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4. The annuity in question did not name the State of Michigan as a beneficiary. 
 
5. On January 20, 2012, the Department mailed Claimant a Notice of Case Action 

(DHS-1605) which indicated that the annuity was a divestment. 
 
6. Claimant’s attorney requested a hearing challenging the Department’s divestment 

determination on April 19, 2012. 
 
7. A telephone hearing was held on May 31, 2012. 
 
8. The Administrative Law Judge issued a Hearing Decision on July 2, 2012 which 

found that a divestment had occurred but reversed the Department’s determination 
of the divestment penalty due to a miscalculation of the life expectancy. 

 
9. On July 24, 2012, the Department filed Respondent’s Motion for Reconsideration or 

Rehearing and Respondent’s Brief in Support. The Department argued that the 
Hearing Decision did not address the fact that the State was not named as a 
beneficiary on the annuity. Claimant did not file a response. 

 
10. On December 17, 2012, Supervising Administrative Law Judge 

Marya A. Nelson-Davis issued an Order Granting Request for Reconsideration.  
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

The Conclusions of Law as set forth in the original Hearing Decision mailed on July 2, 
2012, are hereby incorporated by reference.  In addition, BEM 401 at page 4 (effective 
September 1, 2005) governs transfers to an annuity and, in pertinent part, provides: 

 
Converting countable resources to income through the purchase of an annuity or 
the amendment of an existing annuity on or after 09/01/05, is considered a transfer 
for less than fair market value unless the annuity meets the conditions listed below: 
 
•  Is commercially issued by a company licensed in the United States 

and issued by a licensed producer (a person required to be 
licensed under the laws of this state to sell, solicit, or negotiate 
insurance), and 

•  Is irrevocable, and 
•  Is purchased by an applicant or recipient for Medicaid or their 

spouse and solely for the benefit of the applicant or recipient or 
their spouse, and 

•  Is actuarially sound and returns the principal and interest within 
the annuitant’s life expectancy, and 

•  Payments must be in substantially equal monthly payments (starting 
with the first payment) and continue for the term of the payout 
(no balloon or lump sum payments). 
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•  An annuity purchased or amended on or after February 8, 2006 
must name the State of Michigan as the remainder beneficiary, or 
as the second remainder beneficiary after the community spouse 
or minor or disabled child, for an amount at least equal to the  
amount of the Medicaid benefits provided. The naming of the state 
in the first or second position must be verified at application or 
redetermination. An annuity that does not name the state as the 
remainder beneficiary is a divestment of the total purchase price. 

 
In the instant appeal, the record in this matter was undisputed that the annuity at issue 
did not comply with the requirements set forth in BEM 401 page 4 because it did not 
“name the State of Michigan as the remainder beneficiary or as the second remainder 
beneficiary after the community spouse or minor or disabled child, for an amount at 
least equal to the amount of the Medicaid benefits provided.”  Because the annuity 
purchased by Claimant’s spouse did not name the State of Michigan as a beneficiary it 
is not actuarially sound and is a divestment for the full amount of the annuity. BEM 401, 
p 4; See also 42 U.S.C. §1396p (c)(1)(F). 

 
In addition, as the annuity in question did not name the State of Michigan as a 
beneficiary it is a transfer for less than market value and the entire amount of the 
annuity is a divestment which carries a penalty period. BEM 405.  Accordingly, this 
Administrative Law Judge finds that the Department’s determination that the annuity 
purchased on December 7, 2011 was not actuarially sound and resulted in a divestment 
of $  was correct. In addition, this Administrative Law Judge finds that the 
period of ineligibility is based on the full amount of the purchase price.  

 
Based on the substantial, material and competent evidence on the whole record, this 
Administrative Law Judge finds that the Department correctly followed the applicable 
policies.   
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law, finds that the Department acted properly when it determined that the annuity 
purchased by Claimant’s spouse was a divestment for the full amount of the annuity 
($  because it does not return all principal and interest within the life 
expectancy of the annuitant, it fails to name the State of Michigan as a beneficiary and 
results in a penalty period. 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s determination is AFFIRMED.  
 






