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Groups who voluntarily left their home, but can return without 
a threat to their health or safety, are not homeless.  ERM 
303, p. 1 of 6.    

 
I read this sentence to mean that a family who can return home only with threat to 
health or safety, is homeless.  I find and conclude that Claimant is such a person and 
does meet the eligibility requirements of DHS policies and procedures.  Id. 
 
While Claimant may indeed be eligible as a homeless person, I must next continue 
through the text of ERM 303 to determine if Claimant meets all of the other criteria.  
ERM next addresses the documentation of eligibility that is required for relocation 
services.  Pages 2 and 3 specify that: 
 

Group Living With Friends or Relatives 
 
A group living with friends or relatives is not homeless, even 
if the arrangement is temporary unless one of the situations 
below exists: 
 
… 
 
• The group is living with other persons to escape a 

domestic violence situation.  Id., pp. 2-3 of 6. 
 
Based on all of the testimony and the evidence in this case taken as a whole, and my 
findings of fact above, I find and conclude that Claimant was living with relatives in order 
to escape a domestic violence situation, and Claimant does, therefore, meet this ERM 
requirement as well. 
 
Continuing on through ERM 303, I find there is a third duty, a verification requirement 
which Claimant must meet.  The claimant who seeks relocation services to escape 
domestic violence must state to DHS that she is living with others to escape domestic 
violence.  I find that Claimant gave credible and unrebutted testimony that she left her 
home to escape domestic violence.  Claimant testified that she was the lessee or tenant 
at the  address and left after domestic violence occurred.  The record 
contains the Order of Probation from September 2009 for  based on 
domestic violence.  The record also contains the Personal Protection Order obtained by 
Claimant on January 26, 2010 against , providing additional documentary 
evidence corroborating Claimant’s testimony.  These items and all of the evidence and 
testimony in this case lead me to conclude that Claimant has clearly met the verification 
requirement of ERM 303. 
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I have considered the DHS’ reasons for denying Claimant SER benefits, and I do not 
find them to be supportable.  First, DHS in the Hearing Summary indicates that 
Claimant was notified of the denial of SER benefits on February 3, 2010, but Claimant 
did not receive a denial notice.  Moreover, the only possible denial notice in the record 
is dated March 8, 2010, one month after DHS claims that it notified Claimant.  I find that 
DHS has not explained this inconsistency.  The inconsistency is further confused by the 
fact that Claimant received an approval letter, in a timely fashion, on January 4, 2010.  
On this record, I cannot find that the DHS’ action was taken in accordance with its policy 
and procedure. 
 
DHS’ position in this case is inconsistent in another respect as well.  One of these 
documents, the “Bridges SER- Notice Reasons,” states that the reason for the denial is 
that the “30 day (sic) authorization period has ended for SER.”  This reason is stated 
three times on the printout.  This is not the same reason stated in the Hearing Summary 
and in DHS testimony at the hearing.  I find that the SER Notice is the most reliable 
statement of the DHS’ reasons for its actions, because it was issued in the ordinary 
course of business and because the Notice states the reason clearly, and it states it 
three times, once for each member of the family group.  The SER Notice could have 
stated that Claimant was ineligible, but it does not say this.  Accordingly, I find and 
conclude that the real reason that Claimant’s benefits were denied was because they 
were not processed within the required eligibility period of thirty days.  Department 
Exhibit 1, p. 5B. 
 
In conclusion, I find and decide that DHS erred in denying SER relocation services 
benefits to Claimant.  DHS is REVERSED.  DHS is ORDERED to reopen and reprocess 
Claimant’s application for SER benefits in accordance with all DHS policies and 
procedures.   

 






