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5. Claimant is a recipient of Social Security Administration (SSA) benefits and has a 
residential address listed in see Exhibit 2) with SSA. 

 
6. On 12/20/10, DHS terminated Claimant’s FAP benefits because Claimant is not a 

resident of Michigan. 
 

7. On 1/18/11, Claimant r equested a hearing disputin g the termination of her FAP  
benefits. 

  
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
The Food Assistanc e Program (formerly known as the Food Stamp Program) is  
established by the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, and is implemented by the 
federal regulations contained in  Title 7 of t he Code of F ederal Regulations (CFR). The 
Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency ) 
administers the FAP program pursuant to Michigan Compiled Laws 400.10, et seq., and 
Michigan Administrative Code R 400.3001- 3015. DHS regulat ions are found in the 
Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), th e Bridges Eligibilit y Manual (BEM) and the 
Reference Tables Manual (RF T). Updates to DHS regulations are found in the Bridge s 
Policy Bulletin (BPB). 
 
For all programs, a person must be a Michi gan resident. BEM 220 at 1. A  person is  
considered a resident whil e liv ing in Mic higan for any  purpose other than a vacation,  
even if he/she has no intent to remain in th e state permanently or indefinitely. Eligible 
persons may include persons who entered the stat e with a job commitment or to seek  
employment and students. 
 
In the present case, DHS c oncluded that Claimant was not a Michigan resident.  
Claimant testified that she is a Michigan r esident. This decis ion is solely dedicated to 
the issue of whether Claimant is or is not a Michigan resident. 
 
DHS relied on several different types of ev idence to conclude that Claimant is not a 
Michigan r esident. DHS first became skeptic al of Claimant’s  residency  when rent 
receipts were submitted on Claimant’s behal f in an attempt to verify her  rent. DHS 
stated that the rent receipts  we re all written in the  sa me person’s handwriting and 
contained consecutiv e receip t numbers. Neither of thes e qualities seems unusual for  
Claimant’s circumsta nces. Testimony was provided t hat Claimant lives with her 
landlord. No evidence was  given that Clai mant’s landlord owned any properties other 
than the one in whic h Claimant lived. It would seem logic al that the rent receipts would 
be consec utively number ed if Claimant was the only tenant of her landlord. It is also 
logical that one landlord would write receip ts in the same handwriting. The undersigne d 
was not particularly persuaded by this testimony. 
 
DHS als o t estified that the rent receipts were submitted as part of a single complet e 
page of documents rat her than in s eparate strips. DH S contended that genuine rent 
receipts would be given one at a time and that by  submitting a single page of receipts, it 








