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3. On July 2, 2012, Claimant filed a request for hearing concerning the 
Department’s action.   

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Department policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges 
Eligibility Manual (BEM), the Reference Tables Manual (RFT), and the State Emergency 
Relief Manual (ERM). 
 

 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 1999 AC, Rule 400.3101 
through Rule 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 1999 AC, Rule 
400.3001 through Rule 400.3015. 
 
Claimant requested a hearing to dispute the Department’s action.  Shortly after 
commencement of the hearing, Claimant testified that she now understood and 
accepted the actions taken by the Department with regard to the denial of FIP benefits 
to her.  Claimant also testified that she did not wish to proceed with a hearing on the FIP 
benefits issue.  The Department agreed to the dismissal of Claimant’s hearing request.  
Pursuant to MAC R 400.906(1), Claimant’s hearing request is hereby DISMISSED with 
regard to the denial of FIP benefits to Claimant.   
 
Also, in this case it is noted that 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 the Department’s action 
with regard to termination of her FAP benefits.  Soon after commencement of the 
hearing, the parties testified that they had reached a settlement concerning the disputed 
action.  Consequently, the Department agreed to do the following:  reinstate Claimant’s 
FAP benefits and provide FAP benefits to her at the correct benefit level. 
 
As a result of this settlement, Claimant no longer wishes to proceed with the hearing.  
As such, it is unnecessary for this Administrative Law Judge to render a decision 
regarding the facts and issues in this case.   
 






