


Page 2 of 7 
15-018719 

EF 
 

5. Petitioner is responsible for both summer and winter property taxes.  See Exhibit 
A, pp. 20-21. 

6. On , the Department sent Petitioner a Notice of Case Action 
notifying him that his FAP application was denied effective , 
due to excess income.  See Exhibit A, pp. 4-5.  

7. On  Petitioner filed a hearing request, protesting the Department’s 
action.  See Exhibit A, pp. 2-3. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are contained in the Department of Health and Human Services 
Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Health and Human Services 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), Department of Health and Human Services Reference 
Tables Manual (RFT), and Department of Health and Human Services Emergency 
Relief Manual (ERM).   
 
The Food Assistance Program (FAP) [formerly known as the Food Stamp program] is 
established by the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008, as amended, 7 USC 2011 to 2036a 
and is implemented by the federal regulations contained in 7 CFR 273.  The 
Department (formerly known as the Department of Human Services) administers FAP 
pursuant to MCL 400.10, the Social Welfare Act, MCL 400.1-.119b, and Mich Admin 
Code, R 400.3001-.3011. 
 
The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by Title XIX of the Social Security 
Act, 42 USC 1396-1396w-5; 42 USC 1315; the Affordable Care Act of 2010, the 
collective term for the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, Pub. L. No. 111-148, 
as amended by the Health Care and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010, Pub. L. No. 
111-152; and 42 CFR 430.10-.25.  The Department (formerly known as the Department 
of Human Services) administers the MA program pursuant to 42 CFR 435, MCL 400.10, 
and MCL 400.105-.112k.   
 
Preliminary matters 
 
First, Petitioner argued that he also requested a hearing disputing the MA benefits.  
However, the undersigned reviewed Petitioner’s hearing request and determined that he 
was only disputing his FAP benefits.  See Exhibit A, pp. 2-3.  In fact, Petitioner 
acknowledged that his hearing request disputed only his FAP benefits.  As such, the 
undersigned lacks the jurisdiction to address Petitioner’s dispute with the MA benefits.  
See BAM 600 (April 2015 and October 2015), pp. 1-6.  Petitioner can attempt to file 
another hearing request to dispute the MA benefits.  See BAM 600, pp. 1-6. 
 
Second, Petitioner indicated throughout the hearing that he had applied approximately 
three times for FAP benefits.  However, Petitioner acknowledged that he was disputing 
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prospective income for past month determinations.  BEM 505, p. 2.  In prospecting 
income, the Department is required to use income from the past thirty days if it appears 
to accurately reflect what is expected to be received in the benefit month, discarding 
any pay if it is unusual and does not reflect the normal, expected pay amounts.  BEM 
505, p. 5.  For example, the client worked overtime for one week and it is not expected 
to recur.  BEM 505, p. 5.   

Based on the foregoing information and evidence, the Department failed to satisfy its 
burden of showing that it properly calculated the gross earned income.  The 
undersigned attempted to review the paystubs submitted and was unable to determine 
how the Department calculated the gross earned income of $1,797.  For example, when 
the undersigned takes the three paystubs (including the overtime) and converts it to a 
standard monthly amount, the result is an approximate gross income of $1,870.  
However, when the undersigned considers the spouse’s pay of $10.25 hourly, she 
works 40 hours a week, she is paid weekly (excluding overtime) and converts it to a 
standard monthly amount, the result is an approximate gross income of $1,763.  Thus, 
the undersigned was unable to determine how the Department calculated a gross 
income of $1,797.  See Exhibit A, p. 29.   

Additionally, policy states to discard a pay from the past 30 days if it is unusual and 
does not reflect the normal, expected pay amounts.  BEM 550, p. 5. For example, the 
client worked overtime for one week and it is not expected to recur.  BEM 550, p. 5.  
The undersigned finds that the Department should discard the spouse’s overtime pay 
because it is unusual and does not reflect the normal, expected pay amounts.  See 
BEM 550, p. 5.  Two of the three pay stubs that were included in the evidence packet 
included minimal overtime hours.  See Exhibit A, pp. 15-18.  Moreover, Petitioner 
testified that the overtime pay eventually ended in October 2015.  Thus, the Department 
will recalculate the spouse’s earned income and exclude any overtime pay.   See BEM 
550, pp. 1-7.  

