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6. On /13, Claimant requested a hearing to dispute the FAP termination. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
The Food Assistance Program (FAP) [formerly known as the Food Stamp program] is 
established by the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, 7 USC 2011 to 2036a and is 
implemented by the federal regulations contained in 7 CFR 271.1 to 285.5. The 
Department (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) administers FAP 
pursuant to MCL 400.10 and Mich Admin Code, R 400.3001 to .3015. Department 
policies are contained in the Department of Human Services Bridges Administrative 
Manual (BAM) and Department of Human Services Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) 
and Department of Human Services Reference Tables Manual (RFT). 
 
Claimant requested a hearing to dispute a FAP benefit termination. It was not disputed 
that the termination was based on a Claimant failure to verify a direct express checking 
account. 
 
For all programs, DHS is to use the DHS-3503, Verification Checklist to request 
verification. BAM 130 (7/2013), pp. 2-3. DHS must give clients at least ten days to 
submit verifications.  Id., p. 3 DHS must tell the client what verification is required, how 
to obtain it, and the due date. Id., p. 2.For FAP benefits, DHS is to send a negative 
action notice when: 

• the client indicates refusal to provide a verification, or  
• the time period given has elapsed and the client has not made a reasonable 

effort to provide it.  
Id., p. 5. 

 
Claimant’s hearing request noted that Claimant does not have a traditional bank 
account. Claimant credibly testified that her only account is a direct express account. 
Claimant also testified that she was unaware of how to verify the account. 
 
The client must obtain required verification, but DHS must assist if they need and 
request help. Id., p. 3. If neither the client nor DHS obtain verification despite a reason-
able effort, DHS is to use the best available information. Id. 
 
Claimant testified that she tried to obtain the requested verification based on what DHS 
would accept. Claimant testified that the VCL listed a bank statement as acceptable 
proof. Claimant testified that she went to a bank. Claimant testified that the bank 
referred Claimant to Social Security Administration (SSA) to obtain a statement. 
Claimant testified that she went to SSA and that she was told that she could not obtain 
a statement there either. Claimant testified that she called her specialist numerous 
times about how to proceed in submitting a verification of assets. 
 
Claimant’s DHS specialist testified that she told Claimant on two occasions that an 
automated teller machine (ATM) receipt would suffice as acceptable verification of the 
asset. The specialist testified that Claimant was told this once prior to case closure, and 
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once after. Claimant responded that she was only informed after case closure that an 
ATM receipt would suffice as verification. 
 
If Claimant called DHS asking for assistance before her case closed and DHS failed to 
respond until after case closure, this would support finding that closure was improper. If 
DHS informed Claimant of how to proceed after Claimant called and Claimant failed to 
submit an ATM receipt, this would support finding that case closure was proper. 
 
Both Claimant and DHS had problems with testimony. For example, DHS initially 
presented testimony that a VCL was not mailed; DHS eventually figured out that a VCL 
was mailed to Claimant. Claimant testified that she saw her specialist on the date that 
she requested a hearing; Claimant later testified that she was unsure if she saw the 
specialist on that date. Neither side was dishonest, but both sides had difficulty 
remembering details. 
 
It is a close call, but based on the presented evidence, DHS had more trouble 
remembering details than Claimant. It is found that DHS did not inform Claimant that an 
ATM receipt was acceptable verification of assets until after case closure, despite 
Claimant’s calls prior to case closure. Accordingly, the FAP closure was improper. 
 
As it happened, Claimant reapplied for FAP benefits in /2013. It was not disputed that 
Claimant verified the direct express account in /2013 and was found eligible for pro-
rated FAP benefits in /2013. Thus, the below order presumes Claimant’s asset-
eligibility for /2013. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, finds that DHS improperly denied Claimant’s FAP benefit eligibility. It is ordered 
that DHS perform the following actions: 

(1) redetermine Claimant’s FAP eligibility, effective /13, subject to the findings 
that DHS failed to assist Claimant in verifying assets and that Claimant was asset 
eligible for FAP benefits in /2013; and 

(2) supplement Claimant for any FAP benefits improperly not issued. 
The actions taken by DHS are REVERSED. 
 

__________________________ 
Christian Gardocki 

Administrative Law Judge 
for Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed: 11/15/2013 
 
Date Mailed: 11/15/2013 
 
NOTICE OF APPEAL: The claimant may appeal the Decision and Order to Circuit Court within 30 days of 
the receipt of the Decision and Order or, if a timely Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration was made, 
within 30 days of the receipt date of the Decision and Order of Reconsideration or Rehearing Decision. 






