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(3) On February 9, 2010, the OCS sent Claimant a Cooperation Notice.          

(Exhibits 5, 8) 

(4) On February 10, 2010, the Department sent Claimant a Notice of Case Action 

informing her that her FAP benefits would terminate effective March 1, 2010 because “Gross” 

income exceeds limit. Case not eligible.You or a group member failed to cooperate with child 

support requirements. Call your specialist if the noncooperating person wishes to cooperate or 

has good cause not to cooperate”. (Exhibit A) 

(5) The Department’s position at hearing was that it received and entered the 

Cooperation Notice into BRIDGES and the result was the February 10th Notice of Case Action. 

(6) On March 9, 2010, the Department received the Claimant’s hearing request in 

regard to the February 10, 2010 Notice of Case Action. It states: I request a hearing for “food 

stamps, Medicaid”. (Exhibit B) 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Food Assistance Program (FAP) (formerly known as the Food Stamp (FS) program, 

is established by the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, and is implemented by the federal 

regulations contained in Title 7 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  The Department of 

Human Services (DHS or department), administers the FAP program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et 

seq., and MAC R 400.3001-3015.  Departmental policies are found in the Bridges 

Administrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), and the Bridges 

Reference Manual (BRM). 

In the instant case, the Department’s testimony was that it received the February 9, 2009 

Cooperation Notice and processed it on February 10th. The result was BRIDGES issuing a Notice 

of Case Action closing her FAP case. The Department does not know why this happened and 
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neither does the undersigned. With that said, based on the testimony and documentation offered 

at hearing, I do not find that the Department established that it acted in accordance with policy in 

terminating Claimant’s FAP benefits.  

Claimant’s hearing request was also in regard to MA benefits. Claimant’s MA benefits 

were not closed by the February 10th Notice of Case Action. If Claimant’s MA case was closed 

as a result of this same issue in a separate Notice of Case Action, my ruling is the same - I do not 

find that the Department established that it acted in accordance with policy in terminating 

Claimant’s MA benefits.  

Finally, there were documents in the file that were numbered and offered by the 

Department including a March 22nd email, a March 22nd Noncooperation Notice and a March 

22nd Notice of Case Action which terminated Claimant’s MA benefits as a result of an alleged 

noncooperation by  Claimant filed her hearing request on March 6th in regard to a 

February 10th Notice of Case Action.  This Hearing Decision does not pertain to the 

Department’s March 22nd Notice of Case Action. If Claimant does not agree with that decision, 

she can file a hearing request by the applicable deadline and a hearing will be scheduled on that 

issue. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions of 

law, does not find that the Department acted in accordance with policy in terminating Claimant’s 

FAP benefits.  

Accordingly, the Department’s FAP eligibility determination is REVERSED, it is SO 

ORDERED. The Department shall: 






