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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

FAP was established by the U.S. Food Stamp Act of 1977 and is implemented by 
federal regulations in Title 7 of the Code of Federal Regulations.  DHS administers FAP 
pursuant to MCL 400.10 et seq., and MICHIGAN Administrative Code Rules 400.3001-
400.3015.  DHS’ policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT).  These 
manuals are available online at www.michigan.gov/dhs-manuals. 
 
The administrative manuals are the policies and procedures DHS officially created for 
its own use.  While the manuals are not laws created by Congress or the Michigan State 
Legislature, they constitute legal authority which DHS must follow.  It is to the manuals 
that I look now in order to see what policy applies in this case.  After setting forth what 
the applicable policies are, I will examine whether they were in fact followed in this case. 
 
I find that the applicable manual policy Item to apply in this case is BAM 105, “Rights 
and Responsibilities.”  BAM 105 sets forth what DHS’ responsibility to customers 
consists of.  It states at the outset: 
 

The Local office must do all of the following: 
 
• Determine eligibility. 
 
• Calculate the level of benefits. 
 
• Protect client rights.   
 
BAM 105, p. 1 of 13 (bold print in original). 

 
I therefore first consider whether DHS fulfilled its responsibility to Claimant in this case.  
In doing this, I examined all of the evidence and the testimony in the case in its entirety.  
I find there is nothing in the record to show how DHS determined if Claimant was 
eligible, how her benefit level was calculated and subsequently reduced, and whether 
her rights as a DHS customer were protected to the full extent of the law.  
 
In addition, the Claimant’s testimony at the hearing indicated she had no change of 
income or shelter expenses which would explain a reduction of FAP benefits.      
 
I therefore find and conclude that BAM 105 was not followed in this case and Claimant’s 
benefits were reduced improperly and without any basis.  I find and conclude that DHS 
erred when it failed to reduce Claimant’s FAP benefits using a proper formula, and 
failed to communicate to her the specific reason for the reduction.   
 






