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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
As a preliminary matter, the Department denied the  January 4, 2010 application on 
January 14, 2010; however, t he AHR was  not informed of the denial until November 
2011.  Accordingly, the January 18, 2012 request for hearing is timely.  The Department 
did not dispute timeliness.  
 
The Medical Assistance (“MA”) program is est ablished by Subchapter  XIX of  Chapter 7 
of The Public Health & Welfare Act, 42 USC 1397, and is administer ed by the 
Department of Human Services, formally kn own as the Family  Independence Agency,  
pursuant to MCL 400.10 et seq.  and MCL 400.105.  Department  polic ies are found in 
the Bridges Administrative Manual (“BAM”), t he Bridges Eligibility Manual (“BEM”), and 
the Bridges Reference Manual (“BRM”). The Adult Medical Progr am (“AMP”), the Low  
Income Family (“LIF”), and the Medicaid based on having a minor child(ren) in the home 
(“MA-N”), are part of the MA program.  BEM 640; BEM 110; BEM 113. 
 
MA is available to parents and other caretaker re latives who meet the el igibility factors.  
BEM 135.  A caretak er relative is a person w ho (in part) lives with a dependent child.  
BEM 135.  A dependent child meets the age and school a ttendance requirement when 
the child is  under age 18 or, is  age 18 a nd a full-time student in a high school and  
expected to graduate before age 19.  BEM 135.   
 
In this cas e, the Claimant/AHR submitted an application for public  assistance seeking  
MA-N and SDA benefits on January 4, 2010 wit h retroactive benefits to December 
2009.  At the time of  application, the Claim ant’s daughter was 18 years old and a full-
time student expected to gradu ate in the spring of  2010.  Despite having a dependent  
child in the home, the Department  denied the application.  In lig ht of the foregoing, it is  
found that the Department’s denial is not upheld.   
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based on the above findings of fact and conclusions of 
law finds t he Depart ment failed to establis h it acted in acco rdance with department 
policy when it denied the Claimant’s January 4, 2010 application.   
 
Accordingly, it is ORDERED: 
 

1. The Department’s actions are not upheld.   
 
2. The Department shall re-register and process the Claimant’s January 4, 2010 

application, retroactive to Decem ber 2009, in accordance with department  
policy. 
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3. The Department shall notify t he Claimant and her Authorized Hearing 

Representative of the determination in accordance with department policy.  
 

4. The Department shall supplement for lo st benefits (if any) that the Claimant  
was entitled to receive if otherwise eligible and qualified based on the January 
2010 application. 

 
   
 

 
_____________________________ 

Colleen M. Mamelka 
Administrative Law Judge  

For Maura Corrigan, Director 
Department of Human Services 

 
Date Signed:  June 13, 2012 
 
Date Mailed:  June 13, 2012 
 
 
 
 
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. 

 






