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6. On 4/23/13, DHS mailed Claimant a Notice of Case Action informing Cla imant 
of MA benefit termination, effective 6/2013, due to excess assets.  

 
7. On 4/29/13, Claimant’s AHR requested a hearing to dispute the MA ben efit 

termination. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
The Medic al Assistance (MA) program is est ablished by the Title XIX of the Socia l 
Security Act and is im plemented by Title 42 of  the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  
The Department of Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independ ence 
Agency) administers the MA pr ogram pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq ., and MC L 
400.105. DHS regulations are fo und in the Bridges  Ad ministrative Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT). 
 
Claimant’s AHR requested a heari ng to dis pute a termination of  Medicaid elig ibility. It 
was not disputed that the termination was due to excess assets.  
 
It was not disputed that Claimant, as an aged and/or disabled individual, was potentially 
eligible only for SSI-related MA benefits. The SSI-related MA c ategory asset limit is  
$2,000 for a benefit group of one.  BEM 400 (1/2013), p. 5.  For MA benefits, asset 
eligibility exists when the asset group's coun table assets are less than, or equal to, the 
applicable asset limit at least one day during the month being tested. Id., p. 5.  
 
It was not disputed that Claimant  was the owner  of a whole life insu rance policy. It was 
not disputed that the cash surrender value of the life in surance policy was $22,298.67, 
substantially more than the asset  limit for SS I-related MA benefit s. It is found that DHS 
properly terminated Claimant’s MA benefit eligibility due to excess assets. 
 
Claimant’s AHR’s hearing reques t noted that Claimant received M edicaid for a len gthy 
time and that DHS was aware of  the life ins urance policy during her period of Medicaid 
eligibility. Thus, Claimant’s AHR was under standably perplexed why DHS did not en d 
Claimant’s Medicaid eligib ility sooner. DHS does  not hav e to justify a benefit 
determination in comparison with a past bene fit decision. Nevertheless, DHS explained 
that Claimant’s past M edicaid e ligibility exempted the life insuranc e because Claimant  
was considered a community spouse until the time she required long-term care. 
 
It should also be noted that Cl aimant is not permanently b anned from MA eligibility. 
Claimant’s AHR testified t hat the life ins urance poli cy was c ashed and spent on 
irrevocable funeral contracts for Claimant and her spouse. Claimant’s AHR also testified 
that he reapplied for MA benefit s. Thus, it is possible that Cla imant’s MA eligibility will  
suffer no lapse in M edicaid coverage afte r DHS pr ocesses the recently submitted 
application.  
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