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Placement on Waiting List 
 
The MI Choice representative for  testified that the waiver 
programs are at capacity for MI Choice Waiver enrollees.  The MI Choice representative 
from  explained that because it believed there was an open adult 
protective services case it appeared the Appellant met an exception from the 
chronological waiting list, and therefore placed her on the waiting list for both the priority 
category and the chronological category.   
 
Clarification of the adult protective services priority category is found in Policy Bulletin 
09-56: 
 

Current Adult Protective Services (APS) Clients and 
Diversion Applicants  
When an applicant who has an active APS case requests 
services, priority is given when critical needs can be 
addressed by MI Choice Waiver services.  It is not 
expected that MI Choice Waiver agents solicit APS cases, 
but priority should be given when appropriate.  
 
An applicant is eligible for diversion status if they are living 
in the community or are being released from an acute care 
setting and are found to be at imminent risk of nursing 
facility admission.  Imminent risk of placement in a nursing 
facility is determined using the Imminent Risk Assessment, 
an evaluation approved by MDCH.  Supports coordinators 
administer the evaluation in person, and final approval of a 
diversion request is made by MDCH. 
 

Medical Services Administration Policy Bulletin 09-56,  
November 2009, pages 1-2 of 3. 

 
 
The Appellant testified at first that she did not have an open adult protective services 
case.   representative explained that it made the referral to adult 
protective services because the Appellant stated her  controlled the finances 
and refused to provide her basic necessities such as food.  The Appellant testified in 
response that she did make those statements but her  had a lot of stress that 
day and she was very upset with him.  The Appellant’s witness said that despite the 
Appellant testifying that she did not have an open protective services case, the 
Appellant wanted to stay on the priority category waiting list.   
 
To the Appellant’s inconsistent statements about the adult protective services the MI 
Choice representative explained  would keep the Appellant on 
both waiting lists, in accordance with the priority category listed in Policy Bulletin 09-56. 
The MI Choice representative explained that when the Appellant’s turn on the priority 






