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(3) Claimant failed to return the DHS-3503—Checklist by the May 18, 2009 
due date. 

 
(4) On May 21, 2009, the caseworker denied claimant’s AMP application 

based on his failure to return the required verifications by May 18, 2009.   
 
(5) After the Negative Action Notice was sent, on May 21, 2009, claimant 

submitted the requested verification. 
 
(6) Even though the MA-P application had been denied, due to failure to 

verify, the caseworker ran a budget to see if claimant met the required 
income limits for AMP benefits.   

 
(7) Claimant was receiving unemployment benefits at the time he applied for 

AMP.  After running the eligibility budget, the caseworker determined that 
claimant had excess income for AMP purposes.   

 
(8) On July 14, 2009, claimant requested a hearing. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

The Adult Medical Program (AMP) is established by Title XXI of  the Social Security Act; 
(1115)(a)(1) of the Social Security Act, and is administered by the Department of 
Human Services (DHS or department)  pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq.  Department 
policies are contained in the Program Administrative Manual (PAM), the Program 
Eligibility Manual (PEM) and the Program Reference Manual (PRM). 
 
The department’s income and eligibility policies provide that claimant must verify his 
financial eligibility for AMP, as requested by the department in order to establish AMP 
eligibility.  BEM 500, 518, and 550.   
 
The department’s manual provides that claimants, who fail to verify their financial 
eligibility within the time frame established by the department, do not qualify for AMP 
assistance.  BEM 500. 
 
The preponderance of the evidence in the record establishes that claimant received a 
DHS-3503, Eligibility Checklist, requesting income and asset verifications from claimant.  
The due date for supplying the income and asset verifications was May 18, 2009.  
Claimant failed to submit the necessary verifications until May 21, 2009, after the 
department had denied his application and sent out a denial notice.   
 
In summary, the department has established, by competent, material and substantial 
evidence on the record that it acted in compliance with department policy when it denied 
claimant’s application for AMP on May 18, 2009.  Furthermore, claimant did not meet 
his burden of proof to show that the department’s denial of his application was 
reversible error.   






