned other funds, although the
Government was not able to find other funds within the same
bureau that would actually be able to be transferred, or the
Government could provide partial benefits using the full
SNAP contingency fund.

The Government has complied with the Court's order --

THE COURT: But, Mr. Becker, stop for a second,
because you're leaving out a key element of the second
option that was given to you, which is that the funds would
be expeditiously and efficiently paid by Wednesday. That's
why the Court gave you three more days than if full payment
was made so that you -- I apologize when I say "you," I mean
the Government, so if I do that again, my apologies,

Mr. Becker -- that when the Administration, to give them
some days to straighten out those issues so that full
payment -- so that partial payment could get to people
immediately.

One, the contingency funds the Court found were
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compulsory, having to be spent, it pointed to where, if
there was going to be such a delay, you could find other
funds, that being Section 32, but said the payments had to
be made by Wednesday. And that's the key part I think

that -- the key part of the Court's Order that represents
the difference between the Administration's position and the
Plaintiffs' position.

MR. BECKER: Your Honor, the Court's Order says if
the Government does not want to use its discretion to use
funds available to make a full payment of SNAP benefits in
November, then it must expeditiously resolve the
administrative and clerical burdens and papers, but then
requiring payments to be made by Wednesday, November 5th.

THE COURT: It says under no circumstances. I
wrote that. I know exactly what it says.

MR. BECKER: Yes, your Honor. The Government has
resolved -- the States are not parties to this litigation,
but the Government has resolved all of the administrative
and clerical burdens that it is responsible for in this
context.

THE COURT: But that's not what the Order said,
Mr. Becker. And the Administration problems at making a
partial payment are the exact -- the notice that the
Government sent about the problems are the exact same

problems that you mentioned in opposition to the Plaintiffs'
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original motion. Exact same. Word for word. It might take
weeks; it might takes months in some states. So, in fact,
nothing was done consistent with the Court's Order to clear
the weight to expeditiously resolve it.

Now, maybe that's a State problem, maybe not, but if it
was something that the Government could not resolve
expeditiously; that is, by Wednesday, two days ago -— no —--
yesterday, then you were required to make the full payment,
which didn't have any of those administrative burdens.

That's the plain reading of the Court's Order. And,
instead, the Government did nothing to ensure that the money
would be paid on Wednesday, which is the issue that was the
problem that you highlighted beforehand.

MR. BECKER: Your Honor, the Government did make
the payments -- is making the payments to the States.
That's all the Government does in the SNAP program. That's
in the statute; that is in the regulations.

The Government did -- has presented different reasons
that it did not -- than it did before. Yes, there are
issues with regard to States actually being able to
administer the -- it being able to administer. We knew
that; we knew that before.

But the Government also presented before reasons that
even calculating and going through these calculations so

quickly to make the partial payment would be difficult to
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expend the contingency fund. And the Government resolved
those. We, in fact, submitted late last night a correction
because this was done very quickly. But the Government made
that money available. The money is available to the States.

Within the last couple of hours, the States have
admitted in a filing in the District of Massachusetts that
some of them can do this immediately and the funds can go
out immediately. Some of the States cannot. This is a
State problem. States are not parties to this litigation,
they are parties to the Massachusetts litigation.

THE COURT: Mr. Becker, what this Court's Order
said was to resolve the problems to ensure that the money
would be paid so that people got their SNAP benefits so that
the irreparable harm would not continue. The problem that
the Government identified needed to be resolved one way or
the other by Wednesday. And if it wasn't resolved by
Wednesday, then you had to make the full payments because
that's the only way we could get money to people immediately
and alleviate the irreparable harm.

Whether you could or couldn't do anything about that,
I'm not challenging. I'm not challenge that at all. But
if -—— I'm going to take you at your word that you couldn't
or you didn't do anything, therefore, you had an
obligation -- the Government had an obligation of following

the order to make the full payment so that people everywhere
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throughout the country would get their SNAP benefits
immediately.

We have now gone six days without needed food to the
42 million, 16 million children. Irreparable harm, that's
what the Court's temporary retraining order attempted to
resolve. I gave you the option because contingency money, I
think, had to be paid, I think using Section 32 money was
discretionary, but when you can't fix the irreparable harm
and you've lost the ability to exercise that discretion,
that's what the Order said. And I think it's
straightforward, and I think it's simple. And I —--

MR. BECKER: Your Honor, the reason that people
have not received their SNAP benefits is because the States
have not distributed the partial benefits. The partial
benefits on Monday were released on Monday. It was not even
by Wednesday. We actually tried to do this early to really
comply with the Court, to also give the Court a couple of
days to be able to tell the Government that they needed to
do more than that.

We specifically stated in our filing on Monday that
this would fully -- that by providing and making available
the partial payments on Monday, and it was done by Tuesday
morning, that that was the end of the Government's
obligation. We've heard nothing from the Court besides

scheduling a new hearing about this until -- and I'm just
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hearing about this now that this has been a problem.

