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5. On March 22, 2013, Claimant appealed the closing of his Medicaid and 
SDA programs. 

 
6. Claimant’s  self-requested appeal hearing disputing these decisions  

was held on October 22, 2013. 
 
7. At hearing, Claimant testified that  he had been fully approved for SSI-

disability beginning September, 2011. 
 
8. The department’s wit ness provided th is pr esiding Administrative La w 

Judge with verification of the Social  Secur ity Adminis tration’s (SSA’s) 
decision with an SOLQ, finding Claimant  was disabled with a benefit  
entitlement effective August 16, 2011, which is th e same month 
Claimant filed his disputed MA/Retro and SDA application (See Finding 
of Fact #1 above). 

 
9. Claimant testified t hat the Social Security  Administration was 

recouping benefits the Stat e of Michigan had paid him in addition to 
Attorney fees before it would begin to pay him in October, 2013. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
The Medical Ass istance (MA) program is es tablished by Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act and is implemented by Title 42 of the Code of F ederal Regulations 
(CFR).  The Department of  Human Services (DHS or department) administers 
the MA program pursuant to MCL 400.10, et seq., and MCL 400. 105.  
Department polic ies are found in the Bridges Administra tive Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 
The State Disability  Assistanc e (SDA) program which provides fin ancial 
assistance for disabled persons is established by 2004 PA 344.  The Department 
of Human Services ( DHS or department) administers the SDA program pursuant 
to MCL 400.10, et seq. , and Mich Admin Code, Rules 400. 3151-400.3180.  
Department polic ies are found in the Bridges Administra tive Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Reference Tables Manual (RFT).   
 
In the present case, the SS A’s disab ility a llowance, received while Cla imant’s 
appeal was pending, currently establishes  Claimant is disabl ed and has been 
disabled at all times relevant to hi s August 3, 2011, MA/Retro-MA and SDA 
application. 
 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings  of fact and 
conclusions of law, decides  the department erred in de termining Claimant is  not 
disabled. 
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Accordingly, the department’s decision is REVERSED, and it is ORDERED that: 
 
 1. The   department shall approve MA and Retro-MA back to Aug ust, 

2011, benefits for Claimant as long as  he is otherwise eligible to 
receive them. 

 
 2. Departmental review of Claim ant’s medical condition is not  

necessary as long as his SSA disability status continues. 
    
                                                                                                                 

               
                      Vicki L. Armstrong 

       Administrative Law Judge 
       for Maura D. Corrigan, Director 
       Department of Human Services 

Date Signed: October 22, 2013 
 
Date Mailed: October 22, 2013 
 
NOTICE:  Administrative Hearings may order  a rehearing or reconsideration on 
either its own motion or at the request of a party wit hin 30 day s of the mailing 
date of this Decision and Order.  Admi nistrative Hearings will not order a 
rehearing or reconsideration on the Department's motion where the final decision 
cannot be implemented within 90 days of the filing of the original request.   
 
The Claimant may appeal the Decision and  Order to Circuit Court within 30 days  
of the receipt of the Decisi on and Order or, if a time ly request for rehearing 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 ne wly 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, mathematical erro r, or other obvious errors in the 

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

decision. 
 
 
 
 






