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For non-child support income, MDHHS is to use income from the past 30 days if it 
appears to accurately reflect what is expected to be received in the benefit month. BEM 
505 (July 2014), p. 4. No series of check stub dates within Claimant’s submission could 
verify a 30 day period of income. It is found that Claimant failed to verify a 30 day period 
of income. Generally, a failure to verify information justifies denial of an application (see 
BAM 220). Before the denial of Claimant’s application can be affirmed, it must be 
determined if MDHHS was justified in requesting verification of Claimant’s income. 
 
MAGI for purposes of Medicaid eligibility is a methodology which state agencies and the 
federally facilitated marketplace (FFM) must use to determine financial eligibility. BEM 
500 (April 2015), p. 3. It is based on Internal Revenue Service (IRS) rules and relies on 
federal tax information. Id.  
 
MDHHS has a data exchange with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) for wage income. 
BAM 800 (January 2015), p. 3. MDHHS is to use available electronic methods is to 
verify income. Id., p. 12.   
 
MDHHS did not present evidence that they looked to verify Claimant’s income through 
their IRS data exchange. Claimant testified that she was a substitute teacher. Substitute 
teaching income is of such a nature that it is likely reported to the IRS; thus, Claimant’s 
income information can likely be accessed by MDHHS. MDHHS did not provide 
evidence of effort made to verify Claimant’s income information with their IRS data 
exchange. The failure to attempt to electronically verify Claimant’s income (or at least 
present sufficient evidence of their attempt) is reversible error. This conclusion is also 
supported by MAGI policy and federal law. 
 
MAGI policy discusses reasonable compatibility between a client’s reported income and 
income verified from an electronic source. MAGI (May 28, 2014), p. 15. MAGI policy 
essentially allows MDHHS to request income from clients only when a client’s reported 
income supports MAGI eligibility but an electronic income source does not support 
MAGI eligibility.  
 
This conclusion is further supported by federal statute which states that electronic 
income information is to be requested and that state agencies are only to seek 
verification if electronic information is unhelpful (see 42 CFR 435.948 9(a)). CMCS 
further supports this procedure by stating that individuals must not be required to 
provide additional information or documentation unless information cannot be obtained 
electronically or the information obtained electronically is not reasonably compatible 
with self-attested information. (Center for Medicaid & CHIP Services, Informational 
Bulletin dated ).  
 
Based on the presented evidence, MDHHS failed to justify requesting income 
information from Claimant. Accordingly, the denial of Claimant’s HMP eligibility will be 
reversed. It should be noted that this decision does not equate to a finding that Claimant 



Page 4 of 5 
15-007628 

CG 
 

is eligible for HMP benefits. This decision only finds that MDHHS must first attempt to 
establish Claimant’s income eligibility for HMP through their IRS data exchange before 
requesting income verification from Claimant. 
 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, finds that MDHHS improperly denied Claimant’s MA application. It is ordered that 
MDHHS perform the following actions: 

(1) reinstate Claimant’s MA application dated ; and 
(2) process Claimant’s application subject to the finding that MDHHS is to first 

attempt to verify Claimant’s income through their electronic data exchanges. 
The actions taken by MDHHS are REVERSED. 
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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 copy of 
the claim or application for appeal must be filed with the Michigan Administrative Hearing System 
(MAHS).   
 
A party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Hearing Decision from 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. 
 






