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limited to one residence of a building of many residences. Claimant also testified that he 
had difficulty obtaining documentary proof of his ownership value. 
 
For all programs, DHS is to use the DHS-3503, Verification Checklist to request 
verification. BAM 130 (7/2013), p. 3. DHS must give clients at least ten days to submit 
verifications.  Id., p. 6. DHS must tell the client what verification is required, how to 
obtain it, and the due date. Id., p. 3.  
 
For MA benefits, if the client cannot provide the verification despite a reasonable effort, 
DHS is to extend the time limit up to three times. Id., p. 6. DHS is to send a case action 
notice when the client indicates refusal to provide a verification, or the time period given 
has elapsed. Id., p. 7. 
 
In the present case, DHS gave Claimant three extensions to verify the value of his co-
op. It was not disputed that the only document submitted on behalf of Claimant 
concerning the value of Claimant’s co-op was a letter drafted by Claimant (Exhibits A1-
A3). 
 
Claimant’s letter provided details about the following: previous employment, a slip and 
fall incident, medical history, and child custody information. The letter also stated that 
Claimant owned two properties, one of which was rented through the end of 5/2014. 
Claimant’s letter also explained his financial difficulties which included an inability to 
afford monthly co-op dues. Notably absent from the letter was a statement of the value 
of Claimant’s co-op.  
 
Claimant testified that he had difficulty obtaining a co-op valuation because he does not 
receive a state equalized value. Claimant’s inability to verify the value of his co-op is 
potentially excusable.  
 
If neither the client nor DHS can obtain verification despite a reasonable effort, DHS is 
to use the best available information. BAM 130 (4/2014), p. 3. If no evidence is 
available, DHS is to use best judgment. Id. 
 
The problem with Claimant’s excuse is that neither he nor his AHR appeared to report 
the difficulties in obtaining verification of the co-op’s value. Claimant’s letter, though 
detailing many subjects, did not reference the co-op’s value or the difficulties in 
obtaining value. Had Claimant reported to DHS the difficulties in obtaining his co-op’s 
value before DHS denied his application, Claimant’s excuses would have been more 
sympathetic. 
 
It should be noted that Claimant testified that his is attempting to sell his co-op for 
$55,000 and that he owes $9,400 on the property. Claimant further testified that he 
received an offer of $20,000 for the co-op but that a co-op board rejected the sale. 
Accepting Claimant’s testimony as accurate would make the value of the co-op far more 
than the $2,000 asset limit (see BEM 400). For good measure, Claimant also testified 
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that he began working in 9/2014 for 35 hours per week at minimum wage. Claimant’s 
wages appear to place him above presumptive substantial gainful activity income limits 
for disability. Thus, even if Claimant’s letter was somehow accepted as an appropriate 
verification, two other bases to deny Claimant’s MA application exist. Based on the 
presented evidence, it is found that DHS properly denied Claimant’s MA benefit 
application. 
 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, finds that DHS properly denied Claimant’s MA application dated  
included retroactive MA benefits form 12/2013. The actions taken by DHS are 
AFFIRMED. 
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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; 
 Failure of the ALJ to address in the hearing decision relevant issues raised in the hearing 

request. 
 
The party requesting a rehearing or reconsideration must specify all reasons for the request.  MAHS will 
not review any response to a request for rehearing/reconsideration.  A request must be received in MAHS 
within 30 days of the date this Hearing Decision is mailed. 






