


(4) Claimant testified t hat she spoke with her worker in February 2011 
regarding the requested verifications and was told her case would no t 
close. Claimant’s worker did not testify at hearing. 

 
(5) A verification of student informa tion DHS- 3380 was sent to Claimant 

on February 26, 2011 but it appears that no new checklist was issued. 
 

(6) Claimant did not receive the verification of student information. 
 

(7) On April 1, 2011 Claimant’s F IP case closed for failing to return 
verifications. 

 
(8) Claimant requested hearing on March 15, 2011 and April 6, 2011 

contesting the closure of FI P benefits  and regarding an SER 
application. 

 
(9) Claimant stated at hearing that the SER issues are resolved. 

 
(10) Claimant reapplied for FIP benefits and her case is currently active. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
The Family Independence program (FIP) was est ablished pursuant to the 
Personal Responsibility and Wor k Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, Public  
Law 104-193, 8 USC 601, et seq.  The Department of Hu man services (DHS or 
Department) administers the FIP program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and 
MAC R 400.3101-3131. The FIP program replaced the Aid to Dependant  
Children (ADC) program effecti ve Oct ober 1, 1996.  Department polic ies are 
found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the Brid ges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM) and the Program Reference Manual (PRM). 
 
Clients must cooperate with the local offi ce in determining initial and ongoing 
eligibility to provide v erification.  BAM 130,  p. 1.  The questionable information 
might be f rom the client or a third party.  Id.   The Department can use 
documents, collateral contacts or home calls to verify information.  Id.   The client  
should be allowed 10 calendar  days to pr ovide the veri fication.  If the client 
cannot provide the v erification despite a reasonable effort, the time limit to 
provide should be extended at least once.  BAM 130, p.4; BEM 702.  If the client  
refuses to provide the information or has  not made a reasonable effort within the 
specified time period, then polic y directs that a negative action be issued.  BAM  
130, p. 4.   
 
In the present case, Claimant testifi ed she did not receive the verification 
checklist in January 2011 or the verifica tion of student informati on in February  
2011. Claimant credibly test ified that she spoke with her worker and explained 
that she did not receive the verification c hecklist and that is why a verification of 






