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4. Claimant testified that she received the verification notice.  Claimant also testified 

that there was an issue with her mail and she received the verification notice from 

her sister at an undisclosed time. 

5. Claimant testified that she mailed in the verification papers.  Claimant did not 

know the date the documents were mailed.  The documents were never received 

by the Department.  

6. Claimant produced a note dated 11/28/08 signed by  which reads:  

“To whom it may concern.  I was with when she dropped the letter in the 

mailbox.  It was about June 12th 2008.” 

7. The Department placed Claimant’s case in closure on 6/5/08 with a closure date 

of 6/17/08.   

8. To date the Department has not received any verification from Claimant as 

requested.  

9. On June 17, 2008 the Department received the Claimant’s hearing request 

protesting the closure of the SDA benefits on 12/29/08.  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The State Disability Assistance (SDA) program which provides financial assistance for 

disabled persons is established by 2004 PA 344.  The Department of Human Services (formerly 

known as the Family Independence Agency) administers the SDA program pursuant to MCL 

400.10, et seq., and MAC R 400.3151-400.3180.  Department policies are found in the Program 

Administrative Manual (PAM), the Program Eligibility Manual (PEM) and the Program 

Reference Manual (PRM).   
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Clients must cooperate with the local office in determining initial and ongoing eligibility 

to provide verification.  PAM 130, p. 1.  The questionable information might be from the client 

or a third party.  Id.   The Department can use documents, collateral contacts or home calls to 

verify information.  Id.  The client should be allowed 10 calendar days to provide the 

verification.  If the client cannot provide the verification despite a reasonable effort, the time 

limit to provide should be extended at least once.  PAM 130, p.4; PEM 702.  If the client refuses 

to provide the information or has not made a reasonable effort within the specified time period, 

then policy directs that a negative action be issued.  PAM 130, p. 4.   Before making an 

eligibility determination, however, the department must give the client a reasonable opportunity 

to resolve any discrepancy between his statements and information from another source.  PAM 

130, p. 6.   

In the record presented, it is apparent that the Department mailed out Claimant’s 

verification checklist for the medical review to the address on file.  Claimant received the 

verification checklist.   Claimant also testified that she mailed in the documents as requested.  

However, they were not received by the department and Claimant did not make a copy.   If 

Claimant had completed verifications and obtained a DHS 49 from her physician, then Claimant 

could have obtained a copy of the completed form from the physician to show the date that it was 

completed.  Furthermore, Claimant’s story was not consistent.  Claimant’s hearing request states 

that she mailed in her paperwork on June 6 or 7 yet her friend’s statement says that it was mailed 

about the 12th of June 2008.   Either way, the dates are all past the 5/20/08 due date.  

Based on the foregoing facts and relevant law, the undersigned finds that Claimant did 

not submit verifications within 10 days as required in PAM 130.  Accordingly, it is found that 

the Department properly closed the Claimant’s SDA benefits.   






