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that Respondent was a Michigan resident between /11 and /11, it is improbable 
given an approximate 8½ month period of spending FAP benefits exclusively outside of 
Michigan. 
 
Based on the presented evidence, Respondent is found to not be a Michigan resident 
as of /11; 30 days after Respondent first accessed FAP benefits outside of 
Michigan. Though Respondent is found to not be a Michigan resident as of /11, this 
does not prove that an IPV was committed. DHS assumed that Respondent purposely 
failed to report a change in residency to continue receiving FAP benefits from Michigan.  
 
It is plausible that Respondent reported a change in residency but that DHS failed to act 
on Respondent’s reporting. DHS did not present a written statement from Respondent, 
which claimed residency in Michigan during a period when Respondent was known to 
be outside of Michigan.  
 
DHS presented Respondent’s Mid-Certification Contact Notice (Exhibits 12-14) dated 

/11 as proof of Respondent’s fraud. Respondent reported “no changes” concerning 
household composition at the Michigan address, thereby implying that no group 
members moved from the home. DHS presented no evidence to suggest that 
Respondent was not a Michigan resident as of /11; Respondent’s FAP purchases 
outside of Michigan did not begin until /2011.  
 
DHS also could not provide evidence of a verifiable reporting system that established 
the failure to change Respondent’s address was the fault of Respondent. This evidence 
is supportive of finding that Respondent did not commit fraud. 
 
DHS also did not allege that Respondent concurrently received FAP benefits from 
multiple states. Unless Respondent received FAP benefits from more than one state, 
there is no apparent motive for Respondent’s alleged fraud; this presumes that 
Respondent could have received comparable FAP benefits from the state in which 
Respondent resided. Without evidence of a financial incentive, a fraud allegation is 
much less persuasive. 
 
A claim of fraud is further hindered by the undisputed fact that DHS allowed the out-of-
state FAP purchases for an extended period. If Respondent’s FAP benefit purchases 
outside of Michigan established fraud, then DHS should have stopped the alleged fraud 
sooner. 
 
Based on the presented evidence, DHS failed to establish that Respondent intentionally 
failed to report a change in residency. Accordingly, it is found that DHS failed to 
establish that Respondent committed an IPV. Even though DHS failed to establish that 
Respondent committed an IPV, it must still be determined whether DHS may pursue 
collection of an alleged over-issuance 
 
When a client group receives more benefits than they are entitled to receive, DHS must 
attempt to recoup the over-issuance (OI). BAM 700 (1/2011), p. 1. An OI is the amount 






