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Furthermore, JET participants cannot be terminated from a JET program without first 
scheduling a “triage” meeting with the client to jointly discuss noncompliance and good 
cause. If a client calls to reschedule, a phone triage should be attempted to be held 
immediately, if at all possible. If it is not possible, the triage should be rescheduled as 
quickly as possible, within the negative action period. At these triage meetings, good 
cause is determined based on the best information available during the triage and prior 
to the negative action date. BEM 233A. 
 
If the client establishes good cause within the negative action period, penalties are not 
imposed. The client is sent back to JET, if applicable, after resolving transportation, 
CDC, or other factors which may have contributed to the good cause.  BEM 233A. 
 
Before the Administrative Law Judge can review a proper good cause determination, 
there must first be a determination of whether the claimant was actually non-
participatory with the hour or attendance requirements for the JET program.  
 
Based on the record presented, the Claimant was found in non compliance due to 
attendance in June 2010 for several weeks during which she was assigned to attend 
and participate in the job search program.  The weeks in question were weeks 
beginning May 24, 2010 through June 2010.  Additionally, the Claimant did not show up 
for a two week period beginning June 1, 2010.  While the Claimant did provide a valid 
excuse demonstrating good cause for  and  overall good cause for 
non attendance was not shown.  Based upon the evidence presented at the hearing, it 
is clear that the Claimant was in non compliance for June 2010.  
 
The Claimant testified that she did not attend the triage because she did not receive the 
notice of non compliance.  The notice was properly addressed to the Claimant and is 
presumed to be received.  More importantly, she did not present any proof at the 
hearing that her daughter was ill on the date of the triage.  The proper mailing and 
addressing of a letter creates a presumption of receipt.  That presumption may be 
rebutted by evidence.  Stacey v Sankovich, 19 Mich App 638 (1969); Good v Detroit 
Automobile Inter-Insurance Exchange, 67 Mich App 270 (1976).  
 
Based on evidence provided by the Department at the hearing, it correctly determined 
that the Claimant was in non compliance and found no good cause.   Even considering 
the doctor’s records submitted by the Claimant to substantiate her non attendance at 
the triage during the month of June 2010, these records do not support her failure to 
attend the triage or good cause for non compliance with the Work First attendance 
requirements.  
 
After a careful examination of the documentary evidence provided by the Department 
and the Claimant and the testimony of the witnesses, the Administrative Law Judge has 
determined that the Department’s finding of no good cause and the imposition of a three 
month sanction closing the Claimant’s FIP Cash Assistance case is AFFIRMED. 
 
 

 
 






