ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD
P.O. Box 1149 Juneau, ALASKA 99802

ALVIN J. ANDERSON,
)



)


Employee,
)
DECISION AND ORDER



)
AWCB Case No. 724481


v.
)
AWCB Decision No. 88-0213



)

VECO, INC.,

)
Filed with AWCB Anchorage



)
August 15, 1988


Employer,
)



)


and
)



)

ALASKA NATIONAL INSURANCE CO.,
)



)


Carrier.
)



)


We heard this claim for temporary total disability (TTD) benefits, medical benefits, medical transportation costs, penalties, attorney's fees, and legal costs in Fairbanks, Alaska on July 12, 1988. Attorney Arthur Robson represented the applicant employee, and attorney James Bendell represented the defendant employer and insurer. The record was left open for the receipt of legal briefs until July 29, 1988. We closed the record when we next met, August 9, 1988.

ISSUES

1. Is the employee entitled to TTD benefits under AS 23.30.185 from November 11, 1987 and continuing?

2. Is the employee entitled to medical benefits under AS 23.30.095(a)?

3. Is the employee entitled to transportation costs related to a suspected heart attack in November 1987 under 8 AAC 45.084?

4. Is the employee entitled to penalties under AS 23.30.155(e)?

5. Is the employee entitled to attorney's fees and legal costs under AS 23.30.145(b)?

6. Is the employee's claim barred under AS 23.30.100 for failure to give timely notice of injury?

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE


While working as a pipe insulator for the employer on Endicott Island in Prudhoe Bay oil field in late October, 1987, the employee slipped as he stepped into a culvert, striking his back and buttocks as he fell. He assumed his injuries were minor, mentioned the incident to his foreman, but filed no formal injury report and resumed his work.


Soon after the accident the employee developed sharp pains in the kidney area and experienced difficulty urinating. He believed these symptoms to indicate a cold or kidney infection. The symptoms persisted and he sought attention at the Sohio Medical Clinic on November 6, 1987, where he was given medication. On November 11, 1987 while working on a cable tray and manhandling large pieces of insulation in a strong wind the employee suffered a sharp lower back pain. He lay down to recover for awhile then returned to his work. As he prepared for bed that evening he felt an acute tightness in his chest, dizzyness, and an inability to catch his breath. He went to the clinic once again, where he was assumed to be suffering a heart attack and was treated with nitroglycerin, morphine, and electrical cardiac stimulation, then medevaced to the Providence Hospital in Anchorage. There he was under the care of David Sonnenborn, M.D., for six days. After extensive testing the doctor could find no heart problems, and discharged the employee on November 18, 1987. The employee filed a report of injury concerning his chest pains on November 25, 1987. The employer controverted this claim on December 14, 1987.


The symptoms continued, and the employee sought the attention of Owen Hanley, M.D., in Fairbanks, who suggested that the chest pains might be caused by reflux esophagitis, and also noted low back pain when the employee raised his legs. On January 6, 1988 the employee consulted with a neurosurgeon, Horst Blume, M.D., in Sioux City, Iowa about the back pains. Dr. Blume placed him under conservative care until mid-March. On March 21, 1988 a myelogram and CT scan revealed protruded discs at L4-L5 and at C5-C6 and ruptured disc at L5-S1. The doctor performed a laminectomy and fusion at L4-L5 on March 25, 1988. Dr. Blume has restricted the employee from work for the year following this surgery. On February 11, 1988 the employee's attorney filed a second and third report of injury on the employee's behalf, reporting his back and chest pains with injury dates of October 22, 1987 and November 6, 1987. The employer controverted the back claim on March 30, 1988, indicating that they had no medical report linking his back condition to his work.


In his deposition Dr. Blume testified concerning a causal connection between the employee's work and his disability.

Q Let me ask you another hypothetical question, Dr. Blume. Again relying on the accuracy of the history given to you by Mr. Anderson, do you believe that the slip and fall incident that he described to you as having happened on work up at Prudhoe Bay in early November of 1987 was a substantial factor in bringing on the injury to his back and the subsequent disability that he now possesses?

A I do have an opinion.

