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The Family  Independence Program (FIP) was established pursuant to the Personal 
Responsibility and W ork Opportunity Reconc iliation Act of 1996, Public Law 104-193,  
42 USC 601, et seq.  The department administers the FIP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et 
seq., and Mich Admin Code, R 400.3101 through R 400.3131.  The FIP replaced the 
Aid to Dependent Children (ADC)  program effecti ve Oct ober 1, 1996.  Department 
policies are containe d in the Bridges  Administrati ve Manual (BAM), the Bridges 
Eligibility Manual (BEM), and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 
The FIP benefit program is not an entitlem ent. BEM 234. Ti me limits are essential to 
establishing the temporary nature of aid as well as communicating the FIP philosophy to 
support a family’s movement to self-sufficien cy.  BEM 234.  Effect ive October 1, 2011, 
BEM 234 restricts the total cumulative mont hs that an indiv idual may receive FIP 
benefits to a lifetime limit of  48 months for state-funded FIP cases and 60 months for 
those cases funded by federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funds.   
Notwithstanding the 48 -month lifetime limit for state-f unded FIP cases, a family is  not 
eligible to receive FIP assistance beyond  60 consecutive or non-consec utive TANF  
months.  BEM 234.   Federally-funded T ANF countable months began to ac crue for FIP 
on October 1, 1996.  BEM 234.   
 
In this case, the department presented ev idence establis hing that Claimant had 
received 48 months of stated funded FIP assistance.    
 
At the hearing, Claimant di sagreed with the department’s  calculation and instead 
insisted that she had received less than 48 months of state-funded FIP assistance.   
 
Testimony and other evidence must be we ighed 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 credi bility of this evidenc e 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 t he credibility and weight to be given the 
testimony of a witnes s, the fact-finder ma y 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). 
 
I have carefully considered and weighed the testimony and other evidence in the record 
and finds the computer-generated printout[s] provided by t he department, establishing 
the total months in which Claimant received state-funded FIP benefits, to be persuasive.  
I further find Claimant’s di sagreement with the department ’s calculat ion to be 
unpersuasive in the absence of any suppor ting documentation covering the t ime period 
in question.    
 
Accordingly, I find that, based on the com petent, material, and substantial evide nce 
presented during the hearing, the department acted in accor dance with policy in 
denying Claimant’s FI P benefit s application for the reason that Claimant has reached 
the 48-month limit of feder ally-funded FIP assistance and was therefore no longer 
eligible to receive such assistance.     








