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Claimant also contended, however, that she had good cause for her noncompliance 
with her JET obligations.  Good cause is a valid reason for noncompliance with 
employment and/or self-sufficiency-related activities that are based on factors that are 
beyond the control of the noncompliant person.  BEM 233A.  At the hearing, Claimant 
testified that she was unable to comply with her JET obligations because, at the same 
time that she was enrolled in the JET program, she spent considerable time at her 
children’s school addressing issues with two of her children, significant enough to result 
in the involvement of Child Protective Services.  Claimant testified that she had 
explained her situation to the Department at the June 8, 2011 triage.   
 
The Department is required to determine good cause based on the best information 
available during the triage and prior to the negative action date.  BEM 233A.  In its 
triage results form, the Department concluded that Claimant had failed to participate in 
the JET requirements and there was no good cause.  At the hearing, however, the 
Department was unable to testify that it considered Claimant’s explanation for her 
noncompliance during the triage or why it concluded that she had not established good 
cause.  While Claimant could have better communicated her situation to her JET 
worker, her explanation for her noncompliance was credible and created circumstances 
justifying her noncompliance.  Thus, the Department improperly closed Claimant’s FIP 
case on the basis that she had failed to comply with her JET obligations without good 
cause.   The fact that Claimant signed the triage form did not reflect that she agreed 
with the Department’s conclusion.   
 
When it sanctioned Claimant’s FIP case by closing it for ninety days, the Department 
also recalculated Claimant’s FAP benefits, removing Claimant as a group member on 
the basis of her FIP disqualification, and reduced Claimant’s FAP benefits for the period 
from July 1, 2011 to August 31, 2011.  Because Claimant’s FIP case was improperly 
closed, Claimant should not have been considered a disqualified member in the 
Department’s calculation of her FAP benefits.  BEM 233B; BEM 212.  Thus, the 
Department improperly reduced Claimant’s FAP benefits.   
 
Accordingly, the action taken by the Department is REVERSED.  
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based on the above findings of fact and conclusions of 
law, finds that the Department’s closure of Claimant’s FIP case for three months for 
noncompliance with her JET obligations and the reduction of her FAP benefits are not in 
accordance with Department policy.   
 
THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO DO THE FOLLOWING: 
 
1. Remove the negative case action closing Claimant’s FIP case from July 1, 2011 

to September 30, 2011 and reducing Claimant’s FAP benefits from July 1, 2011, 
to August 31, 2011; 

 






