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The Department (formerly known as the F amily Independence Agency)  administers the 
MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 400.105.   Department polic ies 
can be found in the Bridges Adm inistrative Manual (BAM), the Bridges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM), and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT). 
 
Paragraphs 1-11 on pages 1 & 2 under the C onclusions of Law from the Hearing 
Decision mailed on November 15, 2012 are adopted as my Conclusions of Law.  
 
In this case, Claimant disputed the Department’s determination that she was not eligible 
for MA for the months of September thr ough   The issue before th e 
assigned Administrative Law J udge (ALJ ) was whether this determination was  in  
accordance with the applic able law and poli cy.   T he Depart ment determined that 
Claimant was not eligible for MA for the months in question for failure to submit 
verifications in a tim ely manner.  After a hearing was filed to pr otest the eligibilit y 
determination, the Department argued that the Hearing Request was not filed in a timely 
manner.  Therefore, the assigned ALJ had to address the issue regarding the timeliness 
of Claimant’s Hearing Request before dealing with the substantive issue. 
 
At the conclusion of the hearing, the assigned ALJ stated that she would be determining 
whether Claimant had an ongoing  MA case or whether she filed a new MA application 
for the time period in question.   Additionally, the ALJ st ated that she would determine 
whether Claimant’s hearing req uest was filed in a tim ely manner; and it would depend  
on whether Claimant’s  Authorized Representative  received the Notice of Case Action.  
Lastly, the ALJ stated on the record that it  appears there were Depa rtment errors in 
determining Claimant’s MA eligibility; and,  therefore, she would be reversing the 
Department’s MA eligibility det ermination and ordering the Department to either 
reinstate Claimant’s MA case or MA application for the months in question.    
 
The assigned ALJ denied th e Department’s request to dismiss Claimant’s hearing 
based on a finding that proper notice of t he negative MA action was not sent to 
Claimant’s Authorized Representative.  The ALJ  found, based on the ev idence on the 
record, that when Claimant’s  Authorized Represent ative learned of t he clos ure of the 
MA case, he filed a request for hearing immediately. 
 
Secondly, the assigned ALJ f ound that there was no failure to cooperate in providing 
needed verification of burial ex penses/pre-paid funeral cont ract as the Department had 
already received this verification prior to requesting it. 
 
After the hearing, the ALJ decided to go a step further and dete rmined that Claimant 
exceeded t he applicable MA as set limit.  In stead of reversing the Department’s MA 
action like she said she wa s going to do, she affirmed it.  However, Cla imant’s 
Authorized Hearing Representative did not have an opportunity to provide any evidenc e 
to rebut the determination of the value of Cl aimant’s countable assets for MA purposes  
at the hear ing, and this issue was not bef ore the as signed ALJ . Therefore, the ALJ’s  
denial of MA due to excess assets cannot be upheld at this time. 
 






