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4. The Depar tment also sent a N otice of Appointment  to the Cl aimant for a 

consultative evaluation scheduled for July 26, 2011. 
 
5. The Claimant failed to attend the consultative evaluation.     
 
6. The Department extended t he Medical Determination Ve rification Check list due 

date three times.   
 
7. The Claimant and/or the AHR failed to submit any verification(s). 
 
8. On August 30, 2011, the Department denied the application and mailed  the 

appropriate notice. 
 
9. On October 14, 2011, t he Department received the Claimant’s timely written 

request for hearing.  (Exhibit 2) 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

The Medical Assistance program is established by Subchapter XIX of Chapter 7 of The 
Public Health & Welfare Act, 42 USC 1397,  and is administered by the Department of 
Human Services, formerly known as the Family Independenc e Agency,  pursuant to 
MCL 400.10 et seq.  and MCL 400.105.  Department po licies are found in the Bridge s 
Administrative Manual (“BAM”) , the Bridges Eligib ility Manual (“BEM”), and the Bridges  
Reference Tables (“RFT”). 
 
Clients must cooperate with the local office in  determining initial a nd ongoing eligibility  
to include the completion of the necessary  forms .  BAM 105.  Verification means  
documentation or other evidenc e to establis h the ac curacy of the client’s verbal or 
written statements.  BAM 130.  Clients are allowed 10 c alendar days (or other time limit 
specified in policy) to provi de the requested verifications.  BAM 130.  Verifications are 
considered timely if received by the due date.  BAM 130.  If the client cannot provide the 
verification for MA purposes, despite a r easonable effort, the time limit should b e 
extended up to three times.  BAM 130.  If an individual w ho is applying for benefits fails  
to take part in a consultative  examination or test necessary  to determine disability, the 
individual my be found not disabled.  20 CFR 416.918(a).   
 
In this case, the Claimant/AHR submitted an applicat ion for MA-P benefits on July 16,  
2009.  The case was closed and upon discovery, the Department re-opened and 
registered the Claimant’s case.  As part of processing, the Department requested 
Verifications and scheduled a consultative evaluation.  The Claimant failed to attend the 
appointment which was neces sary to determine disability.  Additionally,  despite the 
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verification due date being exte nded three times, no verificati ons were submitted.  In 
light of the foregoing,  the Depar tment esta blished it acted in accordance with polic y 
when it denied the Clai mant’s MA-P applic ation on Augus t 30, 2011.  Acc ordingly, the 
Department’s actions are AFFIRMED. 
  

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he above findings of fact and conclusion s 
of law finds the Department acted in accord ance with Department policy when it denie d 
the Claimant’s July 16, 2009 MA-P application.  
 
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: May 8, 2012  
 
Date Mailed: May 8, 2012 
 
 
 
NOTICE:  Michigan Administrative Hearing Syst em (MAHS) may order a rehearing or  
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a par ty within 30 days  of 
the mailing date of this Dec ision and Order .  MAHS will not order a rehearing or  
reconsideration on the Department's mo tion where the final decis ion cannot be 
implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request.  (60 days for FAP cases) 
 
The Claimant may appeal the Decision and Order  to Circuit Court within 30 days of the 
receipt of the Dec ision and Order or, if a ti mely request for rehea ring was made, within 
30 days of the receipt date of the rehearing decision. 
 
Claimant may request a rehearing or reconsideration for the following reasons: 
 

 A rehearing MAY be granted if there i s newly discovered evidence that could affect the outcome 
of the original hearing decision. 






