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3. On this same date, the Department  sent an email to the Claimant’s AR 
requesting the same information contained in the Verification Checklist received 
by the Claimant.  (Exhibit 3) 
 

4. The Department did not send a Verification Checklist (DHS-3503) to the AR.   
 

5. The Department did not receive the requested verifications.     
 

6. On January 22, 2011, the Department denied the Claimant’s application based 
on the failure to submit the requested information.  (Exhibit 2) 
 

7. On March 18, 2011, the Department notified the AR that  the Claimant’s 
application was denied.   
 

8. On June 8, 2011, the Department rece ived the Claimant’s written request for 
hearing.  (Exhibit 4) 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
The Medical Assistance program is established by Subchapter XIX of Chapter 7 of The 
Public Health & Welfare Act,  42 USC 13 97, and is administer ed by the Department 
pursuant to MCL 400.10 et seq and MCL 400.105.  Department al policies are found in 
the Bridges Administrative Manual (“BAM”), t he Bridges Eligibility Manual (“BEM”), and 
the Bridges Reference Tables (“RFT”). 
 
Any person, regardless of age, or his authorized r epresentative, may apply for  
assistance.  BAM 110.  An AR  is a person who applies for assistance on behalf of the 
client and/ or otherwise acts of his/her  behalf.  BAM 110.  An AR as sumes all 
responsibilities of the client.  BAM 110.  For MA purposes, an AR must be designated in 
writing by the client.  BAM 110 
 
Clients must cooperate with the local office in  determining initial a nd ongoing eligibility  
to include the completion of the necess ary forms.  BAM 105.  Assets must be 
considered in determining MA eligibility.  BEM 400.  Asse ts are cash and any other  
personal and/or real property.  BEM 400.  Verification m eans documentation or other  
evidence to establish the accuracy of the cli ent’s ver bal or wri tten statements.  BAM 
130.  A DHS-3503 is used to requ est the verification(s).  BAM 130.  Client’s are allowed 
10 calendar days (or other time limit specif ied in policy) to provide the requested 
verifications.  BAM 130.  Verifications are c onsidered timely if received by the due date.   
BAM 130   
 
In this case, the basic facts ar e not disputed.  On D ecember 18 th, the Department 
instructed the Claimant via th e DHS-3503, to submit her ba nk account information for 



2011-42186/CMM 
 

3 

the period of July through October 2010 by  December 28, 2010.  The Department did 
not send the DHS-3503 to the AR but instead, emailed the request to the AR.  Both the 
Department and the AR testified unequ ivocally that, despite BAM 130, emailing was the 
acceptable and ongoing practice for requesting verifications.  Fu rther, there was no 
dispute that the email was received by the AR.  The intent behi nd the Department’s 
policy requiring the mailing of notices is to ensure the parties ’ receipt of notices.  The 
AR may not demand a strict interpretation of po licy to obscure its failure to comply with 
a notice that it did in fact receive.  Alt hough the Department did not act in accordanc e 
with Department policy when it emailed the verification request, in light of the testimony 
and ongoing practice, this error is harmless.    
 
The AR indicated that the employ ee who received the email verification request was no 
longer employed.  The Claimant testified credi bly that she had informed the A R that her 
bank account had been clos ed; however, this information was never supplied to the 
Department.  Pursuant to BAM 110, the AR assu mes all respons ibilities of the clie nt to 
include pr oviding requested v erifications.  Furthermore, the record establis hed that 
there was no communication wit h the Department from either  the Claimant or the AR  
from the point the verifica tion requests were sent thr ough the January 22,  2011 denial.  
Ultimately, the Depart ment establis hed that it act ed in accordance with Department 
policy when it denied the Claim ant’s appli cation for failure to s ubmit the requested 
verifications that were necessary  to determine eligibility.  Accordingly, the Department’s 
determination is AFFIRMED.      
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he above findings of fact and conclusion s 
of law finds the Department’s denial of the October 29, 2010 application is AFFIRMED.    
 
Accordingly, it is ORDERED: 
 
The Department’s determination is AFFIRMED.     
 

 
 

___________________________ 
Colleen M. Mamelka 

Administrative Law Judge  
For Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
 
Date Signed:  August 16, 2011  
 
Date Mailed:   August 16, 2011 






