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5. On , DHHS mailed a Notice of Case Action (Exhibit 1-5) informing 
Claimant that her SDA application was denied due to a failure to return requested 
forms. 
 

6. On , Claimant requested a hearing to dispute the denial of SDA. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
The State Disability Assistance (SDA) program is established by the Social Welfare Act, 
MCL 400.1-.119b. DHHS (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency) 
administers the SDA program pursuant to 42 CFR 435, MCL 400.10 and Mich Admin 
Code, R 400.3151-.3180. DHHS policies are contained in the Bridges Administrative 
Manual (BAM), Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), and Reference Tables Manual (RFT). 
 
Claimant requested a hearing to dispute an SDA application denial. It was not disputed 
that DHHS denied Claimant’s application due to Claimant’s failure to return various 
documents. 
 
For all programs, DHS is to use the DHS-3503, Verification Checklist to request 
verification. BAM 130 (November 2014), p. 3. DHS must tell the client what verification 
is required, how to obtain it, and the due date. Id. 
 
For SDA benefits, DHS must give clients at least ten days to provide the verifications 
that are requested. Id., p. 6. DHS is to send a negative action notice when the client 
indicates refusal to provide a verification, or the time period given has elapsed and the 
client has not made a reasonable effort to provide it. Id. 
 
DHS presented a Medical Determination Verification Checklist (Exhibit 1-4) dated  

. The VCL did not check any forms but it was not disputed that the VCL mailing 
included 7 different forms that Claimant conceded that she knew had to be returned. 
The verification due date was . Claimant conceded that she returned 
none of the requested forms to DHHS.  
 
Claimant alleged that DHHS improperly cut-off her medical coverage (DHHS denied the 
allegation). Claimant contended that the lack of medical coverage made it impossible for 
her to see a physician and to return requested documentation. Claimant’s argument 
fails to explain why she did not complete 4 of the 7 forms (DHS-1555, DHS-49G, DHS-
49, and DHS -3975) which were intended for her to complete, not a physician. 
 
Claimant’s contention was also hampered by testimony that she failed to contact DHHS 
explaining her obstacle. DHHS testimony indicated that Claimant was called and left a 
message on multiple occasions while Claimant’s application was pending. DHHS 
testimony indicated that the purpose of the calls was to inquire why Claimant hadn’t 
returned the documents. DHHS testimony also indicated that Claimant did not return the 
DHHS phone messages. Claimant did not rebut the DHHS testimony. Based on the 
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presented evidence, it is found that DHHS properly denied Claimant’s SDA application 
due to Claimant’s failure to timely return requested SDA forms. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 

The Administrative Law Judge, based upon the above findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, finds that DHHS properly denied Claimant’s application dated  
due to Claimant’s failure to return required documents. The actions taken by DHHS are 
AFFIRMED. 
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NOTICE OF APPEAL: A party may appeal this Hearing Decision in the circuit court in 
the county in which he/she resides, or the circuit court in Ingham County, within 30 days 
of the receipt date. A copy of the claim or application for appeal must be filed with the 
Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS).  
 
A party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Hearing Decision from MAHS 
within 30 days of the mailing date of this Hearing Decision, or MAHS MAY order a 
rehearing or reconsideration on its own motion. MAHS MAY grant a party’s Request for 
Rehearing or Reconsideration when one of the following exists: 
 

 Newly discovered evidence that existed at the time of the original hearing that 
could affect the outcome of the original hearing decision; 

 Misapplication of manual policy or law in the hearing decision which led to a 
wrong conclusion; 

 Typographical, mathematical or other obvious error in the hearing decision that 
affects the rights of the client; 

 Failure of the ALJ to address in the hearing decision relevant issues raised in the 
hearing request. 

 






