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4. On , Petitioner reported various unpaid medical expenses to 

MDHHS. 
 

5. On , Petitioner submitted various medical expense 
documents to MDHHS. 
 

6. On , an administrative hearing decision ordered MDHHS to 
redetermine Petitioner’s FAP eligibility from July 2015. 
 

7. On an unspecified date, MDHHS determined Petitioner’s FAP eligibility for the 
months from July 2015 through October 2015, in part, based on $70 in medical 
expenses. 
 

8. On , Petitioner requested a hearing to again dispute FAP eligibility 
from July 2015 through October 2015 concerning medical expenses. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
The Food Assistance Program (FAP) [formerly known as the Food Stamp program] is 
established by the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008, as amended, 7 USC 2011 to 2036a 
and is implemented by the federal regulations contained in 7 CFR 273. MDHHS 
(formerly known as the Department of Human Services) administers FAP pursuant to 
MCL 400.10, the Social Welfare Act, MCL 400.1-.119b, and Mich Admin Code, R 
400.3001-.3011. MDHHS policies are contained in the Bridges Administrative Manual 
(BAM), Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), and Reference Tables Manual (RFT). 
 
Petitioner requested a hearing to dispute FAP eligibility from July 2015 through October 
2015. Petitioner’s AHR limited her dispute to the amount of medical expenses factored 
by MDHHS. 
 
MDHHS presented a Notice of Case Action (Exhibit 1, pp. 7-8) dated . The 
notice included a budget summary listing all amounts factored by MDHHS in Petitioner’s 
MDHHS eligibility from July 2015. Medical expenses of $70 were listed. Presumably, 
the only medical expenses factored by MDHHS were Petitioner’s Medicare premium 
expense of $104.90. Applying a mandatory $35 deductible (see BEM 556) results in $70 
in countable medical expenses. Petitioner’s AHR contended MDHHS should have 
factored a higher amount of medical expenses. The dispute appeared to begin with the 
processing of a redetermination document. 
 
MDHHS presented a Mid-Certification Contact Notice (Exhibit 1, pp. 9-11). The 
document was signed by Petitioner and submitted to MDHHS on . 
Petitioner wrote “no changes” to the ongoing budgeting of $362,082 in medical 
expenses.  
 
Petitioner’s AHR credibly testified her brother is a kidney and pancreas transplant 
patient on weekly dialysis. Petitioner’s AHR also testified her brother has many unpaid 
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verification that is requested. Id., p. 6. [MDHHS] must tell the client what verification is 
required, how to obtain it, and the due date. Id., p. 3.  
 
The verification of medical expenses comes after the processing of the changes. 
Petitioner’s MDHHS specialist should have added Petitioner’s reported medical 
expenses to Petitioner’s FAP eligibility when the expense was first reported. That 
processing would have triggered a Verification Checklist. MDHHS failed to verify a VCL 
was ever mailed to Petitioner. It is found MDHHS failed to properly process Petitioner’s 
reported medical expenses. 
 
Though it is found MDHHS improperly processed Petitioner’s reported medical 
expenses, it cannot be stated with certainty that Petitioner’s FAP eligibility was 
improperly calculated. Petitioner’s AHR failed to provide specifics (e.g. amount, medical 
service…) in testimony or documents, of the medical expenses reported on , 

. This is partially the fault of Petitioner’s AHR to specify her allegation, partially the 
fault of MDHHS for failing to interview Petitioner’s AHR concerning the reporting, and 
partially the fault of the presiding ALJ for failing to elicit needed evidence.  
 
MDHHS will be ordered to interview Petitioner concerning which medical expenses 
were reported on , and to reprocess Petitioner’s FAP eligibility accordingly. 
Petitioner’s AHR should be warned that Petitioner’s FAP eligibility may not be affected if 
the medical expenses are not subsequently verified. 
 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The administrative law judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions of 
law, finds that MDHHS improperly determined Petitioner’s FAP eligibility. It is ordered 
that MDHHS begin to perform the following actions within 10 days of the date of mailing 
of this decision: 

(1) Redetermine Petitioner’s FAP eligibility from June 2015 through October 2015, 
subject to the following findings: 

a. MDHHS failed to process Petitioner’s AHR’s reporting of medical 
expenses on  (reprocessing may require an interview of 
Petitioner to determine medical expenses which were reported) 

b. MDHHS failed to factor possibly already verified chore services expenses 
in Petitioner’s FAP eligibility from ; and 

(2) Supplement Petitioner for any benefits improperly not issued. 
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The actions taken by MDHHS are REVERSED. 
 

 
 
 
 
    

 
CG/hw Christian Gardocki  
 Administrative Law Judge 

for Nick Lyon, Director 
Department of Health and Human Services 
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NOTICE OF APPEAL:  A party may appeal this Order in circuit court within 30 days of 
the receipt date.  A copy of the circuit court appeal must be filed with the Michigan 
Administrative Hearing System (MAHS).   
 
A party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Order if the request is 
received by MAHS within 30 days of the date the Order was issued. The party 
requesting a rehearing or reconsideration must provide the specific reasons for the 
request.  MAHS will not review any response to a request for 
rehearing/reconsideration.  
 
A written request may be mailed or faxed to MAHS.  If submitted by fax, the written 
request must be faxed to (517) 335-6088; Attention:  MAHS Rehearing/Reconsideration 
Request. 
 
If submitted by mail, the written request must be addressed as follows: 
 

Michigan Administrative Hearings 
Reconsideration/Rehearing Request 

P.O. Box 30639 
Lansing, Michigan  48909-8139 






