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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
The CDC program is establishe d by Titles IVA, IVE and XX of the Social Security Act, 
the Child Care and Development Block Gran t of 1990, and the Pers onal Responsibility 
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.  The program is implemented by T itle 
45 of the Code of F ederal Regulations, Pa rts 98 and 99.  The Department provides  
services to adults and children pursuant to MCL 400.14(1) and M AC R 400.5001-5015.   
Department policies are contained in the Br idges Administrative  Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Program Reference Manual (PRM). 
 
Clients must cooperate with the local DHS office in obtaining verification for determining 
initial and ongoing eligibilit y.  If the client refuses to pr ovide the information or has not 
made a reasonable effort within the spec ified time  period, then policy directs that a 
negative action be issued.  BAM 130. 
 
BAM 105 dictates that the Department shall protect client rights.  (BAM 105, p. 1.) 
 
In the present case, Cla imant testified cr edibly that s he applied  for CDC sometime in  
April of 2010.  It appears t hat the Depart ment approved Clai mant’s application, as the 
Bridges Eligibility Su mmary in evidenc e  (E xhibit 5, p. 6) s hows that Claimant’s CDC 
case was approved from February 27, 2011 to  July 3, 2011, when the CDC case was  
closed.  The Hearing Summary (Exhibit 1) implies that Claimant’s CDC case was closed 
due to failure to provide verifications, but the worker at the hearing was not sure why the 
case was c losed and no Notice of Case Ac tion was s ubmitted into evidenc e.  On April  
29, 2011, the Department issued a Child Care Provider Verification form (see Exhibit 3, 
“Verification Check list Details,) but Cla imant testified credibly that she had no 
knowledge of the Provider Ve rification and the Department did not offer the Provider  
Verification form (DHS 4025) into evidenc e.  Without more proof from the Department, I  
cannot find that Claimant refused to coopera te.  Therefore, the Department was not 
correct in its decision to close Claimant’s CDC case. 
 
As to payments issued  in Claimant’s CDC case, Claimant requested a hearing  on June 
8, 2011, so this Administrati ve Law Judge c an only address the CDC paym ents ninety 
days prior to the hear ing.  See BAM 600.  I do not find t hat the Department protected 
Claimant’s rights, as is required by BAM 105, as the D epartment appears to have given  
little attention to Claimant’s CDC case. 
 






