




Intentional Program Violation 
BAM 720 states that a 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 reporting responsibilities.   

 
An IPV requires that the Department establish by 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. In other words, the Department must show that the Respondent engaged in a 
fraudulent act or omission which he knew would result in receiving assistance he was 
not eligible for. 
 

In this case, the Department presented evidence which shows that Respondent 
received Food Assistance Program benefits from both Michigan and Mississippi from 
April 2012 through September 2012. BAM 720 specifies a ten-year disqualification for 
concurrent receipt of benefits if fraudulent statements were made regarding identity or 
residency. 

 

The Department has submitted a November 18, 2010 Assistance Application (DHS-
1171) and October 24, 2011 Redetermination (DHS-1010) which Respondent 
submitted to the Department prior to the alleged IPV. (Exhibit 1, pp. 11-35) This 
evidence is  sufficient to establish that Respondent was aware of reporting 
requirements as well as the conditions that constitute fraud/IPV and trafficking and the 
potential consequences. 

 

However, the evidence in this record raises more questions than it answers. The lack 
of a Department representative’s signature on either Michigan application is contrary to 
Department policy. Respondent provided his full name including his sir name of  
yet the Department approved and issued him benefits under an incorrect name. 
Mississippi indicates Respondent was receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI). 
The Social Security Administration had determined Respondent was disabled which 
raises the question of whether Respondent had an impairment that would limits his 
understanding or ability to fulfill reporting responsibilities. The Department began to 
look into Respondent’s association with Mississippi in September 2012 but there is no 
evidence that indicates what information caused the inquiry.    
 
The Department’s clear and convincing evidentiary burden requires presenting 
evidence sufficient to result in a clear and firm belief that the proposition is true.  See M 
Civ JI 8.01.e The evidence in this record does not meet that standard.   Therefore, 
the Department HAS NOT established that Respondent committed an IPV. No further 






