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2014 ($13,987.41) from his year-to-date income on the April 4, 2014 paystub 
($10,797.76), resulting in pay for April 14, 2014 of $3189.73.  However, the 
Department’s calculation was incomplete: to identify the pay for April 14, 2014, the 
Department was required to subtract Claimant’s husband’s $1354.54 pay on May 2, 
2014 from $3189.73.  Therefore, Claimant’s husband’s pay on April 14, 2014 was 
significantly less than that used by the Department.  Because the incorrect income for 
the April 14, 2014 pay was used, the Department’s calculation of Claimant’s husband’s 
gross monthly employment income was not in accordance with Department policy.   
 
The Department testified that it also used Claimant’s gross monthly employment income 
from  based on income information in its system concerning her pay from 
January 2014.  The Department testified that, because income from  was 
showing on its system, it requested that Claimant provide verification of income or end 
of employment.  Claimant denied receiving such a request, and the Department 
acknowledged that it had not asked for this information in writing.  The Department is 
required to tell the client what verification is required, how to obtain it, and the due date, 
using a verification checklist or other acceptable verification form.  BAM 130 (April 
2014), p. 3.   
 
Furthermore, the Department must verify income that stopped within the 30 days prior 
to the application date or while the application was pending.  BEM 505 (July 2013), p. 
13.  In this case, Claimant credibly testified that her employment with  ended in 
March 2014 and, because her application requested information concerning 
employment that had ended within 30 days of the May 30, 2014 application, she did not 
identify her prior employment at .  Because Claimant’s testimony established 
that her employment ended more than 30 days prior to the May 30, 2014 application 
and the Department presented no evidence that would lead it to believe that the 
employment had continued; the Department did not act in accordance with Department 
policy when, under the facts presented, it included Claimant’s  employment 
income in determining her FAP income eligibility.   
 
Because the Department applied the incorrect gross income limit, has failed to establish 
that it properly calculated Claimant’s husband’s income, and improperly included 
Claimant’s employment income, 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 accordance with Department policy when it 
denied Claimant’s May 30, 2014 FAP application. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is REVERSED. 
 
THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO BEGIN DOING THE FOLLOWING, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH DEPARTMENT POLICY AND CONSISTENT WITH THIS 
HEARING DECISION, WITHIN 10 DAYS OF THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS 
DECISION AND ORDER: 
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1. Reregister and reprocess Claimant’s May 30, 2014 FAP application; 

2. Issue supplements to Claimant for any FAP benefits she was eligible to receive but 
did not from May 30, 2014 ongoing; and 

3. Notify Claimant in writing of its decision.   

 
 
  

 

 Alice C. Elkin
 
 
 
Date Signed:  8/5/2014 
 
Date Mailed:   8/6/2014 
 
ACE / tlf 

Administrative Law Judge
for Maura Corrigan, Director

Department of Human Services

 
 
NOTICE OF APPEAL:  A party may appeal this Hearing Decision in the circuit court in 
the county in which he/she resides, or the circuit court in Ingham County, within 30 days 
of the receipt date. 
 
A party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Hearing Decision from the 
Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) within 30 days of the mailing date of 
this Hearing Decision, or MAHS may order a rehearing or reconsideration on its own 
motion.   
 
MAHS may grant a party’s Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration when one of the 
following exists: 
 

 Newly discovered evidence that existed at the time of the original 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. 

 






