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4. On May 5, 2014, Claimant filed a hearing request, protesting the Department’s 
actions.  

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
Department policies are contained in the Department of Human Services Bridges 
Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Human Services Bridges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM), and Department of Human Services Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 

 The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by the Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act, 42 USC 1396-1396w-5, and is implemented by 42 CFR 400.200 to 
1008.59.  The Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family 
Independence Agency) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10 and MCL 
400.105.   

Additionally, Bridges Assistance Manual (BAM) 130 (2012) p. 2, provides that the 
Department worker tell the Claimant what verification is required, how to obtain it and 
the due date by using either a DHS-3503 Verification Checklist, or for MA 
determinations, the DHS-1175, MA Determination Notice to request verification.  In this 
case, the Department did exactly that. The Claimant testified that her worker was on 
medical leave at the time that she did bring in an acceptable bank statement and lease. 
There was no one present on behalf of the Department that had any personal 
knowledge of the Claimant’s testimony, except to confirm that the Claimant’s worker 
was on medical leave during the events of this case. 

BAM 130 (2012) p. 5, provides that verifications are considered to be timely if received 
by the date they are due.  It instructs Department workers to send a negative action 
notice when the Claimant indicates a refusal to provide a verification, or when the time 
period given has elapsed and the Claimant has not made a reasonable effort to provide 
it.  In this case, the Administrative Law Judge determines that the time period to submit 
the verification had lapsed, but the evidence is insufficient to show that the Claimant 
made no reasonable effort to provide the verification, as the Claimant’s uncontested 
testimony is that she did submit the verification directly to the local office.  As such, the 
Administrative Law Judge concludes that the Department has not met its burden of 
establishing that it was acting in accordance with policy when taking action to close the 
Claimant’s MA case for failure to submit the required verification.   

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, if any, finds that the Department failed 
to satisfy its burden of showing that it acted in accordance with Department policy when 
it took action to close the Claimant’s MA case. 
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DECISION AND ORDER 

 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is  REVERSED. 
 
THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO BEGIN DOING THE FOLLOWING, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH DEPARTMENT POLICY AND CONSISTENT WITH THIS 
HEARING DECISION, WITHIN 10 DAYS OF THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS 
DECISION AND ORDER: 
 
1. Re-determine the Claimant’s eligibility for MA back to , and 

2. Issue the Claimant any supplement that she may thereafter be due. 

 
 
 
 

 Carmen G. Fahie
 
 
 
Date Signed:  8/18/2014 
 
Date Mailed:   8/19/2014 

Administrative Law Judge
for Maura Corrigan, Director

Department of Human Services

 
NOTICE OF APPEAL:  A party may appeal this Hearing Decision in the circuit court in 
the county in which he/she resides, or the circuit court in Ingham County, within 30 days 
of the receipt date. 
 
A party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Hearing Decision from the 
Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS) within 30 days of the mailing date of 
this Hearing Decision, or MAHS may order a rehearing or reconsideration on its own 
motion.   
 
MAHS may grant a party’s Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration when one of the 
following exists: 
 

 Newly discovered evidence that existed at the time of the original hearing that 
could affect the outcome of the original hearing decision; 

 Misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision which led to a 
wrong conclusion; 

 Typographical, mathematical or other obvious error in the hearing decision that 
affects the rights of the Claimant; 






