STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

In re Fair Hearing No. 19,557

)
)
Appeal of )

| NTRCDUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals the decision by the Ofice of
Vernont Health Access (OvHA) term nating Medicaid
transportation services to a nethadone treatnent clinic in
G eenfield, Mass. fromher honme in St. Al bans, Vernont. The
issue is whether the petitioner's nedical needs can be net by

aclinic located in northern Vernont.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The petitioner is a recipient of Medicaid and has
been undergoing treatnment for drug addiction at a clinic in
Greenfield, Massachusetts since April 2003. She lives in St.
Al bans, Vernont. The petitioner has received ongoing
coverage under Medicaid for the cost of her transportation to
and fromthe Geenfield clinic.

2. Last spring the Departnent notified the petitioner
that it would no | onger provide Medicaid coverage for

transportation to the clinic in Geenfield because the
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petitioner could receive the sane services at a clinic
| ocated in Burlington, Vernont.

3. In support of her request to continue to receive
treatnment in Geenfield the petitioner submtted a letter
fromher counselor at that clinic, followed up by two letters
fromher treating RN at a wonan's health center in Vernont.
(See Revi sed Recommendati on, Cctober 25, 2005).

4. The Departnment's "evidence" in this matter consists
solely of an affidavit fromthe Wnan's Substance Abuse
Treat ment Coordi nator for the Vernont Departnent of Health.
She states that there are at | east two nethadone clinics in
northern Vernont that can offer the same services as those
provi ded by the center in Greenfield, Mass, a point the
petitioner does not dispute.

5. The Departnent offered no evidence even addressing,
much | ess contradicting, the credible assessnents by the
petitioner's health care providers, supra, that the
petitioner would be "traumati zed" by switching fromthe
Geenfield facility, to the detrinent of her health and her

ability to achieve success in treatnent.

ORDER

The Departnent's decision is reversed.
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REASONS
Medi caid regul ations include the follow ng provisions
under transportation at WA M § M/55:

3. Transportation is to and from necessary nedi cal
servi ces.

4. The nedical service is generally available to and
used by ot her nenbers of the community or locality in
which the recipient is located. A recipient's freedom
of access to health care does not require Medicaid to
cover transportation at unusual or exceptional cost in
order to nmeet a recipient's personal choice of provider.

5. Paynment is made for the | east expensive neans of

transportation and suitable to the nedical needs of the

recipient.

In this case, uncontroverted nedical evidence clearly
establishes that due to the petitioner's fragile enotional
state the Geenfield, Massachusetts clinic is the only one at
this time that is "suitable” to neet her particul ar ongoing
medi cal need, and that switching to another facility at this
juncture would likely be injurious to her health. 1nasnuch
as the criteria in the above regulation is clearly nmet, the

Department's deci si on nust be reversed.
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