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2. On June 1, 2012, the Department  
 denied Claimant’s application   closed Claimant’s case 

due to non-participation with Michigan Rehabilitation Services (MRS).   
 
3. On May 7, 2012, the Department sent  

 Claimant    Claimant’s Authorized Representative (AR) 
notice of the   denial.  closure. 

 
4. On May 9, 2012, Claimant filed a hearing request, protesting the  

 denial of the application.  closure of the  case.  
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

Department policies are contained in the Br idges Administrative  Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 
The SDA program, which pr ovides financia l assistance for disabled persons, is 
established by 2004 PA 344.  The Department of Human Services (formerly known as 
the Family  Independence Agency) administe rs the SDA progr am pursuant to MCL 
400.10, et seq., and 2000 AACS, R 400.3151 through Rule 400.3180.   
 
To receive SDA, a per son must be dis abled, caring for a dis abled person, or age 65 or  
older. 
 
A person receiving MRS services meets t he SDA disability criteria.  A person is  
receiving services if he has been determi ned eligible f or MRS and has a s igned active 
individual plan for employment (IPE) with MRS.  
 
When the person does not meet one of the criteria under Other  Benefits or Services or  
Special Living Arrangements, obt ain medical evidence of the di sability and submit it to 
the Disability Examiner (DE) for a determi nation.  T he DE will review the medical 
evidence and either certify or deny the disability claim based on the medical evidence. 
The DE will de ny the  disab ility claim if the medical evidenc e s hows that substance 
abuse is a contributing factor material to the determination of di sability. T he DE may  
approve the disability claim if  the medical evidence shows that substance abuse is not  
material to the determination of the disability. 
 
Under policy, MRS is listed under Other Benefits or Services.  So in this case, when the 
Claimant was no longer eligib le under the Other Benefits or Services c ategory the 
Department should have obtained medical evidence of the disa bility and submitted it to 
the DE.  There is no evidenc e that this was d one in th is case.  Therefore, the 
Department erred in closin g the Claimant’s SDA benefit s on June 1, 2 012.  I do 
understand there was  a subseq uent applic ation for SDA and M A, but the disability  
questions were not addressed at the time of closing.  They  were addressed at the time 
the Claimant reapplied.   
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DECISION AND ORDER 
 

I find, based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, and for the 
reasons stated on the record, the Department did not act properly. 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s SDA decision is REVERSED. 
 
THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO DO THE FOLLOWING WITHIN 10 DAYS OF  
THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS DECISION AND ORDER: 
 

1. Initiate a redetermination as to t he Claimant’s eligibility for SDA ben efits 
beginning June 1, 2012 and iss ue retroactive  benefit s if otherwise eligible and 
qualified.   

 
 
 

/s/__________________________ 
Corey A. Arendt 

Administrative Law Judge 
For Maura Corrigan, Director 

Department of Human Services 
Date Signed:  October 2, 2012 
 
Date Mailed:   October 3, 2012 
 
NOTICE:  Michigan Administrative Hearing Syst em (MAHS) may order a rehearing or  
reconsideration on either its own motion or at the request of a par ty within 30 days  of 
the mailing date of this Dec ision and Order .  MAHS will not or der 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.  (60 days for FAP cases) 
 
The Claimant may appeal the Decision and Order  to Circuit Court within 30 days of the 
receipt of the Dec ision and Order or, if a ti mely request for rehea ring was made, within 
30 days of the receipt date of the rehearing decision. 
 
Claimant may request a rehearing or reconsideration for the following reasons: 
 

 A rehearing MAY be granted if there is newly discovered evidence that could  affect the 
outcome of the original hearing decision. 

 A reconsideration MAY be granted for any of the following reasons: 
 misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision,  
 typographical errors, math ematical error, or other obvious errors in the he aring decision 

that effect the substantial rights of the claimant: 
 the failure of the ALJ to address other relevant issues in the hearing decision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 






