STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

In re Fair Hearing No. 19, 799

)
)
Appeal of )

| NTRCDUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals the decision by the Departnent
for Children and Fam |ies, Econom c Services, (DCF)
termnating her eligibility for Medicaid until she neets a
spendown anmount of $2,194.20. The issue is whether the
Departnment’s decision is in accord with the pertinent
regul ations. The followi ng findings of fact are not in

di sput e.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. From August 2004 t hrough May 2005 the petitioner
recei ved Medicaid on the basis of her participation in the
“wor ki ng di sabl ed” program During that tine she was
enpl oyed despite her disability.

2. In May the petitioner had nedi cal problens that
forced her to | eave her job. She recently began receiving
unenpl oynent conpensation and is | ooking for another job.

3. On June 27, 2005 the Department notified the

petitioner that because she was no | onger working, her
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eligibility for Medicaid could no | onger be determ ned under
the rules for working disabled. Based on the petitioner’s

i ncome the Departnent determ ned that effective July 8, 2005
the petitioner would be ineligible for Medicaid until she

i ncurred nedi cal expenses totaling $2,194.20 in the period
endi ng Decenber 31, 2005. The petitioner was found eligible
for VScript.

4. The petitioner does not dispute the Departnent’s

determ nation of either her incone or her present enpl oynent

st at us.

ORDER

The Departnent’s decision is affirned.

REASONS
As noted above, the petitioner does not dispute that due

to the fact she has been unenpl oyed since May 2005 she no

| onger is eligible for consideration under the Medicaid
wor ki ng di sabl ed program® This program has significantly
nmore liberal income limts than regular Medicaid, and while
the petitioner was working her income was bel ow the maxi num
for Medicaid under this program Unfortunately, even though

she now receives | ess in unenpl oynent conpensation than she

! See WA M § M0O0. 24.
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made in earnings at her job, because of the nuch-I| ower
eligibility maxi mum for regular Mdicaid she now nust incur a
spenddown amount (which is |ike a deductible) before she can
recei ve Medi cai d coverage.

At the hearing in this matter (held on August 10, 2005)
the petitioner was advised that she should reapply for
Medi cai d under working disabled if she becomes enpl oyed. For
now, however, inasmuch as the Departnent’s decision is in
accord with the applicable regulations it must be affirned.
3 V.S.A 8§ 3091(d), Fair Hearing Rule No. 17.
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