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further indicated that Cla imant was not elig ible for SDA benefits for the 
time period of October 16, 2010 t hrough October 31, 2010 for the reason 
that she was eligible for this pr ogram in another case.  (Department 
Exhibits 4-12). 

 
 4. Claimant submitted a hearing request on November 3, 2010 protesting her 

ineligibility for SDA benefits for t he time period of  October 16, 2010 
through October 31, 2010.  (Request for a Hearing). 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The regulations governing the hearing and appeal process for applicants and recipients 
of public assistance in Michigan are found in  the Michigan Administrative Code, MAC R  
400.901-400.951.  An oppor tunity for a hearing shall be granted to an ap plicant wh o 
requests a hearing because his claim for assistance is denied.  MAC R 400.903(1).   
 
Clients have the right to c ontest a department decis ion affe cting eligibil ity or benefit 
levels whenever it is belie ved that the decision is inco rrect.  BAM 600. The department 
will provide an adm inistrative hearing to review the decision and determine the 
appropriateness.  BAM 600.   
 
The State Disability Assistance (SDA) program was established by 2004 PA 344 and is  
a financial assistanc e program for individual s who are not eligible for the Family  
Independence Program (FIP) and ar e either disabled or the caretaker of a disabled 
person.  The Department of Human Services (DHS or department) administers the SDA 
program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MAC R 400.3151-400.3180. 
 
An SDA eligibility det ermination group (EDG) cons ists of either a si ngle adult or adult 
and spouses living together.  BEM 214.  The department’s philosophy is t hat spouses 
are responsible for each other  and that needy spous es liv ing together are expected to 
share income, assets, and expenses.  BEM 214.   A certified group (CG) includes on ly 
the eligible members of the SDA EDG – and the members of the CG are determined 
based on information reported by the indi vidual and entered in to the department’s 
computer system, known as Bridges.  BEM 214). 
  
Department policy states that clients must c ooperate with the local office in determining 
initial and ongoing e ligibility.  This includes completion of the nec essary forms.  Client s 
who are able but refus e to provide necessar y information or take a required action ar e 
subject to penalties.  Clients must take acti ons within their ability to obtain verification s 
and the department must assist clients when necessary.  BAM 105. 
 
In this case, Claimant  disputes the department ’s determination that she was not eligible 
for SDA benefits for the time period of Oc tober 16, 2010 through October 31, 2010 for 
the reason that she was active on and eligible for this program in her spouse’s case.   At 
the hearing, however, Claimant did not disagree with the fact that she was still an active 
member of her spouse’s SD A certified group at the time that she completed an 
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application for SDA (and FAP and AMP) benefit s for herself on September 28, 2010.   
Claimant also admitted that the department issued to her spouse’s Bridge card the 
correct amount of SDA benefits to which she and her spous e were ent itled for the 
month of October 2010.  That her spouse di d not pr ovide Claimant with her share of 
their October 2010 SDA benefit s is an iss ue to be resolved bet ween the two of them, 
not by the department or the administrative hearing process.   
 
Moreover, the department is r equired by  policy  to act on a change in SDA eligibility  
reported by a client within 15 days of bec oming aware of that change and the change 
would not  take effect until the next benefit issuance after 15 days.  BAM 220.   
Accordingly, the department ac ted timely and would not have acted any sooner than it  
did in removing Claimant’s from her spouse’s SDA cer tified group upon become aware 
of the needed change through the filing of Claimant’s September 28, 2010 application. 
 
Therefore, this Administrative Law Ju dge finds that, based on the material and 
substantial evidence presented during the hearing, the depar tment acted in accordance 
with policy in determining Claimant’s eligibility for SDA benefits. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he above findings of fact and conclusion s 
of law, decides that the department acted in accordance with policy in determining 
Claimant’s eligibility for SDA benefits. 
 
The department’s actions are UPHELD.   
 
It is SO ORDERED. 

 

 __/s/_ _____________________________ 
           Suzanne D. Sonneborn 
      Administrative Law Judge 
      for Maura D. Corrigan, Director 
      Department of Human Services 
 
Date Signed:   April 14, 2011               _                    
 
Date Mailed:    April 15, 2011                              
 
NOTICE:  Administrative Hearings may or der a rehearing or  reconsideration on either  
its own motion or at t he request  of a party within 30 days of the mailing date of this 
Decision and Order.  Administrative Hear ings will not orde r a rehearing or  
reconsideration on the Department's mo tion where the final decis ion cannot be 
implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request.   
 






