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8. This was Respondent’s first determined IPV. 
 
9. A notice of disqualification hearing was mailed to Respondent at his last 

known address and was not returned by the United States Postal Service 
as undeliverable. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The FAP – formerly known as the Food Stamp Program – was established by the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977, 7 USC 2011, et seq., as amended, and is implemented through 
federal regulations found in 7 CFR 273.1 et seq.  The Department administers the FAP 
under MCL 400.10, et seq., and Mich Admin Code, R 400.3001 through R 400.3015.  
Agency policies pertaining to the FAP are found in the BAM, Bridges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM), and Reference Tables Manual (RFT).  The goal of the FAP is to ensure sound 
nutrition among children and adults.  BEM 230A. 
 
In the present matter, the Department requested a hearing to establish an overissuance 
of FAP benefits, claiming that the overissuance was a result of an IPV committed by 
Respondent.   
 
When a client or group receives more benefits than they are entitled to receive, the 
Department must attempt to recoup the over issuance.  BAM 700, p 1.  An over 
issuance is the amount of benefits issued to the client group or CDC provider in excess 
of what they were eligible to receive.   
 
A suspected IPV is defined as an over issuance where: 
 

•  The client intentionally failed to report information or 
 intentionally gave incomplete or inaccurate 
 information needed to make a correct benefit 
 determination, and 
 
•  The client was clearly and correctly instructed 
 regarding his or her reporting responsibilities, and 
 
•  The client has no apparent physical or mental 
 impairment that limits his or her understanding or 
 ability to fulfill their reporting responsibilities.  [BAM 
 720, p 1.] 

 
An IPV is suspected by the Department when there is clear and convincing evidence 
that the client intentionally withheld or misrepresented information for the purpose of 
establishing, maintaining, increasing, or preventing a reduction of, program eligibility or 
benefits.  BAM 720, p 1.    
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August 17, 2012, the owner of , , was found guilty 
by a federal jury of conspiracy to commit food stamp fraud.  Evidence introduced during 
the trial established that Mr.  redeemed more than $750,000.00 in food stamp 
benefits from February 2009 to July 2011, $612,000.00 of which was obtained utilizing 
fraudulent “food stamps-for-cash” exchanges.   
 
The OIG further established that, during the period March 1, 2010 through 
May 31, 2011, Respondent’s use of his Michigan Bridge card at  

 for purchases totaling $1,349.22 included several transactions for an even dollar 
amount and a high dollar amount that was excessive for a store of its size and 
inventory, both of which are indicative of Respondent having bought or sold FAP 
benefits for cash or consideration other than eligible food.    
 
The OIG further established that, during a November 26, 2012 telephone interview 
between OIG agent  and Respondent, Respondent acknowledged having 
given his Michigan Bridge Card to others for their use in exchange for which he would 
be allowed to stay at their homes. 
 
Finally, the OIG established that, as a result of Respondent's buying or selling of FAP 
benefits for cash or consideration other than eligible food, he received an over issuance 
of FAP benefits in the amount of $1,349.22 for the period March 1, 2010 through 
May 31, 2011. 
 
Testimony and other evidence must be weighed 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 credibility of this evidence 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). 
 
Based on the credible testimony and other evidence presented, it is concluded that the 
OIG established, under the clear and convincing standard, that Respondent committed 
an IPV in this matter, resulting in an over issuance of FAP benefits in the amount of 
$1,349.22 for the period March 1, 2010 through May 31, 2011.  Further, because this 
was Respondent’s first IPV violation, the one-year disqualification period from the FAP 
program is appropriate. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
Based on the above findings of fact and conclusions of law, this Administrative Law 
Judge decides that Respondent committed an intentional program violation by 
trafficking FAP benefits.   
 
 
 
 