(Overspeaking)

THE COURT: Whoa, whoa, whoa, whoa, whoa. Time
out, Mr. Becker. The Plaintiffs filed their paperwork
setting this out, putting it forward about their desire to
have the order enforced and the plain language of the order
two, three days ago. So this isn't the first you've heard
about it. You heard about it I believe with the plain
reading of the Order, and then you heard about it from the
Plaintiff days ago that the Court said the irreparable harm
needs to be remedied. It needs to be remedied under one or

two ways, your decision. Either fix the administrative

problem so food stamps get in peoples' pocket -- I'm
sorry —— SNAP benefits get in peoples' pockets -— I'm
showing my age -- get in peoples' pockets immediately so

that the irreparable harm can be remedied, or, or, then go
the route that includes some discretion, Section 32 funds,
and pay the full benefits because you represented to the
Court correctly so that those could just fly like they
normally do.

And I'm not accusing you, and I don't think the
Plaintiffs are either, of bad faith in it, of acting
inappropriately. I think what the Plaintiffs are saying —--
I mean, they have not, and I think rightly so, haven't asked

for contempt. What they're merely saying is enforce the
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Order that is plain and straightforward. And, clearly, the
Government didn't read the Order in its plain language in
that regard, because it shows to allow the same problems
that the Court said must be expeditiously eliminated, and
they existed when you filed -- same exact problems it listed
when you made the decision.

MR. BECKER: Your Honor, the Government complied
with the Court's Order. We stated on Monday night when we
filed with the Court that because all of the additional
issues would be on the States, we resolved all of the
burdens that the Government is responsible for under the
regulations and under the statute.

SNAP is a system that is a joint system between the
States and the Federal Government. For example, they share
50 percent of each benefit. The Government reasonably
interpreted the Order as the Government having to resolve
all of its own administrative burdens, some of which were
actually administrative burdens that are on the Government.
As you've seen, calculating a partial is not that easy. The
Government has never had to do this before. USDA has never
had to do it before. The Government has been complying and
has released the contingency funds.

THE COURT: Okay. So hold on a second. Thanks,
Mr. Becker. I appreciate the argument.

Let me give you my ruling. In addition to this oral
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ruling, the Court will issue a more detailed written order
shortly there afterwards, but because irreparable harm
continues by the minute, the Court is going to give you its
oral Order.

It is clear to the Court that the Administration did
not comply with this Court's oral Order of 10/31/25 or its
written Order of November 1, '25. The Court was clear that
the Administration had to either make the full payment by
this past Monday, or it must, quote, "expeditiously resolve
the administrative and clerical burdens it described in its
papers but under no circumstances shall the partial payments
be made later than Wednesday, November 5th, 2025." The
record is clear that the Administration did neither.

In fact, the day before the compliance was ordered, the
President stated his intent to defy the Court Order when he
said, quote, "SNAP payments will be given only when the
Government opens" unquote.

The Administration then filed the notice with this
Court saying that it chose partial payment, but it did not
do anything to resolve the administrative and clerical
burdens that it had described in its paper and that the
Order directly referred to. How do we know this? Because
in their notice of compliance, the Administration states the
exact same thing they did before the Order; that is, "the

system—-changes States must implement to provide the reduced
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benefit amounts will take anywhere from a few weeks to up to
several months," unquote. If that continued to be the case,
the Administration was required under this Court's Order to
immediately make the full payment for November SNAP benefits
considering the finding of irreparable harm that would
occur.

And just to be clear, irreparable harm means harm to
families, elderly, children, and others that cannot be
undone. The evidence shows that people will go hungry, food
pantries will be overburdened, and needless suffering will
occur. That's what irreparable harm here means.

Last weekend, SNAP benefits lapsed for the first time
in our Nation's history. This is a problem that could have
and should have been avoided.

Therefore, the Court grants the Plaintiffs' Motion to
Enforce and consistent with its prior Order, orders the
Administration to make the full SNAP payment to the States
by tomorrow, Friday, November 7th, utilizing available
Section 32 funds in combination with the contingency funds.

Second, as to Plaintiffs' request for a second TRO, the
Court finds that all four elements are present requiring an
additional TRO to issue.

To recap, the Administration decided not to use
available funds from Section 32 to make the full November

SNAP payment. That decision, as the Court ordered and as
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the APA required, had to be made in a non-arbitrary and
non-capricious way. However, the record is abundantly clear
that the Administration's decision not to use available
Section 32 funds to fully fund November's SNAP payment was
arbitrary and capricious, signifying a high degree of
likelihood of success by the Plaintiffs.

