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4. On April 8, 2013, the Department received the Claimant’s written hearing 
request protesting the Department’s determination that she has not been 
in compliance with the OCS and the negative effects it has had on her 
FAP, CDC and MA Cases dating back to April of 2009. 

 
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 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 Mich Admin Code, R 
400.3001 through R 400.3015. 
 

 The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by the Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act and is implemented by Title 42 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  
The Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 
400.105.   
 

 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 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.   
 

 The Child Development and Care (CDC) program is established by Titles IVA, IVE 
and XX of the Social Security Act, the Child Care and Development 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 Federal Regulations, Parts 98 
and 99.  The Department provides services to adults and children pursuant to MCL 
400.14(1) and Mich Admin Code, R 400.5001 through R 400.5015.  
 
The Administrative Law Judge initially addresses the timeliness of this hearing request, 
as it appears to be outside of the 90 day time limit for requesting a hearing.  However, 
the Claimant’s hearing request indicates that she has requested several previous 
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hearings, none of which were addressed.  The Claimant’s statement contained in the 
hearing request is found to be credible and persuasive, as it was never contested by the 
Department and as the evidence in this case indicates that the Claimant has had 
problems due to a computer error for years at this point.  
 
The Department concedes that it wrongly determined that the Claimant was in non-
compliance with the OCS and testified that the Claimant presented a letter from the 
OCS, effective August 26, 2009, indicating that she has been in compliance with the 
OCS.  The Department’s testimony and Exhibit 2 indicate that August 26, 2009 is when 
it was that she was determined to be in non-compliance with the OCS and the worker 
present at the hearing testified that the determination of non-compliance is a computer 
error.  The Department worker at the hearing conceded that the Claimant has been in 
compliance with the OCS since October 3, 2007.  The Department worker testified that 
he could not rectify the problem as it now requires a help desk ticket.  
 
The Claimant’s AHR requested that the Claimant’s sanction be removed from her FAP 
case from August of 2009 to March 1, 2012, and that the overissuance of $  the 
Claimant is alleged to have received be addressed when re-determining her eligibility 
for FAP retroactive to August 26, 2009.  The Claimant’s AHR also requested that the 
Claimant’s eligibility for CDC benefits be re-determined from March 17, 2011 until 
September 21, 2012.  The Claimant’s AHR also requested that the Claimant’s eligibility 
for MA be re-determined from April 14, 2009 until March 1, 2012, as the Claimant 
contests that she did not meet her deductible for three months, and as she was also 
wrongly denied MA benefits during that time.   
 
As the Department concedes that the OCS sanction was an error, the Administrative 
Law Judge determines that the Department was not acting in accordance with its policy 
when taking negative action on the Claimant’s FAP, CDC and MA cases.   
 

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 when taking negative action on the 
Claimant’s FAP, CDC and MA cases/applications. 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s  AMP  FIP  FAP  MA  SDA  CDC 
decisions are  AFFIRMED  REVERSED for the reasons stated on the record. 
 

 THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO DO THE FOLLOWING WITHIN 10 DAYS OF 
THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS DECISION AND ORDER: 
 

1. Initiate action to immediately submit a help-desk ticket which is to be 
expedited, and  

2. Initiate action to redetermine the Claimant’s eligibility for FAP back to 
August 26, 2009 by removing her sanction, and  

3. Initiate action to redetermine the Claimant’s eligibility for CDC for the time 
period between March 17, 2011 and September 21, 2012, and 

 






