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3. On August 17, 2015, Claimant spoke with a Child Support Specialist and a 
Child Support Specialist Lead Worker by telephone. The Office of Child 
Support did not change Claimant’s status. 

4. On August 25, 2015, Claimant submitted a hearing request. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are contained in the Department of Health and Human Services 
Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Health and Human Services 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), Department of Health and Human Services Reference 
Tables Manual (RFT), and Department of Health and 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, Pub. L. No. 104-193, 
and 42 USC 601 to 679c.  The Department (formerly known as the Department of 
Human Services) 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-.3131.   
 
In this case Claimant asserts she became pregnant from a drunken, one-night stand. 
Claimant described bar hopping with some acquaintances from work and going off with 
an unknown man from one of the bars which resulted in intercourse. Claimant provided 
only vague information about the man. Claimant asserts that they went to a house 
which the man described as belonging to a friend of his. Claimant gave a detailed 
description of their activity at the house and the front porch/patio of the house but 
asserts that she is unable relocate the house. Review of the information Claimant did 
provide to the Office of Child Support contains discrepancies and variations which 
Claimant asserts are the result of Child Support Specialists not accurately recording 
what she (Claimant) said. 
 
Testimony and other evidence must be weighed 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 credibility of this evidence 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).  In evaluating the credibility and weight to be given the 
testimony of a witness, the fact-finder may consider the demeanor of the witness, the 
reasonableness of the witness’s testimony, and the interest, if any, the witness may 
have in the outcome of the matter.  People v Wade, 303 Mich 303 (1942), cert den, 318 
US 783 (1943). 
 
Claimant’s assertion that she does not know any more and cannot find out any more 
about the father of her child is not found credible. The Administrative Law Judge, based 
on the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and for the reasons stated on 
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the record, if any, finds that the Department acted in accordance with Department policy 
when it closed Claimant’s Family Independence Program (FIP) for failure to cooperate 
with the Office of Child Support. 
 

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

 

 Gary Heisler 
 
 
 
Date Signed:  10/16/2015 
 
Date Mailed:   10/16/2015 
 
GFH /  

Administrative Law Judge
for Nick Lyon, Director

Department of Health and 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 copy of the claim or application for appeal must be filed with the 
Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS).   
 
A party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Hearing Decision from 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; 

 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. 

 






