




2013-22173/CAP 
 

3 

 
According to BAM 720, “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 

 
• 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. 

 
An IPV is suspected when there is clear and convincing evidence that the client has 
intentionally withheld or misrepresented information for the purpose of establishing, 
maintaining, increasing or preventing reduction of program benefits or eligibility.  BAM 
720. 
 
The Department’s OIG requests IPV hearings for cases when: 
 

• FAP trafficking OIs are not forwarded to the prosecutor. 
• prosecution of welfare fraud is declined by the prosecutor 

for a reason other than lack of evidence, and  
• the total overissuance amount is $1000 or more, or 
• the total overissuance amount is less than $1000, 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. BAM 720. 

 
With regard to FAP cases only, an IPV exists when an administrative hearing decision, 
a repayment and disqualification agreement or court decision determines FAP benefits 
were trafficked. BAM 720. 
 
For MA cases, an IPV exists when the client or authorized representative (AR): 

• Is found guilty by a court, or 
• Signs a DHS-4350 and the prosecutor or the office of inspector general (OIG), 
authorizes recoupment in lieu of prosecution, or 
• Is found responsible for the IPV by an administrative law judge conducting an 
IPV or debt establishment hearing. BAM 720. 

 
For FAP cases, the Department will disqualify an active or inactive recipient who: 
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• Is found by a court or hearing decision to have committed IPV, or 
• Has signed a Request for Waiver of Disqualification Hearing (DHS-826) or 
Disqualification Consent Agreement (DHS-830), or 
• Is convicted of concurrent receipt of assistance by a court, or 
• For FAP, is found by SOAHR or a court to have trafficked FAP benefits.  
BAM 720. 

 
A disqualified recipient remains a member of an active group as long as he lives with 
them. BAM 720. Other eligible group members may continue to receive benefits. BAM 
720.  
 
Clients who commit an IPV are disqualified for a standard disqualification period except 
when a court orders a different period. BAM 720.  If the court does not address 
disqualification in its order, the standard period applies. BAM 720. Clients are 
disqualified for periods of 1 (one) year for the first IPV, 2 (two) years for the second IPV, 
a lifetime disqualification for the third IPV, and 10 (ten) years for a concurrent receipt of 
benefits.  BAM 720.  
 
Clients must report changes in circumstances that potentially affect eligibility or benefit 
amount. BAM 105.  Clients are required to report changes within 10 (ten) days of 
receiving the first payment reflecting the change. BAM 105. Clients are required to 
report changes in circumstances within 10 (ten) days after the client is aware of them. 
BAM 105.  These changes include, but are not limited to changes regarding: (1) 
persons in the home; (2) marital status; (3) address and shelter cost changes that result 
from the move; (4) vehicles; (5) assets; (6) child support expenses paid; (7) health or 
hospital coverage and premiums; or (8) child care needs or providers. BAM 105. 
 
Clients must cooperate with the local office in determining initial and ongoing eligibility. 
BAM 105.  This includes completion of necessary forms.  BAM 105. Clients must 
completely and truthfully answer all questions on forms and in interviews.  BAM 105. 
Clients who are able but refuse to provide necessary information or take a required 
action are subject to penalties.  BAM 105. 
 
In the instant matter, Respondent, through his AHR, challenged the Department’s 
finding that he was guilty of an IPV. Respondent did not dispute the presence of an OI 
or the amounts.  The evidence in the record demonstrated that Respondent, during a 
telephone call on April 19, 2011, advised the Department that he intended to move from 
Michigan to Minnesota in the future, but he did not provide a specific date.  Respondent 
did not clearly dispute this but testified that he recalled contacting his caseworker at 
some point to inform the Department that he had moved to Minnesota.  
 
Respondent also argued that he was transient during this time period (July, 2011 
through March, 2012).  According to Respondent’s AHR, Respondent was staying with 
different family members in an attempt to establish a more permanent residence while 
receiving FAP from the State of Michigan.  Respondent’s AHR also indicated that 
Respondent considered Michigan as his permanent residence during the time period 








