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2. The OIG  has requested that the Respondent be disqualified from receiving 
program benefits. 

 
3. Respondent was a recipient of   FAP and  MA benefits issued by the 

Department.   
 
4. There is no DHS-1171, Assistance Application signed by Respondent in the 

hearing packet. It can therefore not be determined whether or not the Respondent 
reported that he intended to stay in Michigan. 

 
5. There is no DHS-1171, Assistance Application signed by Respondent in the 

hearing packet.  It can therefore not be determined whether or not the Respondent 
was aware of the responsibility to report changes in his residence to the 
Department.  

 
6. There is no DHS-1171, Assistance Application signed by Respondent in the 

hearing packet.  It can therefore not be determined whether or not the Respondent 
had an apparent physical or mental impairment that would limit the understanding 
or ability to fulfill this requirement. 

 
7. The Department alleges that the Respondent began using  FAP and  MA  

benefits outside of the State of Michigan; however there is no EBT FAP usage 
history in evidence. The Department alleges that the Respondent committed an 
IPV because the Respondent’s son was a part of his group and was concurrently 
eligible for benefits in Texas and Michigan. 

 
8. The OIG indicates that the time period they are considering the fraud period is 

September 1, 2011 through October 31, 2012.   
 
9. During the alleged fraud period, Respondent was issued $  in  FAP 

benefits from the State of Michigan.  
 

10. During the alleged fraud period, Respondent was issued $  in  MA 
benefits from the State of Michigan.  

 
11. During the alleged fraud period, the Respondent’s son was issued  FAP and   

 MA benefits from the State of Texas.  
 
12. This was Respondent’s  first alleged IPV. 
 
13. A notice of hearing was mailed to Respondent at the last known address and       

 was returned by the US Post Office as undeliverable. 
 

Subsequent to the scheduling of the hearing and prior to the hearing date, the Notice of 
Disqualification Hearing, and which constituted due notice, was returned to the Michigan 
Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) by the United States Postal Service as 
undeliverable.  Department policy dictates that when correspondence to a Respondent 
concerning an Intentional Program Violation (IPV) is returned as undeliverable, the 
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hearing cannot proceed except with respect to the Food Assistance Program (FAP).  
Department of Human Services Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM) 720 (2011), p. 
10.  Because the hearing concerned MA benefits, that portion of this hearing cannot 
proceed.   
 
Therefore, the request for a disqualification hearing regarding the MA issue is 
DISMISSED. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Department policies are contained in the Department of Human Services Bridges 
Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Human Services Bridges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM), and Department of Human Services Reference Tables Manual (RFT).  Prior to 
August 1, 2008, Department policies were contained in the Department of Human 
Services Program Administrative Manuals (PAM), Department of Human Services 
Program Eligibility Manual (PEM), and Department of Human Services Reference 
Schedules Manual (RFS).    
 

 The Food Assistance Program (FAP) [formerly known as the Food Stamp program] 
is established by the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, 7 USC 2011 to 2036a and 
is implemented by the federal regulations contained in 7 CFR 271.1 to 285.5.  The 
Department (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) administers FAP 
pursuant to MCL 400.10 and Mich Admin Code, R 400.3001 to .3015. 
 

 The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by the Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act, 42 USC 1396-1396w-5, and is implemented by 42 CFR 400.200 to 
1008.59.  The Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family 
Independence Agency) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10 and MCL 
400.105.   
 
The Department’s OIG requests IPV hearings for the following cases: 
 

 FAP trafficking OIs that are not forwarded to the 
prosecutor, 

 prosecution of welfare fraud or FAP trafficking is declined 
by the prosecutor for a reason other than lack of 
evidence, and  
 
 the total OI amount for the FIP, SDA, CDC, MA and 

FAP programs is $  or more, or 
 the total OI amount is less than $  and 

 
 the group has a previous IPV, or 
 the alleged IPV involves FAP trafficking, or 
 the alleged fraud involves concurrent receipt of 

assistance (see BEM 222), or 
 the alleged fraud is committed by a 

state/government employee.   










