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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

The SER program is established by 2004 PA 344.  The SER program is administered 
pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and by final administrative rules filed with the 
Secretary of State on October 28, 1993.  Michigan Administrative Code Rules R 
400.7001-400-7049.  Department (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) 
policies are found in the State Emergency Relief Manual (ERM). 

SER prevents serious harm to individuals and families.  SER assists applicants with 
safe, decent, affordable housing and other essential needs when an emergency 
situation arises.  ERM 101. 

SER assists individuals and families to resolve or prevent homelessness by providing 
money for rent, security deposits, and moving expenses.  ERM 303. 

Housing affordability is a condition of eligibility for SER and applies only to Relocation 
Services and Home Ownership Services and Home Repairs.  Housing affordability does 
not apply to other SER services.  ERM 207. 

The Department may authorize SER for services only if the SER group has sufficient 
income to meet ongoing housing expenses.  An SER group that cannot afford to pay 
their ongoing housing costs plus any utility obligations will not be able to retain their 
housing, even if SER is authorized.  ERM 207. 

The department must deny SER if the group does not have sufficient income to meet 
their total housing obligation.  The total housing obligation cannot exceed 75% of the 
group's total net countable income.  ERM 207. 

In the present case, Claimant is seeking payment for past due rent.  Under the SER 
policy, this is considered a relocation service.  At the time of the application, Claimant 
had no income.  At the hearing, evidence presented indicated that Claimant’s daughter 
had received her last RSDI check in July 2010.  Under the aforementioned policy, an 
SER group’s housing must be affordable.  In this case, Claimant’s housing was not 
affordable and she would not be able to retain her housing even if SER were authorized 
because she had no income.  Claimant, therefore, did not meet the SER requirements.  
This Administrative Law Judge finds that the Department was correct in denying 
claimant’s application for SER for rent because her housing was not affordable. 
 






