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1. Respondent was a recipient of   FIP   FAP   SDA   CDC benefits from 

the Department. 
 
2. The Department alleges Respondent received a 

 FIP   FAP   SDA   CDC  
OI during the period April 1, 2011, through February, 2012 due to 

 Department’s error     Respondent’s error.   
 
3. The Department alleges that Respondent received a  OI that is still due and 

owing to the Department. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 

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

 The State Disability Assistance (SDA) program is established by the Social Welfare 
Act, MCL 400.1-.119b.  The Department of Human Services (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.   
 
Additionally, claimant does not protest the amount of the recoupment, whether there 
was an error, or allege in any way that the Department's recoupment calculation was in 
some way faulty. Claimant instead alleges that the Department took too long to pursue 
the recoupment. 
 
Timelines contained in policy with regards to implementing recoupment actions are 
internal standards of promptness and primarily a guideline; failing to meet these 
standards, especially in the complete absence of any specific allegations of prejudice 
suffered by the claimant, does not require dismissal of the case. Dep’t of Consumer & 
Indus Servs v Greenberg, 231 Mich App 466; 586 NW2d 560 (1998) 
 
In the current case, the claimant has failed to show or allege specific allegations of 
prejudice. The action in question occurred in 2011 and 2012 and claimant still 
remembers and is familiar with the actions that led to the recoupment in question. 
Claimant was not impaired by the delay from mounting an adequate defense--in fact, 
claimant did not attempt to dispute the numbers in question and instead focused entirely 
on the length of time in bringing an action, which is an insufficient reasoning under the 
Greenberg decision. 
 
As such, the undersigned holds that a delay of less than 48 months in bringing the 
action in question is not significant enough to make a finding that the recoupment is 
improper.  
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