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The State SSI Payments (SSP)  program is established by 20 CFR 416.2001-.2099 and 
the Social Security Act, 42 USC 1382e.  The Department admini sters the program 
pursuant to MCL 400.10.   
 
Additionally, the Federal government made the decision, and the State of Michigan only  
administers payment.  The Administra tive Law J udge lack s the aut hority to 
changedecisions of the Federal Social Security Administration.  The Department did not 
err in issuing payment as directed. The Ad ministrative Law Judge, based on the above 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, if 
any, finds that the Department acted in a ccordance with Department policy when it  
reduced Claimant’s SSI payment. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is AFFIRMED.  
 

 
 

__________________________ 
Michael S. Newell 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  February 14, 2014 
 
Date Mailed:   February 14, 2014 
 
NOTICE OF APP EAL:  The c laimant may appeal the Dec ision and Order to Circuit  
Court within 30 days  of the rece ipt of the Decision and Order or, i f a timely Request for  
Rehearing or Reconsiderati on was made, within 30 days of  the receipt date of the 
Decision and Order of Reconsideration or Rehearing Decision. 
 
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). 
 
A Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration may be granted when one of the following 
exists: 
 

 Newly disc overed evidence that existed at  the time of the or iginal hearing that 
could affect the outcome of the original hearing decision; 

 Misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision which led to a 
wrong conclusion; 

 Typographical, mathematical or other obvious error in the hearing decision that 
affects the rights of the client; 






