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3. The OI amount of 0 is still due and owing to the Department.   
 
4. On October 29, 2009, the Department notified Respondent that she was 

responsible for repaying the  in FIP benefits that she received due to 
client error.1 (Department Exhibit 27-33). 

 
5. On April 4, 2010, Respondent requested a hearing.  (Hearing Request). 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

                                                 
1 While the October 26, 2009 Notice of Overissuance (DHS 4358-A) indicates that Respondent’s FIP 
overissuance was due to agency error, the Department representative acknowledged at the hearing that 
this notation was due to worker error and that, in fact, Respondent’s FIP overissuance was due to client 
error.   

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 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 Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) 
and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT). 
 
An overissuance is the amount of benefits issued to the client group in excess of what 
they were eligible to receive.  BAM 705.  The amount of the overissuance is the amount 
of benefits the group actually received minus the amount the group was eligible to 
receive.  BAM 720.  When a client group receives more benefits than they are entitled to 
receive, the Department must attempt to recoup the overissuance.  BAM 700. 
 
In this case, Respondent was an ongoing FIP recipient in 2009 and received an 
overissuance of FIP benefits in the amount of  during the month of July 2009.  
Specifically, Respondent notified the Department on May 8, 2009 of the birth of her child 
and in doing so, indicated that Respondent and the child’s father shared the same 
address.  Despite Respondent and the child’s father sharing the same address as of 
May 8, 2009, Respondent did not report the addition of the child’s father as a mandatory 
group member until June 16, 2009, resulting in Respondent receiving a total FIP 
overissuance of  for July 2009. 
 
Based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and the evidence and 
testimony provided during the hearing, the Administrative Law Judge concludes that the 
Department properly determined that Respondent received a  OI of FIP 
benefits. 

 
 
 
 






