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7. Claimant requested a hearing on December 2, 2013. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are contained in the Department of Human Service s Bridges  
Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Human Services Bridges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM), D epartment of Human Servic es Reference Tables Manual (RFT), and 
Department of Human Services Emergency Relief Manual (ERM).   
 
The Medic al Assistance (MA) program is est ablished by the Title XIX of the Socia l 
Security Act, 42 USC 1396-1396w-5, and is implemented by  42 CFR 400.200 to 
1008.59.  The Department of  Human Services ( formerly known as the Family  
Independence Agency) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10 and MCL  
400.105.   
 
When the Department calculates  eligibility for medical assist ance it takes int o account, 
among many other factors, the earned and unearned income the Claimant receives.   
 
It is not within the scope of the Administra tive Law Judge’s aut hority to create ne w 
guidelines, eligibility cr iteria, or deductibles that the D epartment is to use.  The issue s 
that can be decided are whether the Departm ent followed po licy with respe ct to each 
program, based upon the existing rules, laws, policies, etc. 
 
Exhibit 1 Page 10 provides the budget used by the Department in calculating Claimant’s 
monthly MA deductible for November 1, 2013.   It accounts for his unearned income of  
$ , which is reduced by two adjustments to  $  The protected income limit per 
RFT 240 f or a group of two in  Shelter Area VI is $541  and, after subtracting that from 
his countable income, his deductible is $513. 
 
The Claimant did not  dispute the amounts us ed by t he Department in his  budget.  His  
issue is with the det ermination that he must pay a ded uctible of $  each month 
toward his  medical expenses. The issue befo re this Administrative Law Judge is not 
whether he can afford his deductible; it is  to adjudicate whether the deductible was  
properly c alculated beginning November 1, 2013.  There is no evidence that the 
Department erred in its calcul ation of Claimant’s FAP benefits after taking into account  
his monthly income and expenses.   
 
The Administrative 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 
accordance with Department policy when it calculated Claimant’s MA deductible. 
 

 
 
 

                                                 
1 The exhibits provided by the Department do not explain why Claimant is part of a group of two; no other 
individuals are identified in the Notice of Case Action.  Per RFT 200, Oakland County is in Shelter Area 
VI, which provides the highest Protected Income Limit in RFT 240. 
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DECISION AND ORDER 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is AFFIRMED.  
 
 

__________________________ 
Darryl T. Johnson 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  February 28, 2014 
 
Date Mailed:   February 28, 2014 
 
NOTICE OF APP EAL:  The c laimant may appea l 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; 

 Failure of the ALJ to address in the hearing decision relevant issues raised in the 
hearing request. 

 
The Department, AHR or the clai mant must specify all reas ons for the request.  MAHS 
will not review any response to a request for rehearing/reconsideration.  A request must 
be received in MAHS within 30 days of the date the hearing decision is mailed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 






