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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), and Department of Human Services Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 
The Family Independence Program (FIP) was established pursuant to the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-193, 
and 42 USC 601 to 679c.  The Department (formerly known as the Family 
Independence Agency) administers FIP pursuant to 45 CFR 233-260, MCL 400.10, the 
Social Welfare Act, MCL 400.1-.119b, and Mich Admin Code, R 400.3101 to .3131.   
 
In the present case, the Department sent Claimant a Notice of Case Action (NCA) 
advising Claimant of its decision to deny Claimant’s application for the Family 
Independence Program (FIP) and impose a lifetime sanction because she had three 
prior instances of noncompliance with the PATH program.  The Department's NCA to 
Claimant was dated May 7, 2014.  The Department also provided a copy of a 
February 15, 2013, NCA in which Claimant was informed that, “For at least the third 
time, you or a group member failed to participate in employment and/or self-sufficiency-
related activities or you quit a job, were fired, or reduced your hours of employment 
without good cause.  The group is no longer eligible for FIP benefits.”  
 
The PATH program requirements including education and training opportunities are 
found in BEM 229.  Failure by a client to participate fully in assigned activities while the 
FIP application is pending will result in denial of FIP benefits.  A Work Eligible Individual 
(WEI) who refuses, without good cause, to participate in assigned employment and/or 
other self-sufficiency related activities is subject to penalties. 
 
Also: 
 

“A Work Eligible Individual (WEI) and non-WEIs (except ineligible 
grantees, clients deferred for lack of child care, and disqualified aliens), 
see BEM 228, who fails, without good cause, to participate in employment 
or self-sufficiency-related activities, must be penalized. Depending on the 
case situation, penalties include the following:  

 
Delay in eligibility at application.  
 
Ineligibility (denial or termination of FIP with no minimum penalty 
period).  
 
Case closure for a minimum of three months for the first episode of 
noncompliance, six months for the second episode of 
noncompliance and lifetime closure for the third episode of 
noncompliance.  
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Claimant attempted to explain why she did not participate in the PATH program prior to 
the 2013 sanction.  Her window of opportunity to challenge that decision was in 2013, 
within 90 days after the action was taken.  She cannot now, almost two years later, 
present evidence in an attempt to prove the Department acted incorrectly at the time. 
 
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 acted in 
accordance with Department policy when it denied Claimant’s application for FIP benefits. 
 

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

 

 Darryl Johnson 
 
 
 
Date Signed:  2/6/2015 
 
Date Mailed:   2/6/2015 
 
DJ/jaf 

Administrative Law Judge
for Maura Corrigan, Director

Department of Human Services

 
NOTICE OF APPEAL:  A party may appeal this Hearing Decision in the circuit court in 
the county in which he/she resides, or the circuit court in Ingham County, within 30 days 
of the receipt date. 
 
A party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Hearing Decision from the 
Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) within 30 days of the mailing date of this 
Hearing Decision, or MAHS MAY order a rehearing or reconsideration on its own motion.   
 
MAHS MAY grant a party’s Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration 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; 






