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5. Exhibit 4 states Claimant’s requirement to turn in work search or community 
service info through December 14, 2013 but is silent beyond that.   
 

6. The Department also testified that for the week of December 22, 2013, 
Claimant wrote down that she had searched online, but she wrote down the 
physical addresses of the places that she sought work online.   
 

7. The forms she filled out state that Claimant may provide “Employer Address or 
Website Address.’ 

 
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.   
 
The Food Assistance Program (FAP) [formerly known as the Food Stamp program] is 
established by the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, 7 USC 2011 to 2036a and is 
implemented by the federal regulations contained in 7 CFR 271.1 to 285.5.  The 
Department (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) administers FAP 
pursuant to MCL 400.10 and Mich Admin Code, R 400.3001 to .3015. 
 
Additionally, the Department bears the burden of proving noncompliance, and it has not 
met its burden.  The Department provided no documentation describing Claimant’s 
expectations, aside from Exhibit 4, and it easily could have provided a handbook 
acknowledgement and the handbook excerpt if these instructions indicated the 
responsibilities as the Department stated that it did.  Claimant filled out the work search 
forms at exhibit 5 consistent with the forms because the forms give her the option of a 
physical address or website address.  Although the Department may have preferred that 
Claimant make another choice, the Administrative Law Judge is not aware of any policy 
that permits the Department to require that Claimant fill out the forms differently than the 
forms instruct   
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based on the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, if any, finds that the Department did not 
act in accordance with Department policy when it cancelled FIP and removed Claimant 
from the FAP group. 
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DECISION AND ORDER 

 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is REVERSED. 
 
     THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO BEGIN DOING THE FOLLOWING, IN 

ACCORDANCE WITH DEPARTMENT POLICY AND CONSISTENT WITH THIS 
HEARING DECISION, WITHIN 10 DAYS OF THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS 
DECISION AND ORDER: 

 
1. Reinstate benefits to the closure date. 

2. Return Claimant to the FAP group. 

3. Redetermine eligibility. 

 
 

__________________________ 
Michael S. Newell 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  March 14, 2014 
 
Date Mailed:   March 14, 2014 
 
NOTICE OF APPEAL:  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. 
 
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). 
 
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; 






