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5. On August 19, 2011, the land cont ract was assigned for the amount of 
$10,500.00.   

 
6. On September 20, 2011,  the long-term care facility receiv ed payme nt of 

$10,500.00 as a result of the assignment of the land contract.  
 

7. On October 31, 2011, the promisso ry note was assigned for the amount  of 
$30,100.00.   

 
8. On Dece mber 20, 2011, th e lo ng-term care facility rece ived paym ent of  

$30,100.00 as a result of the promissory note assignment.   
 

9. On February 27, 2012, t he Department notified the Clai mant of the impos ition of 
the divestment penalty.   

 
10. On March 8, 2012, the Department received the Claimant’s timely written request 

for hearing.    
 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are found  in the Br idges Administ rative Manual (“BAM”), th e 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), the Re ference Tables Manual (“RFT”), and the State 
Emergency Relief Manual (“ERM”). 
 
The Medical Assistance (“MA”) program is established by t he Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act and is  implemented by T itle 42 of the Code of F ederal Regulations.  T he 
Department of Human Services, formerly k nown as the Family Independence  Agency,  
administers the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 400.105.   
 
The law pr ovides that  dispos ition may be made of a contest ed case by s tipulation o r 
agreed settlement.  MCL 24.278(2).   
 
In the present case, the Department imposed a divestment penalty as the result of two 
transfers; the first was a $17,500.00 land c ontract entered into on August 2, 2010, and 
the second, a $75,000.00 promissory not e exec uted on January 9, 2009.  Eac h 
instrument was ultimately assigned for fair market value resulting in the exact amount of 
the assignments being credited to the Claimant’s cha rges at the long-term care facility .  
During the hearing and after review of th e supporting  documentation, the Department 
agreed that divestment had not occurred and agreed to remove the penalty.  All partie s 
were amenable to the resolution.      
 
As a result of this settlement, Claimant no longer wish es to proceed with the hearing.   
As such, it is unnec essary for this Admi nistrative Law Judge to render a decis ion 
regarding the facts and issues in this case.   
 

 






