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5. Claimant requested a hearing on October 28, 2010. 
 

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 Bri dges Administrative Manual (BAM), the 
Bridges Eligibility Manual (BEM) and the Program Reference Manual (PRM). 
 
BEM 703 dictates that to enroll unlicens ed (Aide/Relative) providers, the Department 
must certify that the provider  meets all of the requirements, including proof of identity 
and proof of age.  T he Departm ent must also c omplete back ground clearances a nd 
enroll the provider in Provider Management training.  The policy specifically states: 
 

Providers are eligible for payment starting with the pay 
period that holds the training date.  Payments for any care 
provided prior to the traini ng date can not be authoriz ed or 
paid.  BEM 703, p. 6. 

 
In the pres ent case, Claimant’s  provider completed traini ng on October 16, 2010, and 
the payment for the provider started October 10, 2010, withi n t he proper pay period.   
Claimant argues that had she known of the necessity to complete the class es prior to 
payment, the training would have been completed prior to the October 16, 2010, date.   
Claimant also argues that she made an application in June of 2010, but that application 
was not processed in a timely fashion. It is understandable that Cla imant is concerned 
that there was a delay from the  time of  application to the time  of payment. Howev er, 
nothing in policy allows for payment prior to the date of completed training. 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
 
The Administrative Law Judge, based upon t he above findings of fact and conclusion s 
of law, finds that the Depar tment was correct in its dete rmination of the start date for 
payment to Claimant’s child care provider.   
 
 
 
 
 
 






