


Page 2 of 4 
15-024040/SEH 

 
with a deductible of $  though for the month of October 2015, the Petitioners 
deductible was $  as per the Departments notice. 

4. On December 17, 2015 and again on January 1, 2016, the Department received 
the Petitioner’s written a hearing requests protesting the Department’s 
determination that both the Petitioner and her husband were subject to a 
deductible on their MA case. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are contained in the Department of Health and Human Services 
Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Health and Human Services 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), Department of Health and Human Services Reference 
Tables Manual (RFT), and Department of Health and Human Services Emergency 
Relief Manual (ERM).   
 
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 (formerly known as the Department 
of Human Services) administers the MA program pursuant to 42 CFR 435, MCL 400.10, 
and MCL 400.105-.112k.   
 
In this case, the uncontested testimony was that the Petitioner had full MA in error 
because she was not working and therefore not eligible for FTW-MA she had been 
receiving. The Petitioner is now eligible for MA-G2U as a caretaker relative (deductible 
of $  and the Petitioner’s husband is eligible for MA G2S (deductible of $  Both 
are eligible for MSCP/ALMB whereas previously they had MCSP/QMB. The practical 
difference between the two is that with MCSP/QMB the entire part B premium is 
covered by the benefit whereas with MSCP/ALMB it is only covered if funds are 
available. The Petitioners protest these reductions in their MA and MCSP benefits. 
 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) 105 (2015) p. 2, does provide that the Petitioners have 
the right to the most beneficial MA category that results in the least amount of excess 
income, or the lowest cost share. Nevertheless, the Petitioners must be categorically 
and financially eligible for the benefit. It was not contested that the Petitioner is no 
longer working and that the Petitioner had, for many months, FTW MA that she was not 
entitled to. Departmental policy in Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM) 700 (2015) pp. 
2, 3, charges the Department’s workers with the duty of preventing overissuances of 
benefits and, when discovered, taking immediate action to correct overissuances. 
Though this Administrative Law Judge can certainly sympathize with the Petitioners 
disappointment in no longer having full MA and now being subject to a deductible, the 
Petitioners are not eligible and have not been eligible for full MA. 
 








