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A hearing was requested to dispute the Department’s action taken with respect to the 
Claimant’s SER program benefits.  The Claimant has filed a duplicate hearing request 
on her SER denial.  The Claimant had a hearing on her SER hearing request on 
October 3, 2013, where the Department was upheld. 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon 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 reduced the Claimant’s FAP benefits due 
to changes in Federal FAP annual standards and increase in income.   
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

Accordingly, the Department’s FAP decision is AFFIRMED.  
 
Pursuant to the duplicate hearing request for SER that has already been adjudicated in 
this matter, the Request for Hearing is, hereby, DISMISSED.   
 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
 
 

__________________________ 
Carmen G. Fahie 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  February 21, 2014 
 
Date Mailed:   February 21, 2014 
 
NOTICE OF APPEAL:  The claimant may appeal the Decision and Order to Circuit Court within 30 days 
of the receipt of the Decision and Order or, if a timely Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration was 
made, within 30 days of the receipt date of the Decision and Order of Reconsideration or Rehearing 
Decision. 
 
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). 
 
A Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration may be granted when one of the following exists: 
 

 Newly discovered evidence that existed at the time of the original 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. 
 






