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The Claimant’s representativ e argued that the Department improperly determined the 
countable value of the Claimant ’s checking  account.  The Claim ant’s representative 
argued that the Claim ant’s chec king account statement indicates that one deposit for 
$  was made into the account in , which represents the Claimant’s  
social security benefit payment. 

The Depar tment considers all available a ssets to be countable when d etermining 
eligibility to receive benefits unless the policy includes an exclusion for that asset.  In 
this case, the Depart ment’s policy includes  an exc lusion for available assets that are 
considered countable income in  the same month.  If the Claimant’s soc ial s ecurity 
payment is excluded from countable ass ets, her other assets are high enough that she 
remains ineligible for Medical As sistance (MA), but may be eligible  for Medicare Cost 
Share benefits if she meets all other criteria for the program. 

Based on the evidence and testimony available during the hearing, the Department has 
failed to establish that the Claimant’s social  security benefits for  is not  
countable income that should be excluded as a countable asset. 

The Department established th at it properly denied the Claimant’s application for 
Medical Assistance (MA) benefit s, but failed to establis h that it properly denie d 
Medicare Cost Share benefits. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he above findings of fact and conclusion s 
of law, decides that the Department properly denied t he Claimant’s application for  
Medical Assistance (MA) benefits based on excess assets. 

The Department’s Medical Ass istance (MA) eligibility determination is  AFFIRMED.  It is 
SO ORDERED. 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he above findings of fact and conclusion s 
of law, decides that the Department failed to establish that it properly denied the  
Claimant’s application for Medicare Cost Share benefits based on excess assets. 

The Department’s Medicare Cost Share eligibility determination is REVERSED. 

THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO DO THE FOLLOWING WITHIN 10 DAYS OF  
THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS DECISION AND ORDER: 

1. Allow the Cla imant a t en day period to clarify whether the deposit to her 
checking account on  should be excluded from countable 
assets as current income. 

2. Initiate a determination of the Claim ant’s eligibility  for Medicare Cost 
Share benefits as of . 
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3. Provide the Claimant wit h a Notice of Case Ac tion (DHS-1605) describing 
the Department’s revised eligibility determination. 

4. Issue the Claimant any re troactive benefits she may be eligible to receive,  
if any. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 _/s/ ______________________ 

 Kevin Scully 
 Administrative Law Judge 

 for Maura D. Corrigan, Director 
 Department of Human Services 

 
 
Date Signed: 03/22/2013 
 
Date Mailed: 03/22/2013 
 
NOTICE:  Michigan Administrative  Hearing System (MAHS) may order a rehearing or  
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a par ty within 30 days  of 
the mailing date of this Dec ision and Order .  MAHS will not order a rehearing or  
reconsideration on the Department's mo tion where the final decis ion cannot be 
implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request.  (60 days for FAP cases) 
 
The Claimant may appeal the Decision and Order  to Circuit Court within 30 days of the 
receipt of the Dec ision and Order or, if a ti mely request for rehea ring was made, within 
30 days of the receipt date of the rehearing decision. 
 
Claimant may request a rehearing or reconsideration for the following reasons: 
 

 A rehearing MAY  be granted if there is newly  disc overed evidence that 
could affect the outcome of the original hearing decision. 

 A reconsideration MAY be granted for any of the following reasons: 
 misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision,  
 typographical errors, mathematical erro r, or other obvious  errors in the 

hearing decision that effect the substantial rights of the claimant: 
 the failure of the ALJ to address ot her relevant iss ues in the hearing 

decision. 
 






