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credit were properly disallowed as they are not receipts of items purchased. 
Furthermore, this Administrative Law Judge questioned the Claimant during the hearing 
as to how materials in his construction business were a business expense. The 
Administrative Law Judge did not understand how materials constitute a business 
expense because presumably, the Claimant’s business passes the cost of the materials 
onto the customer. The Claimant did also not explain that to the Administrative Law 
Judge. The Administrative Law Judge is left to wonder whether the allowed expenses 
based on the actual receipts were even proper and correct according to Department 
policy. The Administrative Law Judge does not decide that issue as it is not before her. 
 
The last disallowed business expense was the Claimant’s interest expense on his   
As verification of that expense, the Claimant submitted his federal income tax return. 
While the income tax return can be proper verification of  income; BEM 
502, p. 7, clearly requires receipts as proper verification of expenses, and in this case a 
payment coupon displaying the amount of interest paid coupled with evidence that the 
payment/payments have been made would clearly verify what amount of interest the 
Claimant is asserting as a business expense. The Administrative Law Judge determines 
that the Department properly denied the Claimant’s  interest as a business 
expense when the only verification of such interested provided was his  

 
 
Additionally, Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM) 210 (2014), p. 14, provides that 
verifications are due the same date as the redetermination/review interview or the date 
the packet is due. In this case, the Claimant protested that he was not notified in 
advance, and before his redetermination was complete, that some of his verifications 
were not sufficient as being identifiable.  
 
During the hearing, BEM 502 (2014) was reviewed with the Claimant. The Claimant 
protested that he was not informed by his worker that the principal, as well as the 
interest paid, on his  constitutes a valid n. The 
Claimant asserted that the Department should inform him somehow of every business 
expense that he is eligible to take for his FAP budget. The record contains almost  

. The Department’s policy contains no provision that this Administrative 
Law Judge is aware of which would provide that the Department is to inform the 
Claimant of every eligible business expense that he can take in his FAP budget. Indeed, 
the Claimant was informed during the hearing that the Department’s policy is made 
available to him on the internet and he could research the policy regarding self-
employment and expenses if he wanted to. 
 
The FAP budget in evidence was only contested as to the self-employment expenses 
disallowed. The FAP budget evidence establishes that the Claimant’s income far 
exceeds both the gross and net income levels to be eligible for FAP. 
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The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, if any, finds that the Department acted 
in accordance with Department policy when it took action to close the Claimant’s FAP 
case for excess income. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is AFFIRMED. 
  

 

 Susanne Harris 
 
 
 
Date Signed:  10/24/2014 
 
Date Mailed:   10/28/2014 

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. 

 
The party requesting a rehearing or reconsideration must specify all reasons for the 
request.  MAHS will not review any response to a request for rehearing/reconsideration.  






