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HEARING DECISION 
 
This matter is before the undersigned Administ rative Law Judge pursuant to MCL 400. 9 
and MCL 400.37 following Claim ant’s request for a hearing.  After due notice, a 
telephone hearing was held on Apr il 25, 2013 from Lansing, Mich igan.  Participants on 
behalf of Claimant included   and Kelly  Stupple.  Participants on be half 
of the Department of Human Services (Department) included   and  

 
ISSUE 

Whether the Department properly closed th e Claimant’s Family Independence Program 
(FIP) benefits due to noncooperation with child support? 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

I find as material fact, based upon the com petent, material and substantial ev idence on 
the whole record:   
 
1. On or around December 6, 2012, the Department discovered a trigger in Bridge s 

indicating t he Claimant was noncomplia nt with the office of child support  as of 
December 6, 2012.   

 
2. On Decem ber 10, 2012,  the Department sent the Claimant a notice of c ase 

action.  The notice indica ted the Claimant’s FIP case  was closing January 1, 
2013 due to noncompliance with the office of child support. 

 
3. On or around January 11,  2013, the Claimant contac ted the office of c hild 

support.  The office of child support told the Claimant she at no point in time was  
noncompliant and that there was a mistake made somewhere.  The office of child 
support provided the Claimant with a letter indicating she was cooperative as of 
December 6, 2012.   

 
4. On January 11, 2013, the Claim ant contacted her wor ker (   and told 

him she was compliant with the office of child support.   
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5. On January 11, 2013,   checke d the Bridges interface and found the 
Claimant to be compliant with the office of child suppor t with an effective date of  
December 6, 2012.   

 
6. Between January 11, 2013 and Marc h 15, 2013 , the Claimant and the 

Department attempted to resolve the issue with the Claimant.   
 
7. At some point in time the Claim ant requested a hearing and latter withdrew the 

request for hearing as she thought the De partment was going to re-instate her 
benefits for the month of January 2013.   

 
8. On March 15, 2013, the Claim ant r equested a hearing after the Department 

failed to correct the data entry error.   
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The regulations governing the hearing and appeal process for applicants and recipients 
of public assistance in Michigan are found in  the Michigan Administrative Code, MAC R  
400.901-400.951.  An oppor tunity for a hearing shall be granted to an ap plicant wh o 
requests a hearing because his claim for assistance is denied.  MAC R 400.903(1).   
 
Clients have the right to cont est a department decis ion affect ing eligibility or benefit 
levels whenever it is belie ved that the decision is inco rrect.  BAM 600. The department 
will provide an adm inistrative hearing to review the decision and determine the 
appropriateness.  BAM 600.   
 
The FIP was established  pursuant to  the Per sonal Res ponsibility and Work  
Opportunity Reconciliation  Act of 1996, Public Law 104- 193, 8 USC 601, et seq.  The 
Department of Human Services  (DHS or  department) administers  the FIP program 
pursuant to MCL 400.10,  et seq. , and MAC R 400.3101-3131.   The FIP program 
replaced the Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) program effective October 1, 1996.  
Department policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges 
Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Program Reference Manual (PRM).   
 
Families are strengthened wh en children’s needs  are met.  Parents  have a 
responsibility to meet their children’s needs  by providing support and/or cooperating 
with the department including the Office of Child Support (OCS), the Friend of the Court 
and the prosecuting attorney to establish paternity and/or obtain support from an absent  
parent.  BEM 255, p. 1.   
 
In this matter, the Department did not pres ent any ev idence to indicate the Claimant 
was noncompliant with the Office of Child Support.  What was pres ented indicated that  
more likely than not, there was a data entry error on behalf of the office  of child support 
which triggered Bridges to indicate the Claimant was non-cooperative.  Because there is 
no evidence of any act of noncooperation on behalf of the Claimant, I am reversing the 
Department in this matter.   
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Based on t he evidence presented during the hearing, I find the D epartment improperly 
closed the Claimant’s FIP benefits for failure to comply with the Office of Child Support. 

 
DECISION AND ORDER 

 
I find, based upon t he above findings of fact  and conclus ions of law, that the 
Department improperly closed  the Claimant’s FIP benefits due to child support 
noncooperation.   
 
The Department is to initia te a redetermination of the Claimant’s eligibility for FIP 
benefits beginning J anuary 1, 2 013 and is sue retroactive benef its if other wise eligible 
and qualified. 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s actions are REVERSED.   
 

  
      Corey A. Arendt 

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

Date Signed: April 26, 2013 
 
Date Mailed: April 26, 2013 
 
NOTICE:  Administrative Hearings may or der a rehearing or  reconsideration on either  
its own motion or at t he request  of a party within 30 days of the mailing date of this 
Decision and Order.  Administrative Hear ings will not orde r 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.   
 
The Claimant may appeal the Decision and Order  to Circuit Court within 30 days of the 
mailing of the Decis ion and Order or, if a ti mely request for rehearing 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 evidence 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. 
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Request must be submitted through the local DHS office or directly to MAHS by mail at  
            Michigan Administrative Hearings 
            Reconsideration/Rehearing Request 
            P. O. Box 30639 
            Lansing, Michigan 48909-07322 
 
 
CAA/las 
 
cc:  
  
 
 
  
 
  
 
 
 




