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2. On May 10, 2012, the Department denied the SDA application.     
 
3. On May 15, 2012, the Department received the Claimant’s timely written request 

for hearing.   
 

4. The Department discovered the Claimant’s SDA eligibility determination was not 
completed in accordance with Department policy resulting in the reinstatement of 
the August 5, 2011 application.   

 
5. The Department forwarded the Claimant’s medical packet to the Medical Review 

Team (“MRT”) and is waiting for a determination.   
 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are found in the Bridges Administrative Manual (“BAM”), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), the Reference Tables Manual (“RFT”), and the 
Bridges Reference Tables (“RFT”).   
 
The State Disability Assistance program, which provides financial assistance for 
disabled persons, was established by 2004 PA 344.  The Department administers the 
SDA program purusant to MCL 400.10 et seq. and Mich Admin Code, Rules 400.3151 – 
400.3180.  Department policies are found in BAM, BEM, and RFT.  A person is 
considered disabled for SDA purposes if the person has a physical or mental 
impariment which meets federal SSI disability standards for at least ninety days.   
 
The law provides that disposition may be made of a contested case by stipulation or 
agreed settlement.  MCL 24.278(2).   
 
In the present case, the Department acknowledged that the Claimant’s August 5, 2011 
SDA application was improperly denied on May 10, 2012.  Upon receipt of the 
Claimant’s hearing request, the Department reinstated the August 5th application, 
secured the necessary medical documentation and forms, and forwarded the case to 
the MRT for a determination.  As of the date of hearing, a decision from the MRT has 
not been received.  In light of the amount of time that has passed since forwarding the 
medical packet to the MRT, the Department agreed to contact the MRT to determine the 
status of the application.  Pursuant to policy, the Department will notify the Claimant of 
the MRT decision.  In light of the foregoing, the Claimant was satisfied that the 
Department was now properly processing the August 5th application.  Although the SDA 
application was improperly denied, the Department has since remedied its error 
resulting in no action from which the Claimant is aggrieved.     
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