Q And would you state the opinion, please.

A The opinion, within reasonable medical probability that the incident that he had in the beginning of November where he had the accident with the culvert and the pipe condition was a substantial factor of bringing on all of the disability of this patient's back condition.

(Blume Dep. pp. 30-31.)


He also testified concerning the employee's restriction from work and projected process of recovery from the surgery.

A It takes approximately a year before one can say within a reasonable medical probability that we have a consolidation of the fusion. This means a solid fusion and no pseudarthrosis.

Q During that period of time, will there be limitations on the physical movements and capacities of Mr. Anderson?

A Yes. The patient was told that at least for the first half year, he has to wear his brace more, the back brace; he has to avoid any strenuous physical activity; he should not work at all. And then for the following half year, we should do all the rehabilitation program with him. This means that he has to learn to do a certain kind of exercise to his back in order to get him ready to do some kind of gainful work in the future.

Q Fine. And by your use of the term "rehabilitation," Dr. Blume, you men physical rehabilitation?

A That means physical rehabilitation, but also one may have to rehabilitate the patient for some kind o f work that -- that the patient may only be able to perform.

(Id. at 21.)


Dr. Hanley testified in his deposition that he considered the chest symptoms to arise from causes completely independent of the employee's back condition. In the deposition he offered no opinion concerning the origin of the employee's back problems.

A. I saw him on two subsequent visits on the 7th of December and on the 14th of December, and my impression was that the original cause of the pain may have been different from the subsequent cause of the pain: that the original cause of the pain may have been most likely a viral illness causing inflammation around the heart cavity, pericarditis, which caused him to be med-evaced; and the persistent chest pain may have had a different cause. It may have been due to chest wall discomfort if he was electrically shocked up in Prudhoe or beat on his chest; sounded more chest wall in origin than of heart origin later in its course.

(Hanley Dep. p. 10.)


Dr. Blume disagreed with this opinion, and testified that he regarded Dr. Hanley's explanation inadequate.

Q Okay. Then, wh- -- do you doubt his diagnosis of a viral infection which caused the heart discomfort?

A This was his impression: this was not his diagnosis.

Q Okay. Do you question or do you disagree with that impression?

. . . .

A I do in regard to the doctor's impression if it's not a final diagnosis.

Q But how about the viral infection? Couldn't he have had a viral infection?

A I do not know. I had not seen this patient at that particular time and I have -- I have a certain kind of reservation about it.

Q Why?

A Why? Because the patient did not have any elevated temperature.

. . . .

A But, I mean, he had no elevated temperature. He had no coughing or sneezing or any kind of headaches or any kind of symptoms that we usually expect from -- from a virus infection. He also had no gastro-intestinal distress and he had no abdominal pain, so -- and he had no coughing, sneezing or -- or, I mean, any things like this. So, I have no other symptoms that goes along with a viral infection.

(Blume Dep. pp. 43, 46-47.)


Dr. Blume felt that the employee's chest symptoms arose from his reported injuries at work.

Q Okay. Thank you, Dr. Blume. Can you give us any medical reason that there might have been a connection between the low back damage that you diagnosed as having existed in Mr. Anderson and the fact that he had this apparent attack of chest pains in mid November up on Prudhoe Bay?

A Yes, I can. It is my opinion within reasonable medical probability that the low back pain and the low back condition has caused some irritation of some muscle structures higher up in the thoracic area

. . . . 

Q But assuming that the information is true and correct, Dr. Blume, do you think that it's reasonable to state medically that there was a connection between the low back damage that you have discovered in Mr. Anderson and the fact that he had these brief episodes of chest pains back in mid November?

A Yeah, I do think there is a connection, but on the other hand one definitely has to take into consideration this cable tray incident because there he rotated his trunk in order to reach over and this could -- I mean, could very well be a contributing factor for the chest pain because you can have some irritation of certain nerve structures of the thoracic spine in the mid thoracic spine area that is causing an angina-like pain that the patient experienced. So, a combination of that as well as the low back condition that I previously considered.

(Id. at pp. 25, 30.)


