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The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he competent, material, and substantial 
evidence on the whole record, finds as material fact: 
 
1. The Department: 
 

 denied Claimant’s application for benefits 
   closed Claimant’s case for benefits  
   reduced Claimant’s benefits  
 
  under the following program(s):  
 
   FIP     FAP     MA     AMP     SDA     CDC     SER. 
 

2. On August  27, 2010 and March 29, 2011,  Claimant f iled a request for hearing 
concerning the Department’s action.   

 
3. At the hearing, the D epartment agreed to reinstate and reprocess Claimant’s 

application of May 28, 2010 with the expectation t hat Claimant’s Special 
Personal Represent ative would submit to the Department social sec urity 
information and a Declaration of Income and Assets, as of November of 2009, for 

Claimant’s spouse. 
 
4. As a result of the agreement, Claim ant’s Special Personal Represent ative 

indicated he no longer wished to proceed with the hearing on this matter. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges 
Eligibility Manual (BEM), the Reference Tables Manual (RFT), and the State Emergency 
Relief Manual (ERM). 
 
The Medic al Assistance (MA) program is est ablished by the Title XIX of the Socia l 
Security Act and is im plemented by Title 42 of  the Code of Federal Regu lations (CFR).  
The Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independ ence 
Agency) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq ., and MC L 
400.105.   
 
The law pr ovides that  dispos ition may be made of a contest ed case by s tipulation or 
agreed settlement.  MCL 24.278(2).   
 
In the present case, Claimant  requested a hearing to dispute the Department’s action.   
Soon after commencement of th e hearing, the parties testif ied that they had reached a 
settlement concerning the disputed action.  Consequently, the Department agreed to do 
the following:  reinstate and reprocess Claim ant’s application of May 28, 2010 with the 
expectation that Claimant’s Special Pers onal Repr esentative would submit to the 
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Department social security information and Declaration of Income and Assets, as of  
November of 2009, for Claimant’s spouse. 
 
As a result of this settlement, Claimant’s  Special Personal Repr esentative no longer  
wished to proceed with t he hear ing.  As such, it is unnec essary for this Administrative 
Law Judge to render a decision regarding the facts and issues in this case.   
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge concludes that the Department and Claiman t have come 
to a settlement regarding Claimant’s request for a hearing.   
 
THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO DO THE FOLLOWING: 
 
Reinstate and reprocess Claimant’s MA application of May 28, 2010, in accordance with 
the agreement of the parties. 
 
 

___________________________ 
Susan C. Burke 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
 
Date Signed:  11/8/11  
 
Date Mailed:   11/8/11 
 
NOTICE:  Michigan Administrative Hearing Syst em (MAHS) may order a rehearing or  
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a par ty within 30 days  of 
the mailing date of this Dec ision and Order .  MAHS will not order a rehearing or  
reconsideration on the Department's mo tion where the final decis ion cannot be 
implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request.  (60 days for FAP cases) 
 
The Claimant may appeal the Decision and Order  to Circuit Court within 30 days of the 
receipt of the Dec ision and Order or, if a ti mely request for rehea ring was made, within 
30 days of the receipt date of the rehearing decision. 
 
Claimant may request a rehearing or reconsideration for the following reasons: 
 

 A rehearing MAY be granted if there i s newly discovered evidence that could affect the outcome 
of the original hearing decision. 

 A reconsideration MAY be granted for any of the following reasons: 
 

 misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision,  
 typographical errors, mathematical error, or other obvious errors in the hearing decision that 

effect the substantial rights of the claimant: 
 the failure of the ALJ to address other relevant issues in the hearing decision. 






