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3. On May 21, 2012, the Department  
 denied Claimant’s application. 
 closed Claimant’s case. 
 reduced Claimant’s benefits . 

 
4. On May 21, 2012, the Department sent notice of the  

 denial of Claimant’s application.  
 closure of Claimant’s case. 
 reduction of Claimant’s benefits. 

 
5. On May 25, 2012, Claimant filed a hearing request, protesting the  

 denial of claimant’s application.      
 closure of Claimant’s case.      
 reduction of Claimant’s benefits.  

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Department policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges 
Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 

 The Family Independence Program (FIP) was established pursuant to  the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, Public Law 104-193, 
42 USC 601, et seq.  The Department (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers FIP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and 1997 AACS R 400.3101-
3131.  FIP replaced the Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) program effective 
October 1, 1996.   
 

 The Food Assistance Program (FAP) [formerly known as the Food Stamp (FS) 
program] is established by the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, and is 
implemented by the federal regulations contained in Title 7 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR).  The Department (formerly known as the Family Independence 
Agency) administers FAP pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and 1997 AACS R 
400.3001-3015  
 

 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 (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) administers the 
MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 400.105.   
 

 The State Disability Assistance (SDA) program which provides financial assistance 
for disabled persons is established by 2004 PA 344.  The Department (formerly known 
as the Family Independence Agency) administers the SDA program pursuant to MCL 
400.10, et seq., and 1998-2000 AACS R 400.3151-400.3180.   
 

 The Child Development and Care (CDC) program is established by Titles IVA, IVE 
and XX of the Social Security Act, the Child Care and Development Block Grant of 
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1990, and the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.  
The program is implemented by Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 98 
and 99.  The Department provides services to adults and children pursuant to MCL 
400.14(1) and 1997 AACS R 400.5001-5015.   
 
The Department argued that Claimant had submitted an insufficient verification of life 
insurance, arguing that the requested verification was illegible.  When contacted for a 
clearer verification, Claimant’s representative sent a copy of the same verification. 
 
Claimant argued that the verification in question was what she had been sent by the 
insurance company, and she did not have access to a clearer verification; the true copy 
was as clear as the copy sent to the Department.  Furthermore, Claimant argued that 
she had no difficulty reading the verification in question, and the verification was not as 
illegible as the Department claimed. 
 
The Administrative Law Judge will not wade into arguments as to whether the 
verification in question was readable or not.  Instead, BAM 130 provides insight in these 
situations:  
 

A collateral contact is a direct contact with a person, 
organization or agency to verify information from the client. It 
might be necessary when documentation is not available or 
when available evidence needs clarification. BAM 130, pg. 2 
(2012). 
 
If neither the client nor you can obtain verification despite a 
reasonable effort, use the best available information. If no 
evidence is available, use your best judgment. BAM 130, pg. 
3 (2012). 

 
There is no evidence that Claimant did not make a reasonable effort to obtain 
verification.  Claimant sent the Department exactly what was asked for, using all the 
documents in their possession.  Claimant did not have the power to clarify a document 
that was sent to her by a third party, even if the document was useless for the 
Department’s purposes. 
 
Therefore, as Claimant used a reasonable effort to obtain verification and sent the 
Department all documentation she had at her disposal, the Department, if it felt the 
verification in question was illegible or insufficient, should have used the best available 
information, or best judgment. 
 
Alternatively, if the Department thought that the evidence needed clarification, the 
Department could have sought a collateral contact with the insurance company to clarify 
the document in question. 
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Thus, as the Department neither sought a collateral contact, used the best available 
information, or used their best judgment; and as Claimant used a reasonable effort 
when providing the Department with requested information, the Department was in error 
when denying the application for failing to return verifications, in violation of the 
provisions of BAM 130. 
 
Based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and for the reasons 
stated on the record, the Administrative Law Judge concludes that the Department  

 properly      improperly 
 

 closed Claimant’s case. 
 denied Claimant’s application. 
 reduced Claimant’s benefits. 

 
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   did not act properly. 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is  AFFIRMED  REVERSED for the 
reasons stated on the record. 
 

 THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO DO THE FOLLOWING WITHIN 10 DAYS OF 
THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS DECISION AND ORDER: 
 
1. Initiate reprocessing of the MA application in question, retroactive to the date of 

application. 
 
 

__________________________ 
Robert J. Chavez 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  October 16, 2012 
 
Date Mailed:   October 16, 2012 
 
NOTICE:  Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) may order a rehearing or 
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a party within 30 days of 
the mailing date of this Decision and Order.  MAHS will not order a rehearing or 
reconsideration on the Department's motion where the final decision cannot be 
implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request. (60 days for FAP cases)  
 






