




Page 3 of 4 
15-002478 

DJ 

 Prosecution of welfare fraud or FAP trafficking is declined
by the prosecutor for a reason other than lack of
evidence, and

 The total amount for the FIP, SDA, CDC, MA and
FAP programs combined is $500 or more, or

 the total amount is less than $500, 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 (10/1/14), p. 14; ASM 165 (5/1/13), p. 4.   

Intentional Program Violation 
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.

BAM 700 (5/1/14), p. 7; BAM 720, p. 1. 

An IPV is also suspected for a client who is alleged to have trafficked FAP benefits. 
BAM 720, p. 1.   

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.  BAM 720, p. 1 (emphasis in original); see also 7 CFR 273(e)(6).  Clear and 
convincing evidence is evidence sufficient to result in a clear and firm belief that the 
proposition is true.  See M Civ JI 8.01. 

In this case, other than two purchases made in Michigan on January 18, 2014, 
Respondent used his FAP exclusively in Indiana from August 21, 2013, through June 6, 








