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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
The Family Independence Program (FIP) was established pursuant to the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, Public Law 104-193, 8 
USC 601, et seq.  DHS administers the FIP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq and MAC R 
400.3101-3131. DHS policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), 
the Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT). 
 
For all programs, a person must be a Michigan resident. BEM 220 (1/2012), p. 1. For 
FIP benefits, DHS is to verify a client’s address, unless the client is homeless. Id., p. 5.  
 
In the present case, DHS alleged that Claimant’s reported address was unverified and 
that Claimant failed to verify the address after a request for verification was made. 
Claimant responded that he verified his residential address by submitting a utility bill 
with his residential address but DHS failed to acknowledge receipt of the bill. A utility bill 
is an acceptable verification of residence. Id., p. 6. 
 
The DHS specialist acknowledged that Claimant’s case was previously handled by a 
different specialist. The testifying specialist also acknowledged that she did not have the 
entire case file for Claimant, thus, DHS was unable to verify whether Claimant 
submitted a utility bill, or not.  
 
Claimant’s testimony concerning submission of the utility bill was detailed and 
persuasive. Claimant provided circumstances of the utility bill submission (it was 
submitted with a State Emergency Relief application) and details including names of 
DHS staff persons who were aware of the utility bill submission.  Claimant’s testimony 
was persuasive support, in finding that Claimant complied with the DHS request for 
verification of residency. 
 
During the hearing, DHS proposed to check Claimant’s utility company’s website to 
determine if Claimant had utility service at his reported address at the time DHS 
terminated Claimant’s FIP benefit eligibility. A check of the website verified that 
Claimant had utility service at his reported address. This evidence was further support, 
finding that Claimant verified his residency. 
 
Based on the presented evidence, it is found that Claimant verified his residency with 
DHS. It was not disputed that the termination of FIP benefits occurred because DHS 
determined that Claimant failed to verify his residency. Accordingly, the DHS 
termination of FIP benefits was improper. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, finds that DHS improperly terminated Claimant’s FIP benefit eligibility. It is 
ordered that DHS: 

(1) reinstate Claimant’s FIP benefit eligibility, effective 4/2012, subject to the finding 
that Claimant timely verified his address; and 