Because the use of the contingency funds was not
permissive, 1t was mandatory, USDA had an obligation
beginning on November 1lst at least -- I'm sorry —-- beginning
on October 1st, when the shutdown began, to prepare to use
the contingency funds so that the recipients would get their
benefits as expected on November 1. USDA did not do so.
Even when November 1lst came, USDA refused to use the
congressionally mandated contingency funds. USDA cannot now
cry that it cannot get timely payments to beneficiaries for
weeks or months because States are not prepared to make
partial payments. USDA arbitrarily and capriciously created
this problem by ignoring the congressional mandate for
contingency funds and failing to timely notify the States.

So why is this decision arbitrary and capricious in
violation of the Court's Order and in violation of the APA?
At least four reasons.

First, the Defendants failed to consider the practical
consequences associlated with its decision to only partially

fund SNAP. They knew that there would be a long delay in
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paying partial SNAP payments and failed to consider the
harms individuals who rely on those benefits would suffer.

Second, the Defendant's claim that transferring Section
32 funds, quote, "to support SNAP would further stray from
congressional intent," but, throughout their declaration,
the Administration erroneously and intentionally conflate
Section 32 funds and the child nutrition programs by
referring to them in tandem, as though they were one in the
same. In essence, they erroneously claim that Section 32
funds are to be used exclusively to fund the Child Nutrition
Program, but that is incorrect.

Section 32 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1935
states in relevant part, quote, "Congress has set forth a
mandatory and permanent appropriation that stems from
30 percent of customs receipts on all imports from the prior
calendar year," unquote. While much of this funding has
been appropriated for the Child Nutrition Program, USDA has
the authority under Section 7 U.S. Code 2257 to authorize
transfers of these funds interchangeably for the, quote,
"miscellaneous expenses of the work of any bureau, division,
or office of the Department of Agriculture," unquote. There
is no statute prohibiting USDA from using the funding for
SNAP. 1In fact, at the start of the current Government
shutdown, USDA transferred Section 32 funds to fund the WIC

program. This undermines the Defendants' point that Section
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32 funds are to be exclusively used to fund the Child
Nutrition Program.

A rational premise on such -- a rationale premised on
such legal errors must be set aside as arbitrary and
capricious.

Third, the Defendants' argument that forcing it to use
Section 32 funds will cause children to go hungry is
incredible, contrary to the evidence, and implausible.

The Defendants' claim that transferring, quote, "Child
Nutrition Funds to top off SNAP contingency funds to issue
full November SNAP allotments would leave the Child
Nutrition Program, which feeds at least 29 million children,
with an unprecedented and significant shortfall," unquote.

Contrary to the Defendants' argument, 29 million
children are not at risk of going hungry should this
transfer occur. Rather, transferring approximately
$4 billion to fully fund November SNAP benefits would still
leave $19.35 billion in Section 32 funds, quote, "enough to
fully fund child nutrition programs through May and beyond,
and even if the current lapse in appropriations were to last
that long," unquote.

It is also implausible that such a transfer, quote,
"would be a permanent loss," unquote, considering that, one,
Congress, with bipartisan support, has always funded the

Child Nutrition Program; and, two, once a new appropriations
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bill is passed, quote, "amounts appropriated for SNAP could
be transferred to the Child Nutrition Program account to
effectively reimburse it for the amount the account
covered."

More importantly, without SNAP funding for the month of
November, 16 million children are immediately at risk of
going hungry. This should never happen in America. In
fact, it's likely that SNAP recipients are hungry as we sit
here.

Fourth and finally, the Defendants' stated desire to
conserve funding for the Child Nutrition Program is entirely
pretextual given the numerous statements made in recent
weeks by the President and his Administration officials who
admit to withholding full SNAP benefits for political
reasons.

Therefore, in addition to granting Plaintiffs' Motion
to Enforce, the Court also enters a Temporary Restraining
Order and finds that the Plaintiffs are likely to succeed on
the merits of their claim, that irreparable harm has and
will occur, and the equities balance in favor of fully
funding SNAP benefits now.

Therefore, the Defendants are ordered to make the full
payment to the States due for November's SNAP benefits by
tomorrow, Friday, November 7th, 2025.

The request for a stay of this decision, either a stay
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or an administrative stay is denied. People have gone

without for too long. Not making payments to them for even

another day is simply unacceptable.
I'll issue the written Order shortly.
we'll stand adjourned.

(Proceedings Adjourned)

And with that,

73



Case: 25-2038e 1(25:0m0066WIINBAEMS DBagmertt 35 Datddd|dd/A6/AY /2Rage 28af\2ID: 6763799

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

PagelD 695

21

CERTIFICATTION

I, Denise A. Webb, RPR, do hereby certify
that the foregoing pages are a true and accurate
transcription of my stenographic notes in the

above-entitled case.

Dated this 6th day of November, 2025

/s/ Denise A. Webb

Denise A. Webb, RPR
Federal Official Court Reporter
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