
From: Katherine.MacEachern@thomsonreuters.com
Subject: RE: District Court Opinion
Date: March 26, 2014 at 6:28 AM
To: gt@ltinjurylaw.com

Mr.$Trachtenberg:
$
We$will$add$this$decision$to$Westlaw,$and$it$should$appear$online$in$a$few$business$days.
$
I$have$also,$tenta=vely,$marked$this$decision$for$publica=on$in$the$Federal$$Supplement.$When$the
decision$appears$online,$it$should$reflect$__F.Supp.2d__$in$the$cita=on$line.$$The$=me$to$reporter
publica=on$in$that$set$is$about$six$to$eight$months.$$The$decision$may$not$actually$appear$in$print$if
future$developments$lessen$its$value$to$researchers.
$
Thank$you$for$your$submission$and$your$interest$in$Westlaw$products.
$
Regards,
$
Kate$MacEachern
AJorney$Editor
Judicial$Editorial$Opera=ons
Westlaw,$a$Thomson$Reuters$business
(651)$687T8583
$
From: Geoffrey Trachtenberg [mailto:gt@ltinjurylaw.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2014 11:22 AM
To: AttySubmissions
Subject: District Court Opinion
 
Please consider the attached District Court opinion for publication in the Federal Supplement.

It is an important decision where a federal district court rejected a provider’s effort to “balance
bill” the difference between its Medicaid reimbursement and its usual and customary charges to a
responsible party that was primary to Medicaid.  It is discussed on the Medicare Advocacy
Recovery Website here.

Please contact me if you have any questions, and I’d appreciate knowing if it is selected.
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