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5. Claimant did not attend the PATH orientation. 

6. On July 26, 2013, the Department sent Claimant a Notice of Case Action denying 
her June 11, 2013, application because she did not attend the PATH program.   

7. On July 26, 2013, Claimant reapplied for FIP benefits and was approved in an 
August 19, 2013, Notice of Case Action. 

8. On September 3, 2013, Claimant filed a hearing request disputing the 
Department’s failure to issue benefits as of her March 2013 application.   

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), Department of Human Services Reference Tables Manual (RFT), and 
Department of Human Services Emergency Relief Manual (ERM).   
 
The Family Independence Program (FIP) was established pursuant to the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, PL 104-193, and 42 
USC 601 to 679c.  The Department (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers FIP pursuant to MCL 400.10 and 400.57a and Mich Admin Code, 
R 400.3101 to .3131.   
 
Additionally, at the hearing, the Department established that, although Claimant 
received FIP benefits effective August 19, 2013, after her July 26, 2013, application was 
approved, she was denied benefits for applications submitted on March 6, 2013, and 
June 11, 2013.  In her September 3, 2013, hearing request, Claimant sought FIP 
benefits from the date of her March 6, 2013, application.  At the hearing, the 
Department testified that it sent Claimant a March 29, 2013, Notice of Case Action 
denying the March 6, 2013, application.  Because Claimant’s hearing request in this 
matter was filed on September 3, 2013, more than 90 days after the date of the 
Department’s March 29, 2013, Notice of Case Action denying the March 6, 2013, FIP 
application, Claimant’s hearing request was not timely filed with respect to the denial of 
that application and is, therefore, dismissed for lack of jurisdiction.  BAM 600 (July 
2013), p. 4.  The hearing proceeded to address the Department’s denial of Claimant’s 
June 11, 2013, application.   
 
In a July 26, 2013, Notice of Case Action, the Department denied Claimant’s June 11, 
2013, FIP application because Claimant had failed to attend the PATH program 
orientation.  A client’s FIP application cannot be approved until the client completes the 
21-day PATH application eligibility period (AEP) part of orientation.  BEM 229 (January 
2013), p. 1.  This requires that the client (1) begin the AEP by the last date to attend 
indicated on the PATH Appointment Notice, (2) complete the PATH AEP requirements, 
and (3) continue to participate in PATH after completion of the 21-day AEP.  BEM 229, 
p. 1.  Failure by a client to participate fully in PATH-assigned activities while the FIP 
application is pending will result in denial of FIP benefits.  BEM 229, p. 5.   
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In this case, the Department established that it sent Claimant a PATH Appointment 
Notice on June 19, 2013, requiring her to attend a PATH orientation on July 1, 2013.  
Claimant admitted that she did not attend the PATH orientation.  Although Claimant 
noted that the address to which the Notice was sent was the Department’s Washtenaw 
office, the Department established that Claimant used that address as her mailing 
address in her application.  A client is allowed to use the local office address as a 
mailing address.  BEM 220 (March 2013), pp. 2-3.  However, a client is responsible for 
cooperating with the Department to determine initial and ongoing eligibility.  BAM 105 
(March 2013), p. 5.  In this case, Claimant admitted that she did not go to the 
Washtenaw office between June 19, 2013, and July 1, 2013, to retrieve her mail.  Under 
these facts, Claimant has failed to rebut the presumption that she received a properly 
addressed notice sent to her by the Department in the Department’s ordinary course of 
business.  See Good v Detroit Automobile Inter-Insurance Exchange, 67 Mich App 270, 
275-278 (1976). 
 
Claimant also contended during the hearing that she was unable to participate in the 
PATH program because of pregnancy-related issues.  A client may request a deferral 
from PATH due to pregnancy complications, but the client must provide medical 
verification that indicates that she is unable to participate.  BEM 230A (January 2013), 
p. 7.  In this case, Claimant failed to establish that, before her application was denied, 
she provided any documentation to the Department verifying that she was unable to 
participate in the PATH program due to her pregnancy or that she even informed the 
Department that she was unable to participate due to her pregnancy.  Although 
Claimant indicated during the course of the hearing that she had some domestic 
violence issues she was dealing with, she admitted that she had not advised the 
Department of these issues.  Accordingly, she was not eligible for a deferral for reasons 
of domestic violence.  See BAM 230A, p. 7.   
 
Because Claimant did not participate in the PATH orientation and did not present 
verification justifying a deferral from participation based on her pregnancy or domestic 
violence, the Department acted in accordance with Department policy when it denied 
Claimant’s FIP application.   
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is AFFIRMED.  
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