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2. On November  1, 2012, the Department  
 denied Claimant’s application   closed Claimant’s case 

due to noncomplianc e with wor k first parti cipation activiities and imposed  first 
sanction, 3 months closure and decreased  Claimant 's Food A ssistance due to non 
compliance with work first participation activties.  

 
The Department reduced the Claimant’s  FAP benefits on two occasions .  On  

October 1, 2012 when it sanctioned the Claimant’s  FIP case and remov ed Claimant 
from her FAP group as part of the sanction .  The FAP benefits were also r educed on 
November 1, 2012.  Both reduc tions were  due to reduction in FAP group size an d 
changes in income.   
 
3.On October 17, 2012, the Department sent  

 Claimant    Claimant’s Authorized Representative (AR) 
notice of the   denial.  FIP cash assistance case closure and reduction of 

Food  Assistance. 
 

4. On October 22, 2012 , Claimant filed a hearing request, protesting the  
 denial of the application.  closure of the FIP cash assistance case and 

reduction of Food Assistance.  
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

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

 The Family Independence Program (FIP) wa s established pursuant to the Personal 
Responsibility and W ork Opportunity Reconc iliation Act of 1996, Public Law 104-193,  
42 USC 601, et seq .  The Department (formerly k nown 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 Assistanc e Program (FAP) [fo rmerly known as the Food Sta mp (FS) 
program] is establis hed by  the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, and is  
implemented by the federal r egulations contained in Title 7 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR).  The Department (formerly known as the Family Independenc e 
Agency) administers FAP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq ., and 1999 AC, Rule 
400.3001 through Rule 400.3015. 
 

 The Medical Ass istance (MA) program is es tablished by the Title XIX of the Soc ial 
Security Act and is im plemented by Title 42 of  the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).   
The Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independenc e 
Agency) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq ., and MC L 
400.105.   
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 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 Disabilit y Assistance (SDA) progr am, which provides financial ass istance 
for disabled persons, is established by  2004 PA 344.  The D epartment of Human 
Services (formerly known as the Family  I ndependence Agency ) administers the SDA 
program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq ., and 20 00 AACS, Rule 400.3151 through 
Rule 400.3180.   
 

 The Child Development and Care  (CDC) program is establis hed by Titles IVA, IVE 
and XX of  the Soc ial Security Act, the Ch ild Care and Developm ent Block Grant of 
1990, and the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.  
The program is implemented by  Title 45 of  the Code of Fede ral Regulations, Parts 98 
and 99.  The Depart ment provides servic es to adults and children pursuant to MCL 
400.14(1) and 1999 AC, Rule 400.5001 through Rule 400.5015.  
 
Additionally, in this case the Department  held a triage which was attended by the 
claimant to determine if she h ad good cause to refuse a job offe r.  At the triage he ld on 
September 5, 2012 it was determined that t he Claimant refused the job offer because 
she felt she needed t o care for her children instead.  This  fact was confir med by the 
Claimant at the hearing als o.  Both of Claimant's children a ttend school.  At the triage 
the Department determined t hat the Claim ant did not demonstrate good cause for 
refusal to accept the offer of employment and her FIP case was closed.  Based upon 
the testimony of the parties at the hearing, it is determi ned that indeed the Department 
correctly closed and s anctioned the Claimant's FIP cash assistance case an d reduced 
her Food Assistance by removing the Claimant ' from her FAP group in accordance wit h 
department policy found in Depart ment of Human Se rvices Bridges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM) 233A and (BEM) 233B.(October 2012. 
 
The Clamant also sought an ex planation as to why her food assistance benefits (FAP) 
were reduc ed on two occassions .  The Food A ssistance Budget r educing benefits to 
$305 was provided at  the hear ing and reviewed with the Cla imant.  The Department 
included earned inc ome from Claimant's employer of $412 bas ed upon weekly pay  
check stubs provided by the Clai mant  to the Department (Exh ibit 8),  and also inc luded 
her FIP grant of $492 (the amoun t received by the Claimant pr ior to FIP clos ure due to 
noncompliance).  In calculat ing a FAP budget following a FIP-related noncomplianc e, 
the Department budgets the la st FIP grant amount into the FAP budget and the FIP 
grant is not removed from the FAP budget un til the end of the FIP penalty period.  BEM 
233B.   
 
The Claimant also conf irmed that the correct rent am ount ($480) was  credited to her  
when calculting the F AP benefits.  The group si ze was also reduced from 3 to 2 due to 
the Claimant being removed from the FAP gr oup due to the sanction imposed for non-
compliance with work first partici pation .  Based upon the review of the budget and the 
supporting documents and the testimony of the parties, it  is determined that the 
Department properly reduced the Claimant's FAP benefits to $305.  Exhibti 1 and 5   
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A review of the FAP budget which resulted in  the initial reduction of FAP benefits to 
$367 after FIP case closure was also m ade.  The only  difference between the tw o 
budgets was that the decrease to $367 was le ss because the budget did not include 
earned inc ome as the Claimant  was not empl oyed at  that time but  only included the 
amount of the FIP grant of 4492 and thus less income was included and counted, which 
resulted in higher FAP benefits.  Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 10.   The budget presented by the 
Department was correct and the FAP benefits were properly reduced.  
 
Based upon the abov e Findings of Fact and Co nclusions of Law, and for the reasons  
stated on the record, the Administrative Law Judge concludes that the Department  
 

 properly denied Claimant’s application     improperly denied Claimant’s application 
 properly closed Claimant’s case               improperly closed Claimant’s case 
 properly reduced Claimant’s Food Assistance  

 
for:    AMP  FIP  FAP  MA  SDA  CDC.  
 

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.   did not act properly. 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s  AMP  FIP  FAP  MA  SDA  CDC decision 
is  AFFIRMED  REVERSED for the reasons stated on the record. 
 
 
 

___________________________ 
Lynn M. Ferris` 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
 
Date Signed:  January 16, 2013 
 
Date Mailed:   January 16, 2013 
 
 
NOTICE:  Michigan Administrative Hearing Syst em (MAHS) may order a rehearing or  
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a par ty within 30 days  of 
the mailing date of this Dec ision and Order .  MAHS will not or der a rehearing or  
reconsideration on the Department's mo tion where the final decis ion cannot be 
implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request.  (60 days for FAP cases) 
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