


Page 2 of 4 
14-016726/SEH 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Department policies are contained in the Department of Human Services Bridges 
Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Human Services Bridges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM), and Department of Human Services Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 
The Food Assistance Program (FAP) [formerly known as the Food Stamp program] is 
established by the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, 7 USC 2011 to 2036a and is 
implemented by the federal regulations contained in 7 CFR 271.1 to 285.5.  The 
Department (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) administers FAP 
pursuant to MCL 400.10 and Mich Admin Code, R 400.3001 to .3015. 
 
The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by the Title XIX of the Social 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.   
 
In this case, the Department conceded that the Claimant’s case was closed in error. 
The Department initially testified that the Claimant’s FAP, the MA and the Claimant’s 
Medical Savings Program (MSP) had all been reinstated. Upon checking the Bridges 
computer, the Department did then recant that testimony and testified that the 
Claimant’s MSP program closed as of October 31, 2014, and the MA closed as of 
November 1, 2014. The Claimant testified that he no longer had an issue with his FAP 
case as his FAP benefits were restored back to the date his case closed. 
 
Regulations governing the hearing and appeal process for applicants and recipients of 
public assistance in Michigan are found in Mich Admin Code, R 400.901 through R 
400.951.  Rule 400.903(1) provides as follows: 
 

An opportunity for a hearing shall be granted to an applicant 
who requests a hearing because [a] claim for assistance is 
denied or is not acted upon with reasonable promptness, 
and to any recipient who is aggrieved by a Department 
action resulting in suspension, reduction, discontinuance, or 
termination of assistance.     

 
As the Claimant suffered no negative action in his FAP case that portion of the hearing 
request is hereby dismissed. As the Department conceded that the Claimants MA and 
MSP programs closed in error, the Administrative Law Judge concludes that the 
Department was not acting in accordance with its policy when closing the Claimant’s 
MSP and MA cases. 

 
DECISION AND ORDER 

 
Accordingly, the Department’s MA decision is REVERSED. 
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THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO BEGIN DOING THE FOLLOWING, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH DEPARTMENT POLICY AND CONSISTENT WITH THIS 
HEARING DECISION, WITHIN 10 DAYS OF THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS 
DECISION AND ORDER: 
 
1. Based on the verification already received, redetermine the Claimant’s eligibility for 

MSP back to October 31, 2014 and redetermine the Claimant’s eligibility for MA to 
November 1, 2014, and 

2. Issue a Claimant any supplements he may thereafter be due.  

  

 
 Susanne E. Harris 
 
 
 
Date Signed:  1/13/2015 
 
Date Mailed:   1/13/2015 
 
SEH/hj 

Administrative Law Judge
for Nick Lyon, Interim Director

Department of Human Services

NOTICE OF APPEAL:  A party may appeal this Hearing Decision in the circuit court in 
the county in which he/she resides, or the circuit court in Ingham County, within 30 days 
of the receipt date. 
 
A party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Hearing Decision from the 
Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) within 30 days of the mailing date of 
this Hearing Decision, or MAHS MAY order a rehearing or reconsideration on its own 
motion.   
 
MAHS MAY grant a party’s Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration 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. 






