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(6) Claimant requested a hearing on May 19, 2011 contesting the processing of 
MA benefits arguing that Claimant was eligible for MA in Michigan in February 
2011.  

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by Title XIX of the Social Security 
Act and is implemented by Title 42 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  The 
Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) 
administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 400.105.  
Department policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges 
Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Program Reference Manual (PRM). The Medical 
Assistance (MA) program is established by Title XIX of the Social Security Act and is 
implemented by Title 42 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  The Department of 
Human Services (DHS or department) administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 
400.10, et seq., and MCL 400.105.  Department policies are found in the Bridges 
Administrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Program 
Reference Manual (PRM).   
 

Department policy dictates how to review suspected 
concurrent receipt of benefit: 
MA Benefits MA and AMP Only 
 
Assume an MA or AMP applicant is not receiving medical 
benefits from another state unless evidence suggests 
otherwise. Do not delay the MA/AMP determination. Upon 
approval, notify the other state's agency of the effective date 
of the client's medical coverage in Michigan. BEM 222 

 
In the present case, Department policy requires an assumption that a Claimant is not 
receiving MA from another state unless evidence suggests otherwise. BEM 222 The 
Department had good reason to suspect that Claimant was receiving MA from another 
state because she was in fact doing so and the Department was able to confirm it. 
Claimant argued at hearing that coverage should be active in Michigan for February 
2011 because Department policy does not preclude concurrent receipt of benefits in two 
states for Medical Assistance. This argument is unpersuasive. 






