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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

The State Emergency Relief (SER) program is established by 2004 PA 344.  The SER 
program is administered pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and by, Mich Admin Code 
Rules 400.7001 through 400.7049.  Department policies are found in the Department of 
Human Services State Emergency Relief Manual (ERM).   
 
Additionally, in a January 18, 2013 SER Decision Notice, the Department denied 
Claimant’s January 15, 2013 SER application for energy-related home repairs, 
specifically for furnace replacement, on the basis that Claimant’s housing was not 
affordable.   
 
Repair or replacement of a non-functioning furnace is the only allowable energy-related 
home repair, with a lifetime maximum benefit of $4000.  ERM 304 (August 2012), p 2.  
One of the conditions for receipt of home repair payments is that the ongoing cost of 
maintaining the home is affordable to the SER group.  ERM 304, p 3.   Housing is 
affordable if the SER group’s total housing obligation does not exceed 75% of the 
group’s total net countable income.  ERM 207 (April 2011), p 1.  An exception may 
apply if the client receives a voucher from the Homeless Assistance Recovery Program 
(HARP), Transitional Supportive Housing Leasing Assistance Program (TSHLAP), 
Transition In Place Leasing Assistance Program (TIPLAP), Rapid R-Housing Leasing 
Assistance, Temporary Basic Rental Assistance (TBRA) funded by MSHDA.  ERM 207, 
pp 1-2.   
 
In this case, in her January 15, 2013 application, Claimant informed the Department that 
she had no income.  Although Claimant testified at the hearing that she sometimes 
received financial assistance from friends and family, she did not include any such 
income in her application.  She did reveal in her application, however, that she had 
monthly homeowner’s insurance premiums and yearly property tax expenses for her 
home.  Because, based on the information in her application, Claimant had no income 
but had housing expenses, her housing was not affordable.  There was no evidence 
presented that Claimant had one of the vouchers which would make her eligible for an 
exception to the housing affordability requirement.  Thus, the Department acted in 
accordance with Department policy when it denied Claimant’s SER application for 
assistance with energy-related expenses based on its finding that Claimant’s housing 
was not affordable.   
 
   

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, finds that the Department acted in 
accordance with Department policy when it denied Claimant’s January 15, 2013, SER 
application.   
 
 






