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FINDINGS OF FACT 

     The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the competent, material and 

substantial evidence on the whole record, finds as a material fact: 

1. On February 21, 2009 the Department sent a notice of non-compliance to the 

Claimant regarding her failure to complete her FAST survey. 

2. On February 25, 2009 a second non compliance notice was sent to the 

Claimant indicating she had failed to continue with JET.  

3. On March 3, 2009 the Claimant attended a TRIAGE with the Department.  

The Claimant was instructed via the non compliance notice to be prepared to verify her 

reasons for not completing activities. On March 3, 2009 the Department determined the 

Claimant failed to have good cause for failing to complete the FAST survey.   

4. The Claimant filed a hearing request on May 30, 2008.   

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW  
     

     The Family Independence Program (FIP) was established pursuant to the 

Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, Public Law 

104-193, 8 USC 601, et seq.  The Department of Human Services (DHS or Department) 

administers the FIP program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq, and MAC R 400.3101-

3131. The FIP program replaced the Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) program 

effective October 1, 1996.  Department policies are found in the Program Administrative 

Manual (PAM), the Program Eligibility Manual (PEM) and the Program Reference 

Manual (PRM). 

 Relevant policy section PEM 233A, p. 1: 

As a condition of eligibility, all WEIs and non-WEIs must work or engage in 
employment and/or self-sufficiency-related activities. Noncompliance of 
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applicants, recipients, or member adds means doing any of the following without 
good cause: 

Failing or refusing to: 

• Appear and participate with the Jobs, Education and Training (JET) 
Program or other employment service provider. 

• Complete a Family Automated Screening Tool (FAST), as assigned 
as the first step in the FSSP process. 

In the present case, the Claimant’s FIP case was sanctioned for failure to complete 

the FAST survey as required. The Claimant testified she had in fact completed the survey 

on two separate occasions. The Claimant testified she had dropped off the FAST survey 

to the local office between the last two weeks of December and/or early January. During 

the hearing this Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) reviewed the logs in question looking 

prior to and after the date the Claimant indicated she signed in and dropped off the 

survey.   This ALJ was unable to find the Claimant’s name in the logs.  The Claimant 

then asserted she had completed the survey a second time at the worker’s desk sometime 

between late January and early February 2009.  The Department testified this did not 

occur. 

As indicated above the Claimant is required to complete the FAST survey in order 

to be found in compliance with JET. The Claimant provided no evidence other than her 

personal testimony in regards to this FAST survey being completed.   This ALJ finds the 

Department testimony more credible regarding whether the FAST survey had been 

completed at the worker’s desk.  The system prints show no fast survey having been 

completed.  The Claimant was given adequate time to complete the FAST survey and she 

failed to comply. The Claimant failed to fully cooperate with the program requirements. 






