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The Cla imant’s Daug hter/Power of Attorney testified that the SEV is not an accurate  
reflection of value of the property.  A lette r from a realtor was submitted stating the 
home would be listed at  $  and expected to sell a t $  to $ due to the 
need for extreme interi or remodeling and due to  the surrounding area.  (Exhibit 1)  The 
Claimant’s Daughter/Power  of Attorney explained that  the Claimant had to be moved 
out of the home to an assisted living senior  apartment complex because the home is in  
such a state of disrepair.  Further, there was a reverse mortgage taken out in 1999.  No 
payments were ever made and the balanc e is over $   (See Exhibit A, page 6)   
This mortgage has come due.  The property is under custodial c are of a management  
firm while the family is in the process of trying to work out a deed in lieu of foreclosure to 
satisfy the debt from the reverse mortgage.  (See Exhibit A, pages 5-8)  

The BEM 400 policy allows for the fair market  value of real prop erty to be determined  
several ways, including the SEV multiplied by two as well as a statement of a real estate 
agent or financial inst itution.  However, for FAP, the value of  real property is the equity  
value.   Equity value is the fair market va lue minus the amount legally owed in a written 
lien provision.  BEM 400.  The evidence does not establish that the Department allowed 
the Claimant an opportunity to provide v erification of the fair market value of the 
Claimant’s real proper ty nor of any amount legally owed in  a written lien provision prior  
to making the eligibilit y determination in th is case.  R ather, it appears the Department 
determined the Claimant had assets in excess of the FAP program limit based solely on 
the SEV in formation it obtained for the property.  The letter from the real estate agent 
and the ev idence regarding the balanc e owed on the reverse mortgage indicate the  
equity value of the Claimant’s real property is substantially less than twice the SEV.   
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based on the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, if any, finds that the Department did not  
act in acc ordance with Department polic y when it closed the Claimant’s FAP cas e 
based on exceeding the asset limit for the program. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is REVERSED. 
 
      THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO BEGIN DOING THE FOLLOWING, IN 

ACCORDANCE WIT H DE PARTMENT P OLICY AND CONSIS TENT WIT H THIS  
HEARING DECISION, WITHIN  10 DAYS OF THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS 
DECISION AND ORDER: 

 
1. Reinstate the Claimant’s FAP case retroactive to the November 1, 2013 effective 

date and re-determine eligibility in accordance with Department policy. 
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2. Issue the Claimant any supplement that she may thereafter be due. 

 

 
 

 
Colleen Lack 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  December 3, 2013 
 
Date Mailed:   December 3, 2013 
 
NOTICE OF APP EAL:  The c laimant may appea l the Dec ision and Order to Circuit  
Court within 30 days  of the rece ipt of the Decision and Order or, i f a timely Request for  
Rehearing or Reconsideration was made, within 30 days of the receipt date of the 
Decision and Order of Reconsideration or Rehearing Decision. 
 
Michigan Administrative Hearing Syst em (MAHS) may order a rehearing  or 
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a par ty within 30 days  of 
the mailing date of this Dec ision and Order .  MAHS will not order a rehearing or  
reconsideration on the Department's mo tion where the final decis ion cannot be 
implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request (60 days for FAP cases). 
 
A Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration may be granted when one of the following 
exists: 
 

 Newly disc overed evidence that existed at  the time of the or iginal hearing that 
could affect the outcome of the original hearing decision; 

 Misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision which led to a 
wrong conclusion; 

 Typographical, mathematical or other obvious error in the hearing decision that 
affects the rights of the client; 

 Failure of the ALJ to address in the hearing decision relevant issues raised in the 
hearing request. 

 
The Department, AHR or the clai mant must specify all reas ons for the request.  MAHS 
will not review any response to a request for rehearing/reconsideration.  A request must 
be received in MAHS within 30 days of the date the hearing decision is mailed. 
 
 
 
 






