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4. The Department issued a Notice of Case Action on July 2, 2012, which denied 
the Claimant’s FIP application as of 6/16/12, for failure to attend the Work First 
program and remain in compliance.  Exhibit 2. 

 
5. The Claimant requested a hearing on 7/9/12 protesting the denial of her FIP 

case.  
  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

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 of Human Services (“DHS” or “Department”), 
formerly known as the Family Independence Agency, administers the FIP program 
pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq and Michigan Administrative Code Rules 400.3101-
3131.  Department policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (“BAM”), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (“BEM”), and the Bridges Reference Manual (“BRM”). 

 
DHS requires clients to participate in employment and self-sufficiency related activities 
and to accept employment when offered.  BEM 233A  All Work Eligible Individuals 
(“WEI”) are required to participate in the development of a Family Self-Sufficiency Plan 
(“FSSP”) unless good cause exists.  BEM 228  As a condition of eligibility, all WEIs 
must engage in employment and/or self-sufficiency related activities.  BEM 233A The 
WEI is considered non-compliant for failing or refusing to appear and participate with 
the Jobs, Education, and Training Program (“JET”) or other employment service 
provider.   Department of Human Services Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) 233A 
(2011). 

As regards FIP applications Department policy requires that when assigned, clients 
must engage in and comply with all work participation program assignments while the 
FIP application is pending. Work participation program engagement is a condition of FIP 
eligibility. Failure by a client to participate fully in assigned activities while the FIP 
application is pending will result in denial of FIP benefits. Bridges automatically denies 
FIP benefits for noncompliance while the application is pending.  Department of Human 
Services Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) 229 (2011) pp1.  

 
In this case the Claimant provided through her testimony and through attendance 
sheets and job logs that she attended the Work First program.  The Claimant also 
presented to both the Work First program on July 3, 2012 and the Department on July 
9, 2012 a doctor’s note dated  stating that she was 35 weeks pregnant 
and was to stay off her feet until further advised.  Exhibit 2.   
 
The Welfare Registration Participation History admitted as evidence by the Department 
confirms the Claimant presented the Work First program the doctor’s note on July 3 
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2012 and was advised to submit it to the Department.  Even though nothing in the 
Participation History indicates the Claimant was in noncompliance, the Department 
denied the application on 6/16/12 by Notice of Case Action dated 7/2/12.   Exhibits 1 
and 2.  There is no basis in the hearing record to deny the application as of 6/16/12 and 
it appears the Department did not seek to process a deferral, in light of the doctor’s 
note.  
 
The Claimant credibly testified that she gave the doctor’s note to her case worker as 
directed by Work First and the Department took no action to seek a deferral, but instead 
denied the application.   Department policy also recognizes that complications from 
pregnancy is a basis for deferral if verified.  Department of Human Services Bridges 
Eligibility Manual, (BEM) 230A (2011), pp. 8, 10.   
 
Based upon the foregoing, the Claimant has demonstrated that she was potentially 
eligible for a deferral and that her application should not have been denied.  The 
Department’s evidence did not demonstrate a basis for the application denial, and thus 
it is determined that the Department’s decision denying the Claimant’s FIP application 
was in error.  
  

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based on the above findings of fact and conclusions of 
law find that the Department improperly closed and sanctioned the Claimant’s FIP case 
for 3 months as the Claimant demonstrated good cause for her failure to attend the 
Work First program due to illness, and therefore its determination is REVERSED. 
 
Accordingly it is ORDERED: 

1. The Department shall initiate re-registration of the Claimant’s 5/22/12 FIP 
application and shall process the application to determine Claimant’s eligibility.  

2. The Department shall issue a supplement to the Claimant for FIP benefits she 
was otherwise entitled to receive, in accordance with Department policy. 

 
 

________________________________ 
Lynn M. Ferris 

Administrative Law Judge  
For Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
 
Date Signed: September 13, 2012  
 
Date Mailed: September 13, 2012 
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