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13. Appellant has repeatedly asked for payment without resolution.  

14. On  Appellant filed a hearing request with the Michigan 
Administrative Hearing System.   

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Medical Assistance Program is established pursuant to Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act and is implemented by Title 42 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  
It is administered in accordance with state statute, the Social Welfare Act, the 
Administrative Code, and the State Plan under Title XIX of the Social Security Act 
Medical Assistance Program. 
 
Home Help Services (HHS) are provided to enable functionally limited individuals to live 
independently and receive care in the least restrictive, preferred settings.  These 
activities must be certified by a physician and may be provided by individuals or by 
private or public agencies. 
 
The Adult Services Manual (ASM) policy regarding warrants and payments is found 
primary in ASM 140-Payment Authorizations, and ASM 160-Warrants. Other applicable 
authority and policy is found in the Adult Services Manual policy, including 105, 115, 
135, 136. In addition, the Department has recoupment procedures in a number of the 
Bridges manual items, in BEM and BAM. 
 
Here, Appellant requests that the payment for the services provided in  

 be paid. The Department agrees with Appellant that the money is owed, 
and  that Appellant’s provider provided the services. However, the Department argues 
that it does not have to issue payments until it receives the money back from the 
agency.  
 
In support of its argument, the Department contends that Appellant verbally told the 
Department that the agency was going to be his provider. Appellant disputes this, 
arguing that this is not true. The Department had no credible evidence, documentary or 
otherwise, to offer to support its burden of going forward. The Department had no logs, 
no invoices, no written authorization, and in fact, could not locate Appellant’s file at the 
initial hearing, and after granting the Respondent a continuance to search for the file. 
The Department’s actions in this case were not in accordance with recoupment 
procedures under federal and state requirements, and Department policy.  
 
Moreover, the Department’s testimony that an exception has been instituted was not 
credible. The Department had no evidence that ‘an e-mail had been sent to the ASW’s 
supervisor. Moreover, the supervisor was present at the administrative hearing,  testified 
that she had no evidence nor any recall of having received any such e-mail.  While an 
Appellant does have the burden of proof at an administrative hearing, the Department 






