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In this case, the Claimant’s  did not contest any of the figures used as income or 
deductions contained in the budget, with the exception of the health insurance premium 
she pays on behalf of the Claimant which is $   The Claimant’s  testified 
that it was a hardship to pay $  as opposed to the $  they used to pay.  
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) 546 (2012) pp. 6, 7, which was the policy in effect at 
the time the action was taken, instructs the ES to include as a need item the cost of any 
health insurance premiums (including vision and dental insurance) the patient pays, 
regardless of who the coverage is for. This includes Medicare premiums that a Claimant 
pays.  BEM 546 instructs the ES to not include premiums paid by someone other than 
the patient as a need item.   

While the Administrative Law Judge certainly sympathizes with the Claimant’s situation, 
the Administrative Law Judge’s jurisdiction is to examine the case and make a 
determination as to whether the Department was acting in accordance with its policy 
when determining the Claimant’s patient-pay amount.  In this case, the Administrative 
Law Judge does determine that the Claimant’s spouse’s health insurance premium, per 
BEM 546, must be disallowed.  Therefore, the Administrative Law Judge concludes that 
the Department was acting in accordance with its policy when determining the 
Claimant’s patient pay amount. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, finds that the Department                   

 did act properly when determining the Claimant’s patient pay amount.  did not act 
properly 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s  AMP  FIP  FAP  MA  SDA  CDC decision 
is  AFFIRMED  REVERSED. 
 
 
 

/s/         
Susanne E. Harris 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  4/5/13 
 
Date Mailed:  4/5/13 
 
NOTICE:  Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) may order a rehearing or 
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a party within 30 days of 
the mailing date of this Decision and Order.  MAHS will not order a rehearing or 
reconsideration on the Department's motion where the final decision cannot be 
implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request.  (60 days for FAP cases) 
 






