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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). DHS 
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 Reference Tables Manual (RFT). 
 
Prior to a substantive analysis of Claimant’s hearing request, it should be noted that 
Claimant’s AHR noted special arrangements in order to participate in the hearing; 
specifically, a three-way (i.e. appearance by telephone) was requested.  Claimant’s 
AHR’s request was granted and the hearing was conducted accordingly. 
 
The present case concerns a failure by DHS to process an MA application dated 
11/21/12. DHS contended that the 11/21/12 application did not need to be processed 
because Claimant had a pending application for MA benefits from 5/2012. 
 
An application or filing form, with the minimum information, must be registered on 
Bridges unless the client is already active for that program(s). BAM 110 (11/2012), p. 6. 
In the present case, Claimant was not an active MA benefit recipient at the time the 
application dated 11/21/12 was submitted. Thus, DHS policy appears to contradict the 
DHS contention that the 11/21/12 did not have to be processed. 
 
DHS presented testimony that Bridges (the DHS database) does not allow the 
registration of multiple applications. Administrative decisions are based on DHS 
regulations. Thus, what Bridges is programmed to do is not relevant to determining 
whether DHS violated their regulations.  
 
Some consideration was given to the realization that it appears superfluous to register 
multiple applications for the same programs. Claimant’s AHR smartly noted that a lack 
of eligibility from one date does not necessarily establish a lack of eligibility from a future 
date. In the present case, it is plausible that Claimant’s health deteriorated after the first 
application was filed to the point where she was disabled when the second application 
was filed. 
 
It was not disputed that the failure by DHS to process Claimant’s application dated 
11/21/12 resulted in a failure by DHS to request proof of disability from Claimant and/or 
the AR. It was also not disputed that the failure to process the application resulted in no 
written notice of denial to Claimant’s AR. Based on the presented evidence, it is found 
that DHS erred in not registering or processing Claimant’s MA benefit application dated 
11/21/12. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, finds that DHS improperly denied Claimant’s application for MA benefits. It is 
ordered that DHS: 








