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6. On April 26, 2013, Bridges approved the Claimant’s FIP application. 
 

7. On May 2, 2013, the Claimant requested a hearing protesting the start of 
the FIP benefit period.   

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
The FIP was established  pursuant to  the Per sonal Res ponsibility and Work  
Opportunity Reconciliation  Act of 1996, Public Law 10 4-193, 8 USC 601, et seq.  The 
Department administers the FIP program pursuant to MCL 400.10,  et seq. , and MAC R 
400.3101-3131.  The FIP progr am replaced the Aid to Dependent Children (ADC)  
program effective October 1, 1996.  Depa rtment policies are found in the Bridges 
Administrative Manua l (BAM), the Bridges  Elig ibility Manual (B EM) and the Progra m 
Reference Manual (PRM).   

 
DHS requires clients to participate in employ ment and self-sufficiency-related activitie s 
and to accept employ ment when offered.  Our focus is to assist clients in removing 
barriers so they can participate in activ ities whic h lea d to self-sufficiency.  However, 
there are consequences for a client who refuses to participate, without good cause.   
 
The goal of the FIP penalty po licy is to obtain client compliance with appropriate wor k 
and/or self-sufficiency-related assignment s and to ensure t hat barriers to such 
compliance have been identified and removed.  The goal is to bring the client into 
compliance.   
 
Completion of the 21 day PAT H applic ation elig ibility period (A EP) part of orientation 
which is an eligibility requi rement for approval of the FI P application. PATH participants 
must complete all of the following in order for their FIP application to be approved: 
 

 Begin the AEP by th e last date to a ttend as indic ated on the DHS-4785, PAT H 
Appointment Notice. 

 Complete PATH AEP requirements. 
 Continue to participate in PATH after completion of the 21 day AEP. 

 
Deny the FIP applic ation if an applic ant does not complete all of the above three 
components of the AEP. (BEM 229 p. 1).   
 
However, the Department has 45 days from t he date of applicat ion to either approve or 
deny the FIP application.  (BAM 115 p. 12-13). 
 
In this cas e, the Department did not ac t within the 45 days and therefore improper ly 
processed the Claimant’s FIP application.   
 
Accordingly, I find evidence to reverse the Department in this matter.   
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DECISION AND ORDER 
 

I find based upon the above F indings of Fact  and Conclusions of Law, and for the 
reasons stated on the record, the Department did not act properly. 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s FIP decision is REVERSED.  
 
THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO DO THE FOLLOWING WITHIN 10 DAYS OF  
THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS DECISION AND ORDER:  
 
 1. Initiate a redetermination as to the Claimant’s eligib ility for FIP benefits  

beginning January 11, 2013 and issue r etroactive benefits if otherwise 
qualified and eligible.   

 

 
Corey A. Arendt 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed: July 18, 2013  
 
Date Mailed: July 18, 2013   
 
NOTICE:  Michigan Administrative Hearing S ystem (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 order 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) 
 
The Claimant may appeal the Decision and Order  to Circuit Court within 30 days of the 
receipt of the Dec ision and Order or, if a ti mely request for rehea ring was made, within 
30 days of the receipt date of the rehearing decision. 

 
Claimant may request a rehearing or reconsideration for the following reasons: 
 

 A rehearing MAY be granted if there is newly  discovered evid ence that could 
affect the outcome of the original hearing decision. 

 A reconsideration MAY be granted for any of the following reasons: 
 
 misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision,  
 typographical errors, mathematical erro r, or other obvious errors in the 

hearing decision that effect the substantial rights of the claimant: 
 the failure of the ALJ to address other relevant issues in the hearing decision. 

 
 






