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6. Claimant requested a hearing on the denial on December 2, 2010. 
  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

The Adult Medical Program (AMP) is established by Title XXI of the Social Security Act; 
(1115)(a)(1) of the Social Se curity Act, and is administered by the Department of 
Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independenc e Agency)  pursuant to 
MCL 400.10 et seq .  Department policies are containe d in the Bridges Administrative 
Manual (BAM), the Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) a nd the Program Referenc e 
Manual (PRM,) which includes the Reference Tables (RFT.) 
 
For AMP, BEM 640 dictates that  income eligibility is m et when the net income does not 
exceed the AMP inc ome limit.  BEM 640, p.  3.  Certain deductions ar e taken for 
earnings and court-ordered s upport.  BEM 640, p.  4. RFT 236 s hows the AMP monthly 
income limit for an individual to be $316.00.   
 
In addition to AMP, there are MA categories for clients who are: 
•• Age 65 or older, blind, or disabled. 
•• Pregnant or recently pregnant. 
•• Caretaker relatives of dependent children. 
•• Under age 21. 
•• Refugees. 
BEM 640, p.1 
 
In the present case,  Claimant’s gross monthly income from unemployment was 
$1,448.00.  Claimant  was not entitled to the ab ove-described deductions  afforded for  
earnings and court-ordered sup port.  Claimant’s net income was therefore $1,448.00, 
and it exceeded the monthly inco me limit of $316.00.   T he Department was therefore 
correct in its denial of Claim ant’s AMP application.  Claimant emphasized  that she is in 
dire need of medical assist ance and Claim ant read a letter from her doctor supporting 
her position.  While I sympathi ze with Claim ant, the Departm ent policy does  not afford 
assistance in this particular instance.  It s hould be noted that Claimant did not qualify in 
age, disability, blindness, re fugee, pregnancy or caretaker factors for other medical 
assistance programs. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he above findings of fact and conclusion s 
of law finds that the Department’s decision to deny Claimant’s MA/AMP application was  
 
 
 
 






