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6. On January 6, 2011, the Department’s system indicated a denial due to 

Claimant’s failure to supply necessary verifications.  No evidence of a notice 
being sent regarding the denial was produced.  

 
7. On February 22, 2011, the nursing home facility was advised of the MA denial via 

an email.  
 
8. On April 5, 2011, Claimant’s husband filed an MA application including a request 

for retro MA.  
 
9. On April 8, 2011, the case was referred to a Fee Agent to determine 

questionable assets.  
 
10. On April 21, 2011, the Fee Agent notified the Department that there were no 

bankruptcy filings or active businesses for Claimant or her spouse.  
 
11. On May 4, 2011, the Department sent an approval notice indicating that Claimant 

was awarded MA beginning January 2011.  
 
12. On June 3, 2011, Claimant’s husband filed a request for hearing indicating he 

was seeking coverage prior to January 2011.  
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
The 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 
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 Bridges Reference Manual (RFT). 
 
In the instant case, Claimant requested a hearing regarding an application filed on July 
23, 2010.  Claimant’s husband testified he never received a notice indicating any action 
was taken on the application.  Claimant did receive two verification checklists, the last 
one of which was issued in December 2010 requesting information regarding a 
bankruptcy.  Claimant’s husband testified he did, in fact, return the Department checklist 
and indicated on the checklist he never filed bankruptcy.  The Department’s 
representative at the hearing indicated, based on the records available on BRIDGES, it 
appears the worker denied the application for failure to return documents.  The 
Department was unable to demonstrate that a notice of case action was generated and 
where, if one had been generated, it had been sent.  
 
This Administrative Law Judge finds Claimant’s husband’s testimony credible regarding 
the requested information having been returned to the Department.  The Department 
failed to process the application upon receipt of the requested information.  Further, the 
Department acknowledged on a new application submitted in April 2011 that the Fee 






