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4. The Department failed to verify or properly budget Respondent’s children’s RSDI 
income, resulting in a FAP overissuance of $  during the time period of 
August, 2009 through February, 2010.  [Dept Exh. A, p 4]. 
 

5. On April 23, 2015, a hearing was held resulting in a Hearing Decision mailed on 
May 4, 2015. 

 
6. On May 29, 2015, the Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) received 

the Authorized Hearing Representative’s Request for Rehearing/Reconsideration. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
Department policies are contained in the Department of Health and Human Services 
Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Human Services Bridges Eligibility 
Manual (BEM), Department of Health and Human Services Reference Tables Manual 
(RFT), and Department of Health and Human Services Emergency Relief Manual 
(ERM). 
 
The Rehearing and Reconsideration process is governed by the Michigan 
Administrative Code, Rule 792.11015, et seq., and applicable policy provisions 
articulated in the Bridges Administrative Manual (“BAM”), specifically BAM 600, which 
provide that a rehearing or reconsideration must be filed in a timely manner consistent 
with the statutory requirements of the particular program that is the basis for the 
claimant’s benefits application, and may be granted so long as the reasons for which 
the request is made comply with the policy and statutory requirements.  MCL 24.287 
also provides for rehearing if the hearing record is inadequate for judicial review. 
 
Rehearings may be granted if 
 

 There is newly discovered evidence that could affect the outcome of the original 
hearing decision. 

 
Reconsiderations may be granted if requested for one of the following reasons: 
 

 Misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision; 
 Typographical errors, mathematical error, or other obvious errors in the hearing 

decision that affect the substantial rights of the claimant 
 Failure of the Administrative Law Judge to address other relevant issues in the 

hearing decision. 
 

In the instant case, Respondent, by her AHR, timely requested a reconsideration of the 
ALJ’s decision based on a mathematical or other obvious error in the hearing decision 
affecting the substantial rights of Respondent.  In support, Respondent’s AHR contends 
that the ALJ erroneously indicated in Findings of Fact paragraph numbers three and 
four of the decision that the OI amount should have been $  rather than 








