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5. On June 17, 2013, the Department sent Claimant (i) a Notice of Noncompliance 
notifying him that his wife had failed to comply with the work participation program 
and scheduling a triage on June 24, 2013, and (ii) a Notice of Case Action notifying 
Claimant of the closure of the group’s FIP case effective July 1, 2013, based on the 
wife’s noncompliance with employment-related activities without good cause. 

 
6. Claimant’s wife attended the triage and explained that she did not attend the June 

11, 2013, appointment because she was attending business school Monday through 
Friday from 9 a.m. to 1 p.m. 

 
7. The Department held the triage, concluded that Claimant’s wife did not have good 

cause for her noncompliance, and closed the group’s FIP case.   
 
8. The Department sanctioned Claimant’s FIP case with a minimum six-month closure 

for a second occurrence of noncompliance.   
 
9. On or about June 27, 2013, Claimant filed a request for hearing disputing the 

Department’s actions.   
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are contained in the Department of Human Services Bridges 
Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Human Services Bridges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM), and Department of Human Services 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 Department sent Claimant a June 17, 2013, Notice of Case Action notifying him 
that, because of his wife’s noncompliance with employment-related activities without 
good cause, effective July 1, 2013, the group’s FIP case would close for a six-month 
minimum.  Although there was also evidence produced at the hearing that Claimant 
himself was denied a long-term medical deferral from MRT, the Department 
acknowledged that Claimant’s FIP case closed due to his wife’s noncompliance and not 
because of any action, or inaction, by Claimant.   
 
As a condition of continued FIP eligibility, work eligible individuals are required to 
participate in a work participation program or other employment-related activity unless 
temporarily deferred or engaged in activities that meet participation requirements.  BEM 
230A (January 1, 2013), p. 1; BEM 233A (January 1, 2013), p. 1.  The evidence in this 
case showed that Claimant’s wife had sought a disability-based deferral from 
participation in PATH activities and submitted a medical packet verifying her disability 
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on May 30, 2013.  For verified disabilities over 90 days, the specialist must submit a 
completed medical packet and obtain an MRT decision.  BEM 230A (January 2013), p. 
10.  The client is deferred for “establishing incapacity” while awaiting the MRT decision.  
BEM 230A, p. 10.      
 
In this case, the Department sent Claimant a PATH Appointment Notice on May 30, 
2013, requiring that his wife participate in the PATH program orientation on June 11, 
2013.  Because Claimant’s wife had submitted her MRT packet on May 30, 2013, she 
should have been deferred for “establishing incapacity.”  Therefore, she should not have 
been referred to the PATH program on June 11, 2013.  Accordingly, she was not in 
noncompliance with the PATH program when she failed to attend the June 11, 2013, 
program and did not have to provide any good cause explanation for her failure to 
attend the June 11, 2013, appointment.  As such, the Department did not act in 
accordance with Department policy when it closed Claimant’s FIP case based on its 
finding that Claimant’s wife had failed to comply with employment-related activities 
without good cause.  
 

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 not act 
in accordance with Department policy when it closed Claimant’s FIP case. 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is REVERSED.  
 
THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO BEGIN DOING THE FOLLOWING WITHIN 10 
DAYS OF THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS DECISION AND ORDER: 
 
1. Remove the FIP employment-related sanction applied on or about July 1, 2013, from 

Claimant's wife’s record;  
2. Reinstate Claimant's FIP case as of July 1, 2013; and 
3. Issue supplements to Claimant for any FIP benefits his group was eligible to receive 

but did not for July 1, 2013, ongoing. 
 
 
 

__________________________ 
Alice C. Elkin 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  August 12, 2013 
 






