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(4) On October 6, 2011, the department caseworker sent claimant notice that 
his Medical Assistance case would be cancelled based upon medical 
improvement. 

 
(5) On October 10, 2011, claimant filed a request for a hearing to contest the 

department’s negative action. 
 
(6) On December 9, 2011, the State Hearing Review Team again denied 

claimant’s review application stating that claimant is capable of performing 
a wide range of unskilled work and that although a finding about the 
capacity has not been made, the information is not material because all 
potentially applicable medical-vocational guidelines show Claimant is not 
disabled given his age, education and residual functional capacity (RFC). 
MA-P was denied using Vocational Rule 204.00 as a guide. Retroactive 
MA-P was considered in this case and is also denied. SDA is denied per 
PEM 261 because the nature and severity of the claimant’s impairments 
would not preclude work activity at the above stated level for 90 days. 

 
(7) The hearing was held on January 10, 2012.  
 
(8) Claimant is a 28-year-old  whose birth date is . Claimant is 6’ 

0” tall and weighs 150 pounds. Claimant is a high school graduate (special 
education). Claimant is able to read and write and does have basis math 
skills. 

 
(9) Claimant last worked in 2005 as a custodian in Tennessee. Claimant has 

also worked in food service at . 
 
(10) Claimant was receiving SDA in the amount  per month.  
 
(11) Claimant alleges as disabling impairments: major depressive disorder, 

mood disorder and attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD). 
 

(12) On March 24, 2011, Claimant was brought by police to the  
l Emergency Room after he stabbed himself in the left arm with a 

ball point pen. The ER doctors characterized this as an apparent suicide 
attempt following an altercation with his mother. Claimant’s injuries were 
not serious and he was diagnosed with major depression with suicidal 
thoughts. Claimant was discharged to the  crisis facility (a 
residential treatment facility). 

 
(13) On March 25, 2011, Claimant had a psychiatric evaluation at Community 

Mental Health (CMH) of .  Nurse Practitioner 
(NP), noted that Claimant had a long history of anger and depression. He 
also found Claimant had ADHD, substance abuse, legal problems and 
was not presently taking any prescribed medications. Claimant had been 
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objectively, neutrally, and are fully documented, we will 
follow specific steps in reviewing the question of whether 
your disability continues.  Our review may cease and 
benefits may be continued at any point if we determine there 
is sufficient evidence to find that you are still unable to 
engage in substantial gainful activity.  20 CFR 416.994(b)(5). 

 
 The first questions asks: 
 
  (i) Are you engaging in substantial gainful activity?  If 

you are (and any applicable trial work period has 
been completed), we will find disability to have ended 
(see paragraph (b)(3)(v) of this section). 

 
Claimant is not disqualified from this step because he has not engaged in substantial 
gainful activity at any time relevant to this matter.  Furthermore, the evidence on the 
record fails to establish that Claimant has a severe impairment which meets or equals a 
listed impairment found at 20 CFR 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1.  Therefore, the analysis 
continues.  20 CF 416.994(b)(5)(ii). 
 
 The next step asks the question if there has been medical improvement. 
 

Medical improvement is any decrease in the medical severity 
of your impairment(s) which was present at the time of the 
most recent favorable medical decision that you were 
disabled or continued to be disabled.  A determination that 
there has been a decrease in medical severity must be 
based on changes (improvement) in the symptoms, signs 
and/or laboratory findings associated with your 
impairment(s).  20 CFR 416.994(b)(1)(i). 
 
If there is a decrease in medical severity as shown by the 
symptoms, signs and laboratory findings, we then must 
determine if it is related to your ability to do work.  In 
paragraph (b)(1)(iv) of this section, we explain the 
relationship between medical severity and limitation on 
functional capacity to do basic work activities (or residual 
functional capacity) and how changes in medical severity 
can affect your residual functional capacity.  In determining 
whether medical improvement that has occurred is related to 
your ability to do work, we will assess your residual 
functional capacity (in accordance with paragraph (b)(1)(iv) 
of this section) based on the current severity of the 
impairment(s) which was present at your last favorable 
medical decision.  20 CFR 416.994(b)(2)(ii). 
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The State Hearing Review Team upheld the denial of SDA and MA benefits on the 
basis that Claimant’s medical condition has improved.  Claimant was approved for SDA 
and MA benefits after being diagnosed with major depressive disorder, attention deficit 
disorder, mood disorders and anti-social personality disorders.  Pursuant to the federal 
regulations, at medical review, the agency has the burden of not only proving Claimant’s 
medical condition has improved, but that the improvement relates to the client’s 
ability to do basic work activities.  The agency has the burden of establishing that 
Claimant is currently capable of doing basic work activities based on objective medical 
evidence from qualified medical sources.  20 CFR 416.994(b)(5).   
 
In this case, the agency has not met its burden of proof.  The agency has provided no 
evidence that indicates Claimant’s improvement relates to his ability to do basic work 
activities.  In fact, the objective medical evidence tends to show that although 
Claimant’s has been sleeping better on his medications, his mood has improved and 
that he is generally doing much better on his medications, Claimant still suffers from the 
same symptoms that was present at the time of the original disability determination. The 
Claimant’s treatment plan indicated that Claimant must be re-checked in one to two 
months. The agency provided no objective medical evidence from qualified medical 
sources that show Claimant is currently capable of doing basic work activities. 
Accordingly, the agency’s SDA and MA eligibility determination cannot be upheld at this 
time. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, decides that the agency failed to establish that Claimant no longer meets the 
SDA or MA disability standard. 

 
Accordingly, the agency’s determination is REVERSED. 
 
It is SO ORDERED.      

      
 

                     
                         
________________________ 

                 C. Adam Purnell 
  Administrative Law Judge 
   for Maura D. Corrigan, Director 
   Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:_    1/31/12                        __   
 
Date Mailed:_     1/31/12                         _ 

 






