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1. On an unspecified date, MDHHS determined Petitioner and Petitioner’s spouse 
were eligible for emergency-services-only (ESO) Medicaid, for various months, 
due to their failure to meet immigration status/citizenship requirements. 

2. During the time in dispute, Petitioner and her spouse were eligible for MA benefits 
as a qualified alien or United States citizen. 

3. On , Petitioner requested a hearing to dispute ESO Medicaid 
eligibility. 

4. On an unspecified date, MDHHS removed all restrictions to months previously 
restricting Medicaid to ESO. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Medical Assistance (MA) program is established by Title XIX of the Social Security 
Act, 42 USC 1396-1396w-5; 42 USC 1315; the Affordable Care Act of 2010, the 
collective term for the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, Pub. L. No. 111-148, 
as amended by the Health Care and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010, Pub. L. No. 
111-152; and 42 CFR 430.10-.25. The Department administers the MA program 
pursuant to 42 CFR 435, MCL 400.10, and MCL 400.105-.112k. MDHHS policies are 
contained in the Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), Bridges Eligibility Manual 
(BEM), Reference Tables Manual (RFT), Modified Adjusted Gross Income (MAGI) 
manual, and Related Eligibility Manual (REM). 
 
Petitioner and her spouse requested hearings to dispute a Medicaid restriction of ESO. 
Neither Petitioner’s hearing request, nor her testimony, specified which months of 
Medicaid were in dispute. For purposes of this decision, it will be presumed that 
Petitioner disputed all Medicaid eligibility months from January 2014 through May 2015. 
 
MDHHS testimony conceded that Petitioner and her spouse’s Medicaid coverage was 
restricted to ESO. MDHHS testimony indicated that all restricted months have since 
been updated to full Medicaid coverage. Petitioner responded that she was not aware of 
such a correction. 
 
MDHHS presented Petitioner’s Medicaid eligibility history (Exhibit 1, pp. 1-5). MDHHS 
also presented Petitioner’s spouse’s Medicaid eligibility history (Exhibit 1, pp. 1-40). 
Petitioner initially objected to the admission of the documents because she hadn’t 
received them before the hearing. Later Petitioner testimony conceded she may have 
received the documents and threw them out because they were written in English. The 
documents were admitted as exhibits. 
 
The presented Medicaid documents verified Petitioner and her spouse have “Full 
Medicaid Coverage” for all disputed months. Full Medicaid eligibility equates to 
Medicaid without restriction.  
 






