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4. On February 10, 2011, the Department notified Respondent that she was 
responsible for repaying the  in FAP benefits that she received due to 
Department error and to which she was not entitled based on the amount of her 
household’s earned income. (Department Exhibit 55). 

 
5. On February 28, 2011, the Department received Respondent’s hearing request.  

(Hearing Summary). 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Food Assistance Program (FAP) (formerly known as the Food Stamp (FS) 
program) is established by the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, and is 
implemented by the federal regulations contained in Title 7 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR).  The Department administers the FAP program pursuant to MCL 
400.10, et seq., and MAC R 400.3001-3015.  Department policies are found in the 
Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the 
Bridges Reference Manual (BRM).   
 
An overissuance is the amount of benefits issued to the client group in excess of what 
they were eligible to receive.  BAM 705.  The amount of the overissuance is the amount 
of benefits the group actually received minus the amount the group was eligible to 
receive.  BAM 720.  When a client group receives more benefits than they are entitled to 
receive, the Department must attempt to recoup the overissuance.  BAM 700. 
 
Department errors are caused by incorrect actions by the Department.  BAM 705.  
Department error overissuances are not pursued if the estimated overissuance is less 
than $125 per program.  BAM 700.  Client errors occur when the customer gave 
incorrect or incomplete information to the Department.  Client errors are not established 
if the overissuance is less than $125 unless the client group is active for the 
overissuance program, or the overissuance is a result of a quality control audit finding.  
BAM 700. 
 
In this case, Respondent was an ongoing FAP recipient in 2010 and received an 
overissuance of FAP benefits in the amount of  from September 2010 through 
December 2010.  Specifically, Respondent’s husband began employment in September 
2010 and, while Respondent timely reported this change, the Department erroneously 
failed to include it in Respondent’s budget.  Consequently, this earned income was not 
used to determine Respondent’s eligibility for FAP benefits, resulting in Respondent 
receiving a total FAP overissuance of . 
 
Based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and the evidence and 
testimony provided during the hearing, the Administrative Law Judge concludes that the 
Department properly determined that Respondent received a  OI of FAP 
benefits. 
 
 






