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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. DHS is to send a negative action notice when: 

 the client indicates refusal to provide a verification, or  
 the time period given has elapsed.  
Id., p. 6. 

 
DHS alleged that Claimant was mailed a Verification Checklist (VCL) on 11/1/13 and 
that Claimant failed to respond to the VCL. Even if Claimant failed to respond to a VCL, 
Claimant’s authorized representative is entitled to receive the VCL. DHS conceded that 
the VCL was not mailed to Claimant’s AR. The DHS failure to mail a VCL to Claimant’s 
AR is fatal to the DHS denial of Claimant’s application. 
 

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 application for MA benefits. It is 
ordered that DHS: 

(1) reinstate Claimant’s MA application dated , including any requested 
retroactive benefits; and 

(2) initiate processing of Claimant’s application subject to the finding that DHS failed 
to properly request verifications from Claimant’s AR. 

The actions taken by DHS are REVERSED. 
 
 

__________________________
Christian Gardocki

Administrative Law Judge
for Maura Corrigan, Director

Department of Human Services
Date Signed:       
 
Date Mailed:       
 
 
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 client; 






