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Michigan for the time that she was in  and   BEM 220 does not give a 
maximum time limit that a person may leave the state and lose residency in the State of 
Michigan. The simple act of leaving the state—even for an extended length of time—
does not remove a person’s residency status for the purposes of the FAP program.   It 
is noted that the Department cited BEM 212 regarding temporary absences, but BEM 
212 addresses who must be included in FAP groups; it does not address residency.  It 
is also noted that BEM 220, which does address residency, speaks to temporary 
absences only with regard the Family Independence Program, State Disability 
Assistance program and Medical Assistance program. 
 
Disqualification 
A court or hearing decision that finds a client committed IPV disqualifies that client from 
receiving program benefits.  BAM 720, p. 12.  A disqualified recipient remains a member 
of an active group as long as he lives with them, and other eligible group members may 
continue to receive benefits.  BAM 720, p. 13. 
 
Clients who commit an IPV are disqualified for a standard disqualification period except 
when a court orders a different period, or except when the OI relates to MA.  BAM 720, 
p. 13.  Refusal to repay will not cause denial of current or future MA if the client is 
otherwise eligible.  BAM 710, p. 2.  Clients are disqualified for periods of one year for 
the first IPV, two years for the second IPV, lifetime disqualification for the third IPV, and 
ten years for a FAP concurrent receipt of benefits.  BAM 720, p. 16.  
 
In this case, the Department has not proven by clear and convincing evidence that 
Respondent committed an IPV, so Respondent is not disqualified from receiving 
benefits. 
 
Overissuance 
When a client group receives more benefits than it is entitled to receive, the Department 
must attempt to recoup the OI.  BAM 700, p. 1.  
 
In this case, based on the discussion above, it is concluded that Respondent did not 
receive an OI. 
 

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, if any, concludes that: 
 
1. Respondent did not commit an IPV by clear and convincing evidence.  
 
2. Respondent did not receive an OI of program benefits. 
 
 
 
 






