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3. On September 19, 2011, the department mailed Claimant a second 
Verification Checklist requesting that Claimant provide verification of income 
and assets for each month from April 2007 through January 2010.  Also, 
provide a retro-application and all medical bills that occurred during this time 
period.  No more extensions will be granted.  This is the last 10 day 
extension. 

 
4. On September 30, 2011, the department spoke to a representative of L&S 

Associates and informed her that the department had not received all of the 
requested verifications.   

 
5. On October 7, 2011, the department wrote Claimant informing him that the 

verification checklist due on 7/25/11 had not been completed and the final 
extension was granted and due on 9/29/11.  As a result, MA could not be 
processed for April 200 through January 2010. 

 
6.  On December 20, 2011, Claimant filed a hearing request contesting the 

department’s denial of MA benefits. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by the Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act and is implemented by Title 42 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  
The Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 
400.105.  Department policies are contained in the Bridges Administrative Manual 
(BAM), the Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 
According to BAM 130, the client is allowed 10 calendar days to provide the verification 
requested.  In this case, verification was first requested on July 15, 2010, due July 25, 
2010.  Claimant’s representative asked for and received 7 extensions.  As of September 
29, 2010, the last due date, the requested verifications of Claimant’s spouse’s income 
had not been received. 
 
Additionally, Claimant admitted that they did not provide the requested verifications.  
Claimant explained that she submitted her W-2’s and they should be sufficient.  The 
department explained that because of Claimant’s unearned income, there was going to 
be a spend down, and without Claimant submitting her monthly income from the above 
listed timeframes, the department was unable to determine what the spend down was 
for each month. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, finds that the Department did act 
properly when the department denied Claimant’s MA and Retro-MA for failure to timely 
submit the requested verifications.   