Second, the Department calculated Petitioner’s gross unearned income to be $1,167, 
which comprised of his unemployment compensation.  See Exhibit A, pp. 11-13 and 29.  
Petitioner’s unemployment compensation consisted of the following prior to the 
application date: (i) pay date on , of $362 gross income; (ii) pay date on 

, of $724 gross income; and (iii) pay date on , of 
$724 gross income.  See Exhibit A, pp. 11-12.   

The Department counts the gross amount as unearned income for unemployment 
benefits.  BEM 503 (July 2015), p. 34.   

The Department appeared to calculate the $1,167 gross income by taking the average 
of the  and  payments and multiplying it by 2.15 to 
calculate the standard monthly amount.  However, the Department’s evidence and 
testimony failed to establish if in fact this is how it was calculated.  Moreover, it appears 
the Department did not include Petitioner’s  unemployment 
compensation payment, which did occur right before the application date.  As such, the 
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Department will also recalculate Petitioner’s unearned income in accordance with 
Department policy.  See BEM 503, p. 34 and BEM 505, pp. 1-14. 

Also, the Department did properly apply the $164 standard deduction to Petitioner’s 
group size of four.  BEM 550, p. 1 and RFT 255 (October 2014), p. 1.  Furthermore, 
Petitioner would not be eligible for the medical expenses deduction, as no group 
members fall under the category of SDV. See BEM 554 (October 2014), p. 1 (For 
groups with one or more SDV members, the Department allows medical expenses that 
exceed $35).  

Finally, the Department presented the FAP-Excess Shelter Deduction budget (shelter 
budget) for September 2015.  See Exhibit A, p. 31.  The Department provided Petitioner 
with the mandatory heat and utility (h/u) standard of $553 (see RFT 255, p. 1.), which 
encompasses all utilities (water, gas, electric, telephone) and is unchanged even if a 
client’s monthly utility expenses exceed the $553 amount.  See BEM 554, pp. 14-15. 
However, an issue arose as to the calculation of Petitioner’s housing expenses.  The 
Department calculated Petitioner’s housing expenses to be $63.71, which consisted of 
the monthly average of his 2015 summer property taxes that totaled $764.53.  See 
Exhibit A, pp. 20 and 31.  The undersigned finds that the Department properly 
calculated the average of the summer property taxes ($764.53 divided by 12 months 
equals $63.71).  However, Petitioner is also responsible for winter property taxes that 
the Department failed to consider.  See Exhibit A, p. 22.   

The Department allows a shelter expense when the FAP group has a shelter expense 
or contributes to the shelter expense. BEM 554, p. 12.  Do not prorate the shelter 
expense even if the expense is shared.  BEM 554, p. 12.  Shelter expenses are allowed 
when billed. BEM 554, p. 12.  The expenses do not have to be paid to be allowed.  BEM 
554, p. 12.  Late fees and/or penalties incurred for shelter expenses are not an 
allowable expense.  BEM 554, p. 12. Property taxes, state and local assessments and 
insurance on the structure are allowable expenses.  BEM 554, p. 13.   

Based on the above information, the Department failed to include Petitioner’s winter 
taxes as an allowable expense in accordance with Department policy.  See BEM 554, 
pp. 12-13.  As such, the Department will recalculate Petitioner’s shelter expenses in 
accordance with Department policy.  See BEM 554, pp. 12-13.   

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
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 failed to 
satisfy its burden of showing that it acted in accordance with Department policy when it 
denied Petitioner’s FAP application effective .   
 
Accordingly, the Department’s FAP decision is REVERSED. 
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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: 
 
1. Initiate re-registration and reprocessing of Petitioner’s FAP application dated 

;  
 

2. Issue supplements to Petitioner for any FAP benefits he was eligible to 
receive but did not from , ongoing; and 

 
3. Notify Petitioner of its decision.   

 

 
  

 

 Eric Feldman 
 
 
 
Date Signed:  12/1/2015 
 
Date Mailed:   12/1/2015 
 
EF / hw 

Administrative Law Judge
for Nick Lyon, Director

Department of Health and 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 copy of 
the claim or application for appeal must be filed with the Michigan Administrative Hearing System 
(MAHS).   
 
A party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Hearing Decision from 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. 
 






