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Exhibit C-4.)3  At hearing, Claimant vehemently denied that she was ever married to  
. 

 
The Department, on the other hand, provided documentation that Claimant and . 

 were actually married on February 12, 2010. Department's Exhibit D-1 was a 
computer printout obtained from the Kent County Vital Records Department; this 
document stated that the date on which the couple was married was February 12, 2010.  
The agency also submitted a copy of a utilities bill demonstrating that Claimant used the 
name of  in opening the account. According to Claimant, she could not 
open up an account in her own name (i.e., of ) because of an existing delinquent 
account with the utilities company – according to Claimant, this was common and 
acceptable practice. 
 
Finally, the best available piece of evidence in this matter was a copy of a marriage 
license and certificate of marriage establishing that on February 12, 2010, Claimant and 

 were married in a civil service before . 
 
It is for the fact-finder to gauge the demeanor and veracity of the witnesses who appear 
before him, as best he is able. See, e.g., Caldwell v Fox, 394 Mich 401, 407; 231 NW2d 
46 (1975); Zeeland Farm Services, Inc v JBL Enterprises, Inc, 219 Mich App 190, 195; 
555 NW2d 733 (1996). The fact-finder's prerogative to disbelieve testimony is well 
established. Taylor v Mobley, 279 Mich App 309; 760 NW2d 234 (2008); Strach v St. 
John Hospital Corp, 160 Mich App 251, 271; 408 NW2d 441 (1987), citing Baldwin v 
Nall, 323 Mich 25, 29; 34 NW2d 539 (1948). See also Harvey v Office of Banks & Real 
Estate, 377 F 3d 698, 712 (CA 7, 2004); Kasper v St. Mary of Nazareth Hospital, 135 F 
3d 1170, 1173 (CA 7, 1998). 
 
Testimony and other evidence must be weighed and considered according to its 
reasonableness.  Gardiner v Courtright, 165 Mich 54, 62; 130 NW 322 (1911); Dep't of 
Community Health v Risch, 274 Mich App 365, 372; 733 NW2d 403 (2007).  Moreover, 
the weight and credibility of this evidence is generally for the fact-finder to determine.  
Dep't of Community Health, 274 Mich App at 372; People v Terry, 224 Mich App 447, 
452; 569 NW2d 641 (1997). 
 
Here, the credibility of Claimant's testimony was first placed in doubt when she admitted 
to using a false last name (coincidentally that of ) to obtain a utilities account.  
More significantly damaging to her credibility, however, was the existence of a copy of 
her marriage certificate to , despite her testimony that, while the couple may 
have applied for a marriage license, they were never married. 
 
Claimant's adamant testimony, and the documents she submitted in support thereof, 
cannot reasonably overcome the documentary evidence provided by the Department in 

                                            
3 It is noted that Claimant also provided a document purporting to contain a copy of 
another Michigan operator license.  The entire face of this license was undecipherable 
and was therefore not admitted into the record. 






