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6. On April 2, 2015, the Department notified the Clamant that it had denied his State 
Emergency Relief (SER) application. 

7. On April 20, 2015, the Department received the Claimant’s request for a hearing 
protesting the denial of State Emergency Relief (SER) benefits. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Department policies are contained in the Department of Health and Human Services 
Bridges Administrative Manual (BAM), Department of Health and Human Services 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM), Department of Health and Human Services Reference 
Tables Manual (RFT), and Department of Health and Human Services Emergency 
Relief Manual (ERM).   

The State Emergency Relief (SER) program is established by the Social Welfare Act, 
MCL 400.1-.119b.  The SER program is administered by the Department (formerly 
known as the Department of Human Services) pursuant to MCL 400.10 and Mich Admin 
Code, R 400.7001-.7049. 

The State Emergency Relief (SER) program assists applicants with safe, decent, 
affordable housing and other essential needs when an emergency situation arises.  
Applicants are expected to take action within their ability to help themselves such as 
obtaining potential resources and/or applying for assistance.  Department of Health and 
Human Services Emergency Relief Manual (ERM) 101 (March 1, 2013), p 1. 

The Department will issue SER benefits to assist homeless applicants and potentially 
homeless applicants that have received an eviction order.  Department of Health and 
Human Services Emergency Relief Manual (ERM) 303 (October 1, 2013), p 6. 

In this case, the Claimant applied for Food Assistance Program (FAP) benefits.  During 
the eligibility interview, the Department discovered that the Claimant was potentially 
homeless after receiving an eviction order.  While examining the circumstances of his 
eligibility, the Department discovered that the Claimant had signed a lease for a new 
rental home and had avoided homelessness on his own.  Since the Claimant’s 
emergency had been resolved, SER benefits were no longer necessary to prevent 
homelessness.  On April 2, 2015, the Department denied the Claimant’s SER 
application. 

The Claimant did not dispute that he had resolved his potential homelessness 
emergency but argued that his financial emergency has not been resolved. 

Whether or not the Claimant is eligible for any other resources from the Department is 
not relevant here, but only whether the Department properly applied its policies to the 
Claimant’s circumstances when it denied his application for SER benefits. 

The Administrative Law Judge, based on the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law, and for the reasons stated on the record, if any, finds that the Department acted in 
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accordance with Department policy when it denied the Claimant’s State Emergency 
Relief (SER) application because his emergency had already been resolved. 

The Claimant did not raise an issue with his Food Assistance Program (FAP) benefits 
that can be resolved by the Michigan Administrative Hearing System (MAHS). 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s decision is AFFIRMED.  

 
 
  

 

 Kevin Scully
 
 
 
Date Signed:  6/10/2015 
 
Date Mailed:   6/10/2015 
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Administrative Law Judge
for Nick Lyon, Director

Department of Health and Human Services

 
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 party may request a rehearing or reconsideration of this Hearing Decision from the 
Michigan Administrative Hearing System (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. 

 






