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 denied Claimant’s application for benefits 
   closed Claimant’s case for benefits  
   reduced Claimant’s benefits  
 
  under the following program(s):  
 
   FIP  FAP  MA  AMP  SDA  CDC  SER. 
 

2. On 4/2/12, the Department sent notice to Claimant (or Claimant’s Authorized 
Hearing Representative) of the: 

 
 denial  
 closure  
 reduction.  

 
3. On 4/6/12, Claimant filed a request for hearing concerning the Department’s 

action.  
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

The State Disability Assistance (SDA) program which provides financial assistance for 
disabled persons is established by 2004 PA 344.  DHS administers the SDA program 
pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MAC R 400.3151-400.3180.  DHS policies for 
SDA are found 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, 8 
USC 601, et seq.  DHS administers the FIP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq and MAC R 
400.3101-3131. DHS policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), 
the Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT). 
 
The law provides that disposition may be made of a contested case by stipulation or 
agreed settlement. MCL 24.278(2). In the present case, Claimant requested a hearing 
to dispute a denial of an SDA benefit application. Claimant applied for SDA benefits 
seeking cash assistance after her FIP benefit eligibility was previously terminated by 
DHS for exceeding the lifetime limits for receiving FIP benefits. Soon after 
commencement of the hearing, the parties testified that they had reached a settlement 
concerning the disputed action. DHS agreed to reinstate Claimant’s FIP benefit eligibility 
back to 2/2012, as mandated by a recent court order. In return, Claimant agreed to 
withdraw her application for SDA benefits. As the agreement appears to comply with 
DHS regulations, the settlement among the parties shall be accepted.  
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DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact, conclusions of 
law and by agreement of the parties, finds that DHS improperly terminated Claimant’s 
FIP benefit eligibility effective 2/2012. It is ordered that DHS: 
 

(1) reinstate Claimant’s FIP benefit eligibility effective 2/1/12; 
(2) determine Claimant’s ongoing FIP benefit eligibility; 
(3) supplement Claimant for any FIP benefits not received as a result of the improper 

FIP benefit termination. 
 
The actions taken by DHS are REVERSED. 
 
 

___________________________ 
Christian Gardocki 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
 
Date Signed: May 21, 2012  
 
Date Mailed: May 21, 2012 
 
NOTICE:  Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) may order a rehearing or 
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a party within 30 days of 
the mailing date of this Decision and Order.  MAHS will not order a rehearing or 
reconsideration on the Department's motion where the final decision cannot be 
implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request.  (60 days for FAP 
cases). 
 
The Claimant may appeal the Decision and Order to Circuit Court within 30 days of the 
receipt of the Decision and Order or, if a timely request for rehearing was made, within 
30 days of the receipt date of the rehearing decision. 
 
Claimant may request a rehearing or reconsideration for the following reasons: 
 

• A rehearing MAY be granted if there is newly discovered evidence that could affect the outcome 
of the original hearing decision. 

• A reconsideration MAY be granted for any of the following reasons: 
 

 misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision,  
 typographical errors, mathematical error, or other obvious errors in the hearing decision that 

effect the substantial rights of the claimant: 
 the failure of the ALJ to address other relevant issues in the hearing decision. 

 
 
 






