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(3) On July 2, 2013, Claimant was sent a Notice of Case Action (DHS-1605) which 
stated her Child Development and Care (CDC) application was denied and the 
Food Assistance Program (FAP) would close on August 1, 2013. 
 

(4) On July 11, 2013, Claimant submitted a request for hearing.   
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

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 of Human Services (DHS or department) 
administers the FAP program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MAC R 400.3001-
3015.  Department policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Program Reference Manual (PRM). 
 
The Child Development and Care 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 of Human Services (DHS or department) provides services to 
adults and children pursuant to MCL 400.14(1) and MAC R 400.5001-5015.  
Department policies are contained in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Program Reference Manual (PRM). 
 
During the hearing the Department representatives testified that BRIDGES had a 
previous record of vehicle ownership by Claimant’s spouse. Claimant testified that the 
vehicle stopped running a few months ago so they did not know what the Department 
wanted. The Verification Checklist (DHS Form 3503) was clear on what verification was 
needed.  
 
During the hearing the Department representatives testified that denying the Child 
Development and Care (CDC) was a mistake and that verification should have been 
requested on the need reason for Claimant’s spouse.    
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, decides the Department of Human Services properly closed Claimant’s Food 
Assistance Program (FAP) for failure to provide required verifications. 
 
It is ORDERED that the actions of the Department of Human Services regarding the 
Food Assistance Program (FAP) in this matter are UPHELD.  
 



3 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, decides the Department of Human Services DID NOT properly deny Claimant’s 
application for Child Development and Care (CDC). 
 
It is ORDERED that the actions of the Department of Human Services regarding the 
Child Development and Care (CDC) in this matter are REVERSED. 
 
It is further ORDERED that Claimant’s May 2, 2013 Child Development and Care (CDC) 
application be reinstated and processed in accordance with Department policy.          

      
 
 
 

 /s/       
      Gary F. Heisler 

 Administrative Law Judge 
 for Maura D. Corrigan, Director 
 Department of Human Services 

 
 
Date Signed:_ 08/27/2013 
 
Date Mailed:_ 08/27/2013 
 
 
NOTICE OF APPEAL:  Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) may order a rehearing or 
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a party within 30 days of the mailing date of 
this Decision and Order.  MAHS will not order a rehearing or reconsideration on the Department's motion 
where the final decision 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 
Decision and Order or, if a timely Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration was made, within 30 days of 
the receipt date of the Decision and Order of Reconsideration or Rehearing Decision. 
 
A Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration may be granted when one of the following exists: 
 

• Newly discovered evidence that existed at the time of the original hearing that could affect the 
outcome of the original hearing decision; 

• Misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision which led to a wrong conclusion; 
• Typographical, mathematical or other obvious error in the hearing decision that affects the rights 

of the client; 
• Failure of the ALJ to address in the hearing decision relevant issues raised in the hearing 

request. 
 
The Department, AHR or the claimant must specify all reasons for the request.  MAHS will not review any 
response to a request for rehearing/reconsideration.  A request must be received in MAHS within 30 days 
of the date the hearing decision is mailed. 
 
 
 






