PART C — DECISION UNDER APPEAL

(State the reconsideration decision)

The decision under appeal is the ministry’s reconsideration dated July 30, 2009 denying appellant’s
request for reimbursement of crown and bridgework procedures. The ministry determined that
appellant who is a recipient of disability assistance and became eligible for dental supplements on
April 28, 2009, was not eligible for the requested benefits under Section 63.1 and Schedule C,
Section 4.1, of the Employment and Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Regulation because he
did not receive the pre-authorization of the minister and did not establish that the dental condition
could not be corrected through the provision of basic dental services.

PART D — RELEVANT LEGISLATION

(State the relevant Legislation considered)

Employment and Assistance for Persons with Disabilities (EAPWD) Regulation, Section 63.1
Employment and Assistance for Persons with Disabilities (EAPWD) Regulation, Schedule C, Sections
1and 4.1

Schedule of Fee Allowances — Crown and Bridgework

Schedule of Fee Allowances — Dentist (Restorative Services Section)
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PART E — SUMMARY OF FACTS

Please set out the facts as determined by the panel, based on the evidence at the hearing. Please note that subsection 22(4) of the Employment and
Assistance Act states that, in a hearing referred to in subsection (3), a panel may admit as evidence only:

(a) the information and records that were before the minister when the decision was being made, and

(b) oral or written testimony in support of the information and records referred to in paragraph (a).

The following is a summary of the key dates and information related to this appeal:

o the appellant, who is the recipient of disability assistance, became eligible for dental supplements
under the EAPWD Regulation on April 28, 2009

e also on April 28, 2009 (according to Pacific Blue Cross (PBC) records), appellant’s dentist
performed basic dental service procedure 21401 (retentive pin) and the ministry provided coverage
for the procedure ($18.04). PBC records show that procedure 23601 (Non-bonded composite core,
in conjunction with crown) in the sum of $127.70 was not covered

e on April 1, 2009, appellant's dentist prepared a treatment estimate for the crown and bridgework
procedures; handwritten notations on the estimate indicate that it was resubmitted as of June 8 and
another note is as follows: “Discussed with ... (receptionist) will send letter and receipt June 29"

e on May 19, 2009, appellant's dentist submitted a standard claim form to PBC for procedures 27301
(full cast metal crown) in the sum of $573.10 and 99111 (commercial Laborator) in the sum of
$384.50. A duplicate receipt indicates that on that date appellant made a payment of $1,148.00 to
his dentist

e on June 24, 2009, appellant was advised that the ministry could not reimburse him for the cost of
the crown and bridgework procedures

e on July 13, 2009, appellant submitted a request for reconsideration of the ministry’s decision

e on August 7, 2009, appellant filed a notice of appeal

The evidence before the ministry, in addition to the above, was appellant’s request for reconsideration, the
appellant’s dentist’s standard claim form submitted to PBC and other PBC records relating to the appellant.
On the request for reconsideration, Section 2, under “Decision to be Reconsidered” is the following: “HAB
COMMENT: CLT HAD REQUESTED REIMBURSEMENT FOR DENTAL PROCEDURES DURING A TIME
HE STATES HE WAS NOT COVERED. PBC SHOWS HIS COVERAGE WAS EFFECTIVE APRIL 8, 2009, |
CONFIRMED WITH THE CLT'S DENTAL OFFICE THAT HE RECEIVED THE BUILD UP ON APRIL 28 AND
THE CROWN ON MAY 19. THEREFORE ELIGIBILITY WAS IN PLACE AT THE TIME OF SERVICE. THE
CLT RECEIVED A CROWN, AS PER THE MINISTRY FEE GUIDE, AS SET IN LEGISLATION, ALL
REQUESTS FOR CROWNS REQUIRE PRE-AUTHORIZATION FROM PBC AS THERE IS VERY SPECIFIC
CRITERIA TO BE MET TO BE FOUND ELIGIBLE. | CONTACTED PBC AND THEY HAD RECEIVED NO
PHONE CALLS OR PRE-AUTHORIZATION REQUEST FOR THE CLT FOR CROWNS. HAB HAS NO
AUTHORITY TO REIMBURSE THE CLT, HE DID NOT RECEIVE PRE-AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CROWN
AND WAS IN FACT COVERED AT THE TIME OF SERVICE. THE CLIENT WOULD HAVE THE R4R"”

The appellant provided evidence with his request for reconsideration (by letter dated June 29, 2009), as
follows:

