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5. Petitioner indicated that she does not reside with her husband.  

6. On , the Department sent Petitioner a Notice of Case Action 
notifying her that her SDA benefits were denied effective , ongoing, 
due to the group’s countable income exceeding the limits for this program.  See 
Exhibit A, pp. 5-10.   The Notice of Case Action also indicated that Petitioner was 
approved for SDA benefits for the timeframe of , 

  See Exhibit A, pp. 5-6.  

7. On , Petitioner filed a hearing request, protesting the 
Department’s action.  See Exhibit A, pp. 2-3.  

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 Disability Assistance (SDA) program is established by the Social Welfare Act, 
MCL 400.1-.119b.  The Department of Health and Human Services (formerly known as 
the Department of Human Services) administers the SDA program pursuant to 42 CFR 
435, MCL 400.10 and Mich Admin Code, R 400.3151-.3180.   
 
As a preliminary matter, the undersigned needs to identify two addresses at issue in this 
case.  The Department argues that Petitioner resides with her husband at his address, 
which will be referred to as “Address B.”  However, Petitioner argues that she did not 
reside with her husband and that she resides at her address, which will be referred to as 
“Address A.”   
 
SDA is a cash program for individuals who are not eligible for FIP and are disabled or 
the caretaker of a disabled person.  BEM 214 (April 2014), p. 1.  An SDA eligibility 
determination group (EDG) consists of either a single adult or adult and spouses living 
together.  BEM 214, p. 1.    
 
The certified group (CG) means those persons in the EDG who meet all non-financial 
SDA eligibility factors. BEM 214, p. 2.  Countable income and assets of CG members 
are always considered in determining SDA eligibility.  BEM 214, p. 2.  Living together 
means sharing a home except for temporary absences.  BEM 214, p. 2 (see temporary 
absence).  
 
The EDG consists of both: the individual and the individual’s spouse who lives with the 
individual and does not receive FIP, Refugee Cash Assistance, or a refugee matching 
grant.  BEM 214, p. 2.  The Department determines the members of the SDA EDG 
based on information reported by the individual and entered in the system.  BEM 214, p. 
2.  
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both resided together at Address B.  However, the Department failed to present any 
evidence of such documentation showing that both had the same address.  In fact, 
during the hearing, Petitioner testified that she had her current driver’s license that was 
issued on , which shows her address as Address A.  

Third, the OIG agent testified that she did an on-site home visit at Petitioner’s alleged 
Address A on .  The OIG agent testified that an individual claiming 
to be a son of the husband answered the door and stated that he lives at Address A and 
that Petitioner and her husband resided together at Address B.  However, the 
Department failed to present any affidavit from this individual confirming his statement 
that Petitioner and her husband resided together at Address B.  The OIG agent testified 
that she then visited Address B but no one was present at the time.  However, the OIG 
agent testified she did locate a vehicle at Address B which she confirmed the vehicle 
plates were registered in the husband’s name at Address B.   

Petitioner testified that this young man was not related to her and he was visiting.  
Petitioner argued that the young man had no knowledge of her living situation.   

Fourth, the Department went through several State Emergency Relief (SER) 
applications from on or around October 2014 to current.  The Department testified that 
Petitioner listed in some of the applications that her address was address A or B.  
Again, the Department did not present any applications for the evidence record.  

Based on the foregoing information and evidence, the Department failed to satisfy its 
burden of showing that it acted in accordance with Department policy when it denied 
Petitioner’s SDA benefits effective .  See BEM 214, pp. 1-3.  The only 
evidence the Department presented in which Petitioner and her husband had similar 
addresses was the rental agreement and court document.  See Exhibit A, pp. 14-15.  
However, Petitioner had a credible argument that she only had the husband sign the 
rental agreement because she needed his income to qualify for the lease.  In fact, 
Petitioner supported her argument that she resided at Address A when she presented 
her current driver’s license that showed Address A during the hearing.  The undersigned 
is stating that the rental agreement and court document fails to show by a 
preponderance of evidence that Petitioner and her husband are living together.  In fact, 
as stated above, the undersigned is somewhat confused because the Department is 
arguing that Petitioner and her husband resided together at his address (Address B).  
But, these documents show that both resided at Address A. 

Additionally, the Department argued that its other system checks (SOS, LexisNexis, 
etc…) showed that both resided together at Address B.  However, the Department failed 
to present any evidence of such documentation showing that both had the same 
address listed as Address B.  Moreover, the OIG agent failed to get any affidavits from 
her on-site visit of Address A or Address B from the individual who allegedly stated 
Petitioner and her husband resided at Address B.   Finally, a further review of the 
Department evidence shows that Petitioner’s DHHS profile has her current residence at 
Address A and the husband’s DHHS profile has his current residence at Address B.  
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See Exhibit A, pp. 18-22.  In fact, the husband’s unemployment compensation shows 
that his current residence is Address B.  See Exhibit A, p. 26.  

For the above stated reasons, the Department improperly considered the husband’s 
income in determining Petitioner’s SDA eligibility because the Department failed to 
satisfy its burden of showing that Petitioner and her husband are living together.  See 
BEM 214, pp. 1-3.  The Department will redetermine Petitioner’s SDA benefits eligibility 
effective August 1, 2015, in accordance with Department policy.  BEM 214, pp. 1-3; 
BEM 515, p. 1; and RFT 225, p. 1.   
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
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 failed to 
satisfy its burden of showing that it acted in accordance with Department policy when it 
denied/closed Petitioner’s SDA benefits effective . 
 
Accordingly, the Department’s SDA decision is REVERSED. 
 
THE DEPARTMENT IS ORDERED TO BEGIN DOING THE FOLLOWING, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH DEPARTMENT POLICY AND CONSISTENT WITH THIS 
HEARING DECISION, WITHIN 10 DAYS OF THE DATE OF MAILING OF THIS 
DECISION AND ORDER: 
 
1. Redetermine Petitioner’s SDA eligibility as of ; 
 
2. Issue supplements to Petitioner for any SDA benefits she was eligible to receive 

but did not from , ongoing; and 
 
3. Notify Petitioner of its decision.  
  

 

 Eric Feldman
Administrative Law Judge

for Nick Lyon, Director
Department of Health and Human Services

 
Date Signed:  12/2/2015 
 
Date Mailed:   12/2/2015 
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