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extension to March 13, 2010; on March 12, 2010,  requested 
an extension to March 23, 2010; on March 23, 2010,  
submitted an application requesting an extension to April 2, 2010; 
on April 1, 2010,  submitted what it understood to be a 
complete application verification. Claimant Exhibits A-F. 

 
5. On February 11, 2010, the DHS denied claimant’s application 

without allowing for any extension at all. 
 
6. Subsequently on March 23, 2010, the DHS opened an OHK case 

effective March 1, 2010, not at issue herein. The remaining months 
include the three retro months prior to application through 
February, 2010. 

 
7. On November 3, 2010,  requested a hearing on the grounds 

that the department had not, to date, processed the application or 
issued a denial notice to  

  
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 (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 BRIDGES Reference Manual (BRM).   
 
Applicable policy and procedure to the case herein is found primarily in BAM Item 130. 
In that Item, on pg 5, the department is required to allow an applicant extension when 
requested. 
 
In this case, credible and substantial evidence on the record submitted by  shows 
that  continually communicated with the DHS and requested numerous 
extensions. The department did not consider even the first extension as the first due 
date February 11, 2010.  requested its first extension on February 10, 2010 which 
appears to have been ignored by the department, along with numerous other extension. 
The department indicated it denied February 11, 2010 without evidence of  having 
been notified. 
 
Under the above-cited authority under BAM 130, the department is required to extend 
the record when requested. Thus, the department’s denial is reversed. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, decides that the department’s actions were incorrect. 






