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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Utah held that a minor remained covered under an employer-sponsored health
plan despite becoming eligible for Medicaid. The court found ambiguity in the plan's exclusions and
concluded that federal and state law prohibited terminating coverage based on Medicaid eligibility; it
affirmed the mother's standing to proceed on her son's behalf and reversed the ruling denying
coverage.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Chris Ann Williams Mellor had standing to pursue a claim for benefits on behalf of her minor
son.

2. Whether Hayden's coverage under the Wasatch Crest plan terminated when he became eligible for or
received Medicaid coverage.

3. Whether the plan's exclusions for expenses covered by government programs and services covered by
Medicare or other government programs, except Medicaid, were ambiguous or otherwise unenforceable
under federal and Utah law.

HOLDINGS

1. A minor beneficiary may pursue recovery of benefits under ERISA, and the minor's mother has standing
to bring the action on his behalf under Utah Rule of Civil Procedure 17.

2. The plan's exclusion for expenses covered by government programs and its exclusion for services
covered by Medicare or other government programs, except Medicaid, created inconsistent meanings
when read together and were therefore ambiguous.

3. Hayden's coverage under the Wasatch Crest plan did not terminate as a matter of law when he became
eligible for or received Medicaid coverage.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We therefore hold that the two provisions when read together give rise to inconsistent meanings and that the
language of the Wasatch Crest plan is consequently ambiguous.” (201 P.3d at 1009)

“Thus, we construe the ambiguities in the Wasatch Crest policy in favor of coverage and therefore reverse the
decision of the district court.” (201 P.3d at 1009)

“Therefore, we hold that the terms of the Wasatch Crest plan did not operate to terminate Hayden's coverage
as a matter of law when Hayden became eligible for Medicaid coverage.” (201 P.3d at 1010)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hayden Williams was a beneficiary under a Wasatch Crest employee health-benefit plan, and his father elected
COBRA continuation coverage for himself and his family after termination of employment. Hayden suffered
catastrophic injuries in a near-drowning accident on August 3, 2001, and Medicaid coverage was later approved
retroactively to August 1, 2001. Although Wasatch Crest continued paying medical expenses for several months,
it later asserted that the plan excluded expenses covered by Medicaid and sought reimbursement from providers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A referee adjudicating claims against Wasatch Crest's liquidator determined that the plan did not cover Hayden
Williams's medical expenses after August 1, 2001. The Third District Court approved that determination but held



that Chris Ann Williams Mellor had standing to pursue the claim on Hayden's behalf. The Utah Supreme Court
affirmed the standing ruling and reversed the coverage ruling.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The district court's coverage determination is reversed; the opinion does not state additional specific remand
instructions.
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