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3. Should Respondent be disqualified from receiving  
 

 Family Independence Program (FIP)   Food Assistance Program (FAP)   
 State Disability Assistance (SDA)   Child Development and Care (CDC)? 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
The Administrative Law Judge, based on the competent, material, and substantial 
evidence on the whole record, finds as material fact: 
 
1. The Department’s OIG filed a hearing request on March 26, 2012, to establish an OI 

of benefits received by Respondent as a result of Respondent having allegedly 
committed an IPV.   

 
2. The OIG  has  has not requested that Respondent be disqualified from 

receiving program benefits. 
 
3. Respondent was a recipient of   FIP   FAP   SDA   CDC   MA benefits 

during the period of July 1, 2006, through July 31, 2009. 
 
4. Respondent  was  was not aware of the responsibility to report income and 

changes of income in order that the Department could calculate accurately his 
benefit level.. 

 
5. Respondent had no apparent physical or mental impairment that would limit his 

understanding or ability to fulfill this requirement. 
 
6. The Department’s OIG indicates that the time period they are considering the fraud 

period is March 1, 2007-May 30, 2009.   
 
7. During the alleged fraud period, Respondent was issued $2,174 in  FIP   FAP  

 SDA   CDC   MA benefits from the State of Michigan.  
 
8. Respondent was entitled to $2,174 in  FIP   FAP   SDA   CDC   MA 

during this time period.   
 
9. Respondent  did  did not receive an OI in the amount of $1,722 under the  

 FIP   FAP   SDA   CDC   MA program. 
 
10. The Department  has   has not established that Respondent committed an IPV. 
 
11. This was Respondent’s  first  second  third IPV. 
 
12. A notice of hearing was mailed to Respondent at the last known address and  was 

 was not returned by the US Post Office as undeliverable. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are contained in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 

 The Family Independence Program (FIP) was established pursuant to the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, Public Law 104-193, 
42 USC 601, et seq.  The Department (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers FIP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and 1999 AC, Rule 400.3101 
through Rule 400.3131.  FIP replaced the Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) program 
effective October 1, 1996.   
 

 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 (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers FAP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and 1999 AC, Rule 
400.3001 through Rule 400.3015. 
 

 The State Disability Assistance (SDA) program, which provides financial assistance 
for disabled persons, is established by 2004 PA 344.  The Department of Human 
Services (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) administers the SDA 
program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and 2000 AACS, Rule 400.3151 through 
Rule 400.3180.   
 

 The Child Development and Care (CDC) program is established by Titles IVA, IVE 
and XX of the Social Security Act, the Child Care and Development Block Grant of 
1990, and the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.  
The program is implemented by Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 98 
and 99.  The Department provides services to adults and children pursuant to MCL 
400.14(1) and 1999 AC, Rule 400.5001 through Rule 400.5015.  
 

 The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by the Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act and is implemented by Title 42 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  
The Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 
400.105.  
 
When a client group receives more benefits than they are entitled to receive, the 
Department must attempt to recoup the OI.  BAM 700.  

 
Suspected IPV means an OI exists for which all three of the following conditions exist:   
 

• The client intentionally failed to report information or 
intentionally gave incomplete or inaccurate information 
needed to make a correct benefit determination, and 
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sufficent pay record information to establish the dates and amounts of any 
overpayment.   
 
The Department presented government reports of unreported income computed on a 
quarterly basis.  These records are insufficient to establish Respondent's monthly 
income, as they are not pay records from the employer, there is no witness to testify to 
their accuracy, and the Department is required to make OI computations on a monthly 
and not a quarterly basis.   
 
The Department next presented the employer's records for the three months of October-
December 2008.  There is no record from the actual employer of Claimant's 
employment prior to October 1, 2008.  Accordingly, it is found and decided that the 
employer's records are insufficient evidence to establish Respondent's employment 
prior to October 1, 2008. 
 
Next, presuming that Respondent had new income beginning October 1, 2008, 
Respondent had ten days in which to report the income and cannot be penalized before 
the Department is required to adjust his FAP benefit to reflect the new income.  That 
date would be November 1, 2008. 
 
November 2008 and December 2008 are, therefore, the only two remaining months in 
which an IPV or OI might be proven by the evidence of record in this case.  However, 
the Department failed to submit in evidence the budget calculations for either of these 
months.  The employer's pay records for these two months show that Respondent's 
earnings for November 2008 are less than one-half of his earnings for December 2008.  
This fluctuation of earnings is the reason why monthly budgets are necessary in order to 
establish IPVs and OIs.   
 
In conclusion, based on all of the evidence of record, it is found and determined that 
there is insufficient evidence to establish that an IPV or OI occurred in this case.  
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, concludes that: 
 
1. Respondent  did  did not commit an IPV.  
 
2. Respondent  did  did not receive an OI of program benefits in the amount of 

$1,722 from the following program(s)  FIP  FAP  SDA  CDC  MA. 
 

 The Department is ORDERED to delete the OI and cease any recoupment action. 
 

 The Department is ORDERED to initiate recoupment procedures for the amount of 
$      in accordance with Department policy.    
 






