
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS

In the Matter of:

HUDOHANo. 13-AM-0050-AG-016
KATIE L. CRISP,

Claim No. 780742638-0B

Petitioner May 13,2013

RULING AND ORDER UPON RECONSIDERATION

The initial Decision and Order in this case was entered on April 10,2013. In re Katie L.
Crisp, HUDOHANo. 13-AM-0050-AG-016 (April 10,2013) ("Decision"). On April 16, 2013,
PetitionerKatie L. Crisp ("Petitioner") filed a letter with this Office. That letter is deemed to be a
Motion for Reconsideration of the Decision. In the initial Decision, the Court imposed a 15%
administrative wage garnishment against Petitioner and found that garnishment in that amount
would not create a financial hardship for Petitioner. (Decision, at 3.) Consequently, the Court
ruledthat the subjectdebt was due and payable, and that the Secretary of the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development was authorizedto seek administrativegarnishment of up to
15% of Petitioner's disposable income in order to satisfy the debt. (Id. at 3-4.)

Generally, reconsideration of a prior decision is within the discretion of the
administrative judge and will not be granted "in the absence of compelling reasons, e.g., newly
discovered materialevidence or clear error of fact or law." See Paul Dolman, HUDBCA No. 99-
A-NY-Y41 (Nov. 4,1999); Anthony Mesker, HUDBCA No. 94-C-CH-S379 (May 10,1995);
William G Grammer, HUDBCA No. 88-3092-H607 (Mar. 7,1988). Further, "it is not the
purpose of reconsiderations to afford a party the opportunity to reassert contentions that have
been fully considered and determined." See Seyedahma Mirhosseini, HUDBCA No. 95-A-SE-
2615 (Jan. 13,1995); Charles Waltman, HUDBCA No. 97-A-NY-W196 (Sept. 21,1999).

In the Motion for Reconsideration ofApril 16,2013, Petitioner alleges that the
garnishment amount authorized in the Decision will "create a substantial [financial] hardship."
Moreover, Petitioner respectfully requests the Court to revisit its financial hardship analysis
because the amount in question was based on an inaccurate estimate of her spouse's income.
Petitioner, who initially failed to file documentation that would have allowed the Court to
accurately determine her spouse's income, has filed several of her spouse's pay statements. This
new evidence is crucial when deciding whether any garnishment would create a substantial
financial hardship on Petitioner. As a result, the Court will reconsider Petitioner's case in light
of the recent pay statements filed by Petitioner.






