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7. DHS was aware that claimant had given birth on . 
 
8. DHS did not make a reasonable attempt to verify the information contained in the 

distorted form. 
 
9. Claimant did not attend JET by June 15, 2011. 
 
10. On June 18, 2011, claimant’s FIP application was denied. 
 
11. On August 17, 2011, claimant filed for hearing. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Department policies are contained in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 

 The Family Independence Program (FIP) was established pursuant to the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, Public Law 104-193, 
42 USC 601, et seq.  The Department (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers FIP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and Mich Admin Code, R 
400.3101 through R 400.3131.  FIP replaced the Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) 
program effective October 1, 1996.   
 

 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 (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers FAP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and Mich Admin Code, R 
400.3001 through R 400.3015. 
 

 The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by the Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act and is implemented by Title 42 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  
The Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 
400.105.   
 

 The Adult Medical Program (AMP) is established by 42 USC 1315, and is 
administered by the Department pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq.   
 

 The State Disability Assistance (SDA) program, which provides financial assistance 
for disabled persons, is established by 2004 PA 344.  The Department of Human 
Services (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) administers the SDA 
program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and 2000 AACS, R 400.3151 through R 
400.3180.   
 

 The Child Development and Care (CDC) program is established by Titles IVA, IVE 
and XX of the Social Security Act, the Child Care and Development Block Grant of 
1990, and the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.  
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The program is implemented by Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 98 
and 99.  The Department provides services to adults and children pursuant to MCL 
400.14(1) and Mich Admin Code, R 400.5001 through R 400.5015.  
 
All Family Independence Program (FIP) and Refugee Assistance Program (RAP) 
eligible adults and 16- and 17-year-olds not in high school full-time must be referred to 
the Jobs, Education and Training (JET) Program or other employment service provider, 
unless deferred or engaged in activities that meet participation requirements.  Clients 
who have not been granted a deferral must participate in employment and/or self-
sufficiency related activities to increase their employability and to find employment.  
BEM 230A, p. 1.  A cash recipient who refuses, without good cause, to participate in 
assigned employment and/or self-sufficiency-related activities is subject to penalties.  
BEM 230A, p. 1. 
 
A new mother with a child under the age of two months is to be disregarded for the 
purposes of employment services for two months.  BEM 230A. 
 
Claimant argued that she had notified the Department regarding the , birth 
of her child, and provided a verification of birth showing that the child in question was 
born on the date indicated. 
 
The Department received a fax on ; however, this fax was damaged in 
transmission, and only partially arrived at the DHS office, in a form that was half-
illegible. 
 
When asked whether the Department received the verification of birth, and when the 
verification was received, the Department representative was unable to answer the 
question, but did respond that the Department was aware of the birth. 
 
Furthermore, the Department testified that it attempted one phone call to claimant at the 
listed phone number when the damaged fax arrived; claimant, who was in the hospital 
at the time, understandably did not answer.  The Department did not testify that a 
message was left, and the Department did not testify that any further attempt was made 
to verify the faxed information. 
 
Even though the Department was aware that a verification had been returned that could 
have removed claimant’s JET requirements, and that verification was damaged through 
no fault of claimant, the Department made no reasonable attempt to clarify that 
verification.  One phone call, with no message, does not constitute a reasonable 
attempt, especially in the light that the verification most likely would remove claimant’s 
JET requirements. 
 
Also, as claimant had given birth on , there is no question as to whether 
claimant was actually required to attend JET; according to a strict interpretation of 
policy, claimant was not required to attend JET.  The only question in this case is 
whether the Department was aware of the birth, or should have been aware.  The 
Department could not testify satisfactorily as to whether they were actually aware; 
therefore, as claimant testified credibly that she had notified the Department, and the 
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Department failed to rebut this testimony, and only responded to this testimony with a 
response of “this happened a long time ago, I don’t remember”, the Administrative Law 
Judge holds that a preponderance of the evidence shows that the Department was 
aware of the birth. 
 
However, the Administrative Law Judge also holds that the Department should have 
been aware of the birth:  claimant faxed verification of the birth and medical needs to 
the Department, it was damaged through no fault of claimant, the Department was 
aware of the damage but made no reasonable attempt to rectify the damage.  
Therefore, as claimant made a reasonable attempt to notify the Department, but the 
Department made no reasonable attempt to clarify claimant’s information, and did not 
notify claimant that the information was damaged before case closure, the 
Administrative Law Judge must hold that the Department should have been aware of 
claimant’s post-partum status. 
 
Therefore, as the Department was aware, or should have been aware, of claimant’s 
exception to JET requirements, the Department was in error when it denied claimant’s 
FIP application for failure to follow JET requirements.  The application in question must 
be reprocessed. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, finds that the Department  

 did act properly when      .   did not act properly when they denied claimant's 
May 25, 2011, FIP application. 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s  AMP  FIP  FAP  MA  SDA  CDC decision 
is  AFFIRMED  REVERSED for the reasons stated on the record. 
 

 THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO DO THE FOLLOWING WITHIN 10 DAYS OF 
THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS DECISION AND ORDER: 
 
1. Reprocess claimant's May 25, 2011, FIP application retroactive to the date of 

application, and award claimant any benefits to which she is otherwise entitled. 
 
 

__________________________ 
Robert J. Chavez 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  March 20, 2012 
 






