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signature, under penalty of perjury, that the application had been examined by or 
read to her and, to the best of her knowle dge, the facts were true and complete.   
Respondent further certified with her signature that she understood she could be 
prosecuted for perjury and for fraud and/ or be required to repay the amount 
wrongfully received if she intentionally gave false or misleading information, 
misrepresented, hid or withhe ld facts that may cause her to rec eive assistance 
she should not have received.   (Department Exhibit 1, pp. 3-22) 

 
3. On March 21, 2012, Respondent comp leted a redetermination (DHS-1010)  

wherein s he again report ed that her household included herself and  her 
daughter,    Respondent further reported that she and her daughter 
buy, fix, and eat meals together. (Department Exhibit 2, pp. 23-26) 

 
4. On November 5, 2012, t he Department obtained verifica tion that

has been designated a temporary court ward with a placement date beginning on 
December 9, 2011.  (Department Exhibit 3, p. 27) 

 
5. Due to agency error, Respondent rece ived an over is suance of FIP benefit s in 

the amount of $  for the period March 1, 2012 through May 31, 2012.  
(Department Exhibit 5, p. 32, Department Exhibit 6, p. 33) 

 
6. On October 1, 2012, t he Department ma iled Respondent a wri tten notice (DHS-

4358-A) that she received an over issuan ce of FIP benefits in  the amount of 
$  for the period March 1, 2012 th rough May 31, 2012 as a result  of 
agency error.  (Department Exhibit 7, pp. 34-37) 

 
5. On October 13, 2012, Respondent s ubmitted a hearing request, protesting the 

department’s determination that she must repay the FIP over-issuance.  
 
6. A notice of  debt collect ion hearing was  mailed to Res pondent at her last k nown 

address and was  not returned by the United States Postal Service  as 
undeliverable. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Clients have the right to c ontest a department decis ion affe cting eligibil ity or benefit 
levels whenever it is believed that the decision is incorrect.  The department will provide 
an administrative hearing to rev iew the de cision and determine the appropriateness of  
that decision.  Depar tment of Human Serv ices Bridges Adminis trative Manual (BAM ) 
600 (2011), p. 1.  The regulations gov erning the h earing and appeal pr ocess for 
applicants and recipients of public assistance in Michigan are found in sections 400.901 
to 400.951 of the Michigan Administrative C ode (Mich Admin Code).  An opportunity for 
a hearing shall be granted to an applicant w ho requests a hearing because his claim for 
assistance is denied.  Mich Admin Code R 400.903(1).   
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Testimony and other evidence must be we ighed and considered according to its  
reasonableness.  Gardiner v Courtright , 165 Mich 54, 62; 130 NW 322 (1911); Dep't of 
Community Health v Risch , 274 Mich App 365, 372; 733 NW2d 403 (2007).  Moreover, 
the weight and credi bility of this evidenc e is generally  for the fact-finder to determine.  
Dep't of Community Health , 274 Mich App at 372; People v Terry , 224 Mich App 447,  
452; 569 NW2d 641 (1997).   
 
This Administrative Law Judge has carefu lly considered and weighed the testimony and 
other evidence in the record and finds,  based on the competent, material, and 
substantial evidence pres ented during the February 6, 2014 hearing, the Department 
properly determined that Respon dent received an over issuance of FIP benefits in the 
amount of $  for the period March 1, 2012 through May 31, 2012, which the 
department is required to recoup. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he above findings of fact and conclusions  
of law, dec ides that the department properly  determined that Respondent r eceived an 
over issuance of FIP benefit s in the amount of $  for the period March 1, 2012 
through May 31, 2012.   Accordingly, the department’s recoupment of Respondent’s 
over issuance of FI P benefit s in the amount of $  is UPHELD and the  
Department is ORDERED to initia te collection procedures in this amount in accordanc e 
with Department policy.     
 
It is SO ORDERED. 
 

 

 

 

 _________________ ____________ 
           Suzanne D. Sonneborn 

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

 
Date Signed: February 7, 2014 
 
Date Mailed: February 7, 2014 
 
 
 
 






