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MDHHS factored zero medical expenses. Petitioner testimony alleged the amount 
budgeted was incorrect. Petitioner initially testified that he knew that medical expenses 
were reported to MDHHS. Later Petitioner’s testimony indicated that his wife completed 
MDHHS documentation and that he was unsure if medical expenses were reported to 
MDHHS. Presented evidence failed to sufficiently suggest that any person reported 
Petitioner’s household medical expenses to MDHHS. 
 
Clients must report changes in circumstance that potentially affect eligibility or benefit 
amount. BAM 105 (4/2015), p. 11. If Petitioner did not report medical expenses to 
MDHHS, MDHHS cannot be faulted for not budgeting them. It is found that MDHHS 
properly did not budget medical expenses.  
 
Petitioner’s FAP benefit group receives a standard deduction of  RFT 255 
(October 2015), p. 1. The standard deduction is given to all FAP benefit groups, though 
the amount varies based on the benefit group size. The standard deduction is 
subtracted from the countable monthly income to calculate the group’s adjusted gross 
income. Petitioner’s FAP group’s adjusted gross income is found to be  
 
MDHHS budgeted  in housing expenses. Petitioner testified his housing 
expenses increased beginning January 2016. Petitioner’s testimony is irrelevant to a 
FAP budget for December 2015. Petitioner’s housing costs are found to be .  
 
Petitioner’s factored utility obligations were disputed. Petitioner alleged he was 
responsible for cooling expenses. 
 
The heat/utility (h/u) standard covers all heat and utility costs including cooling. BEM 
554 (October 2014), p. 14. FAP groups that qualify for the h/u standard do not receive 
any other individual utility standards. Id., p. 15. FAP groups whose electricity is included 
in their rent or fees are not eligible for the h/u standard unless their landlord bills them 
separately for excess cooling. Id., p. 17. FAP groups who pay for cooling (including 
room air conditioners) are eligible for the h/u standard if they verify they have the 
responsibility to pay for non-heat electric. Id., p. 16. 
 
MDHHS testimony indicated Petitioner never reported a cooling obligation. MDHHS 
supported their testimony by checking Petitioner's case history. It was not disputed that 
Petitioner’s benefit application from 2012 failed to allege an obligation for paying 
cooling. Petitioner testimony conceded he never reported to MDHHS that his household 
was responsible for cooling. As stated in the medical expense analysis, MDHHS cannot 
be faulted for not budgeting what was not reported. It is found that MDHHS properly did 
not credit Petitioner for a cooling obligation. 
 
It was not disputed that Petitioner paid for electricity and a telephone. MDHHS gave 
standard credits (see BEM 255) of  for an electricity obligation and  for a 
telephone obligation. 
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MDHHS only credits FAP benefit groups with what is called an “excess shelter” 
expense. This expense is calculated by subtracting half of Petitioner’s adjusted gross 
income from Petitioner’s total shelter obligation. Petitioner’s excess shelter amount is 
found to be $0. 
 
The FAP benefit group’s net income is determined by taking the group’s adjusted gross 
income and subtracting the allowable excess shelter expense. Petitioner’s FAP benefit 
group’s net income is found to be . A chart listed in RFT 260 is used to 
determine the proper FAP benefit issuance. Based on Petitioner’s group size and net 
income Petitioner’s proper FAP benefit issuance is found to be  the same 
amount calculated by MDHHS. 
 
Petitioner was advised that the hearing could be used as a reporting of cooling 
obligation and medical expenses. Petitioner’s reporting of expenses could be used to 
positively affect future FAP eligibility. The reporting has no effect on MDHHS’ 
determination for December 2015. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The administrative law judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions of 
law, finds that MDHHS properly determined Petitioner’s FAP eligibility to be , 
effective December 2015. The actions taken by MDHHS are AFFIRMED. 
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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 






