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 5. On January 19, 2010 the State Hear ing Review Team (SHRT) determined 

that the claimant was not disabled for MA and SDA eligibility purposes. 
 
 6. On August  28, 2010 the Departm ent advised that t he cla imant was 

approved for Social Security disability  benefits with a di sability onset date 
of February 27, 2007.   

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
The Medical Assistance (MA) program is estab lished by Title XIX of the Social Sec urity 
Act and is  implement ed by T itle 42 of the C ode of Federal Regulations  (CFR).  The 
Department of Human Services  (DHS or  department) administers the MA program 
pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 400.105.  Department  policies are found in 
the Program Administ rative Manual (PAM), the Program Eligibili ty Manual (PEM) and 
the Program Reference Manual (PRM).  
  
The State Disability A ssistance (SDA) program which pr ovides financial ass istance for 
disabled persons is established by 2004 PA 344.  The Department of Human Service s 
(DHS or department) admin isters the SDA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq. , 
and MAC R 400.3151-400.3180.  Department polic ies are found in the Program 
Administrative Manual (PAM), the Program  Eligibility Manual (PEM) and the Program  
Reference Manual (PRM).   
 
According to federal r egulations at 42 CFR 435.541 the Soc ial Security Administration  
(SSA) determination of disabilit y is final and bind ing on DHS.  In the present case, 
evidence of the favorable SSA decision established that t he claimant met the federal 
disability standard necessary to qualify for MA and SDA pursuant to PEM 260 and 261.   

 
The SSA determined claimant has been di sabled since February 27, 2007.  
Consequently, the department  must reverse its MA and SDA denial, and proces s 
claimant’s disputed   application in accordance with department policy.  

 
DECISION AND ORDER 

 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he above findings of fact and conclusion s 
of law, decides that the department erred in determining claimant is not disabled. 
 
It is ORDERED that the actions  of the Department of Human Services, in this matter,  
are REVERSED.  
 
It is further ORDERED that the Department shall: 

 
1. Process claimant's disputed MA and SDA application dated   and issue 

any benefits Claimant was entitled to but did not receive, if otherwise 
eligible to receive them (i.e. meets all of  the other r equired eligibility 