¢ he had a broken tooth and attended a dental office which accepts ministry patients and where he
was a previous patient

e he contacted the ministry to make sure he was covered at which time they informed him that he
was and to go ahead and have the work done

e he then had a temporary cap put on his tooth and his dentist submitted a claim for this work

e after a three week waiting period for a permanent cap, he returned to the dentist and had it put on

e atthat time his dentist informed him that he was not covered and that he was not even registered
with the ministry and that he would have to pay for the treatment which he did
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e he then contacted the ministry and made sure he was registered and covered and was informed
that although not common, he would have to submit the bill for reimbursement which he did and he
was later informed that he was not covered and that he never submitted a claim

* both he and his dentist have submitted a claim for the work done and he attached a copy of the
estimate of the request which his dentist submitted

On appeal, the appellant provided a written submission by letter dated August 7, 2009 in which he stated that
the reconsideration decision was in error because he was told to go ahead and get the treatment for his
broken tooth and although it was not the norm, he could then submit his claim for reimbursement. He also
notes that the receipt for dental services submitted to the ministry does clearly show the procedure number
and dental work required. Appellant also wonders of the logistics of the ministry’s decision to reimburse for a
retentive pin but not the crown required, as they are both encompassed in the same procedure.

The ministry relied on its reconsideration decision summary as it's submission on appeal.

The panel accepts the written submissions on behalf of the appellant and the ministry under Employment and
Assistance Act, section 22(4)(b) because they are in support of the information and records that were before
the ministry when the decision being appealed was made.

The panel makes the following findings of fact:
¢ the appellant is in receipt of disability assistance

» on April 28, 2009, the appellant’s dentist performed basic dental service procedure 21401 (retentive
pin) which was covered by the ministry

e on April 28, 2009, appellant’s dentist performed procedure 23601 (Non-bonded composite core, in
conjunction with crown) which was not covered by the ministry

o the appellant was eligible for dental benefits at the time of the dental procedures

The evidence in dispute is:

* whether or not the treatment estimate by appellant’s dentist dated April 1, 2009 was received by
PBC prior to the dental service; and

» whether or not the appellant obtained pre-authorization for the “crown and bridgework” procedures
as required by EAPWD Regulation, Schedule C, Section 4.1(1)

ATTACH EXTRA PAGES IF NECESSARY
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PART F - REASONS FOR PANEL DECISION

(State the reasons for the panel decision)

The issue in this appeal is the reasonableness of the ministry’s decision to deny the appellant’s
request for reimbursement of crown and bridgework procedures.

EAPWD Regulation, Section 63.1 [Crown and bridgework supplement] provides in relevant part:

The minister may provide a crown and bridgework supplement under section 4.1 of Schedule C to any of the
following persons:
(a) arecipient of disability assistance...

EAPWD Regulation, Schedule C, Section 1 provides in relevant part:

In this Schedule:
“basic dental service” means a dental service that
(a) if provided by a dentist,
(i) is setoutin the Schedule of Fee Allowances — Dentist that is effective January 1, 2007 and is on file
with the office of the deputy minister, and
(i) is provided at the rate set out for the service in that Schedule...

EAPWD Regulation, Schedule C, Section 4.1 provides:

(1) In this section, “crown and bridgework” means a dental service
(a) thatis provided by a dentist,
(b) thatis set out in the Schedule of Fee Allowances — Crown and Bridgework, that is effective
January 1, 2007 and is on file with the office of the deputy minister,
(c) thatis provided at the rate set out for the service in that Schedule, and
(d) for which a person has received the pre-authorization of the minister.

(2) A health supplement may be paid under section 63.1 of this regulation for crown and bridgework but only if
the minister is of the opinion that the person has a dental condition that cannot be corrected through the
provision of basic dental services because

(a) the dental condition precludes the provision of the restorative services set out under the
Restorative Services section of the Schedule of Fee Allowances — Dentist, and
(b)  one of the following circumstances exists:
(i) the dental condition precludes the use of a removable prosthetic;
(ii) the person has a physical impairment that makes it impossible for him or her to place
a removable prosthetic;
(iii) the person has an allergic reaction or other intolerance to the composition or
materials used in a removable prosthetic:
(iv) the person has a mental condition that makes it impossible for him or her to assume
responsibility for a removable prosthetic.

(3) The minister must also be satisfied that a health supplement for crown and bridgework will be adequate to
correct the dental condition.

(4) A health supplement for crown and bridgework may not be provided in respect of the same tooth more than
once in any period of 60 calendar months.

ATTACH EXTRA PAGES IF NECESSARY
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