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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 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.   
 
In February 2012, Claimant applied for cash assistance.  At the time of application, he 
had a child in his home.  The Department opened a case for cash benefits.  After 
months of back and forth with the Work First program regarding his inability to attend 
due to his medical condition, a deferral was sought.  Claimant testified he was told he 
was deferred from Work First.  By June 2012, Claimant no longer had a child in his 
home.  By August 2012, a deferral was granted from the Medical Review Team and 
established a medical review date of 2012.  Claimant thought he was told he had been 
switched over to SDA benefits.  
 
On November 30, 2012, the Department issued a case action notice indicating that 
Claimant’s FIP benefits were being reduced to $379 a month.  This notice indicated the 
reason for the reduction was due to a change in income.  
 
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.  
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:  to process Claimant for disability-based SDA and MA back to June 2012.  
Claimant agreed to this being done on his behalf.  
 
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.   
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