




Page 3 of 4 
16-000389 

DJ/mc 
  

During the hearing Petitioner provided information showing that she had $  in her 
checking and $  in her savings at the end of the day on December 22, 2015.  The 
total on deposit was $ .  However, that information was not provided to the 
Department at the time of the application.  The Department made its decision based 
upon the assets that were verified at the time of the application. 
 
If any error were made by the Department, it was when it did not count the father’s 
assets.  The father is not paying FMR for a room in the home.  FMR is $392.25, but he 
is paying only $ .  If his assets were included, the group assets were $  that 
were verified at the time of the application.  If his assets were included with her 
balances as of December 22, 2015, the group assets would still have exceeded the 
need amount.  Nonetheless, the Department’s failure to include his assets was 
harmless error because Petitioner had excess assets with her husband. 
 
It will be noted that Petitioner testified that she operates a greenhouse and her husband 
has a roofing business.  She stated neither of them has any separate accounts that they 
use for paying business expenses.  Reviewing her statements from the credit union 
shows no expenses that appear consistent with either a roofing business or a 
greenhouse.  Petitioner said that she and her husband pay business expenses from 
cash receipts.  It certainly raises questions as to whether she is fully disclosing the 
group’s business income. If there are no business banking accounts, they would have to 
be entirely cash-based businesses.  This Administrative Law Judge has experience in 
banking and takes administrative notice that banks require checks payable to 
businesses to be deposited into an account in the business name.  The Department 
might want to inquire into the manner in which Petitioner and her husband are 
documenting their business income and expenses. 
 
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 acted in 
accordance with Department policy when it denied Petitioner’s application for SER. 
 

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