We note that the records from the Sohio Clinic at the time of the employee's medevac recorded the employee's temperature to be 100°F. The employee's attorney submitted an affidavit reflecting the length and nature of the work performed by his office on behalf of the employee in this case, together with the fees requested, totalling $6,074.00; and detailing legal costs totalling $4,376.81.


The employee argues that both his chest pains and his back condition arose from his work and are compensable. He requests TTD benefits, medical benefits including his medevac costs, penalties under AS 23.30.155(e) (for the employer's bad-faith refusal to pay benefits when the evidence became clear that his back injury was work-related), attorney's fees, legal costs, and interest. The employer argues that there is insufficient evidence to show that the employee's back injury resulted from his work (especially since the original diagnosis was a heart problem), that the testimony of Dr. Hanley shows that the chest pains were not work-related. He particularly points out that the opinion of Dr. Blume that the chest pains were not the result of a viral infection is flawed because the Sohio medical charts reflect that the employee did have a fever, contrary to Dr. Blume's belief. He also argues that the claim should be denied under AS 23.30.100 because the employee failed to file a timely notice of back injury, and that the notice that was eventually filed was null because it was signed and filed by the employee' attorney. The employer argues that Dr. Blume's deposition costs of $1,500.00 are in excess of the $500.00 usually charged by doctors in Alaska, and that the $130.00 medical document review should have been an in-house cost to the firm. They also argue that the employee's attorney should receive no more than the minimum fee at AS 23.30.145(a).


The hearing of this case was delayed as a result of problems in discovery, notably because of the employee's failure to completely disclose his medical history during a deposition on March 10, 1988 and his failure to respond to interrogatories sent on March 15, 1988 for over two months, despite the employer's counsel's repeated requests.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

I. TTD Benefits


AS 23.30.120(a) provides in pertinent part: "In a proceeding for the enforcement of a claim for compensation under this chapter is is presumed, in the absence of substantial evidence to the contrary, that (1) the claim comes within the provisions of this chapter."


In Burgess Construction Co. v. Smallwood, 623 P.2d 312, 316 (Alaska 1981) (Smallwood II), the Alaska Supreme Court held that the employee must establish a preliminary link between the injury and the employment. This rule applies to the original injury and continuing symptoms. See Rogers Electric Co. v. Kouba, 603 P.2d 909, 911 (Alaska 1979). "[I]n claims 'based on highly technical medical considerations' medical evidence is often necessary in order to make that connection." Id. "Two factors determine whether expert medical evidence is necessary in a given case: the probative value of the available lay evidence and the complexity of medical facts involved." Veco Inc. v. Wolfer, 693 P.2d 865, 871 (Alaska 1985). Once the employee makes a prima facie case of work-relatedness the presumption of compensability attaches and shifts the burden of production to the employer. Id. at 870. To make a prima facie case the employee must show 1) that he has an injury and 2) that an employment event or exposure could have caused it.


To overcome the presumption of compensability, the employer must present substantial evidence the injury was not work-related. Id. Miller v. ITT Arctic Services, 577 P.2d 1044, 1046 (Alaska 1978). The Alaska Supreme Court "has consistently defined 'substantial evidence' as 'such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.'" Miller, 577 P.2d at 1046 (quoting Thornton v. Alaska Workmen's Compensation Board, 411 P.2d 209, 210 (Alaska 1966)). In Fireman's Fund American Insurance Cos. v. Gomes, 544 P.2d 1013, 1016 (Alaska 1976), the court explained two possible ways to overcome the presumption: 1) producing affirmative evidence the injury was not work-related or 2) eliminating all reasonable possibilities the injury was work-related. The same standards used to determine whether medical evidence is necessary to establish the preliminary link apply to determine whether medical evidence is necessary to overcome the presumption. Veco, 693 P.2d at 871. "Since the Presumption shifts only the burden of production and not the burden of persuasion, the evidence tending to rebut the presumption should be examined by itself." Id. at 869. If the employer produces substantial evidence that the injury was not work-related, the presumption drops out, and the employee must prove all the elements of his claim by a preponderance of the evidence. Id. at 870. "Where one has the burden of proving asserted facts by a preponderance of the evidence, he must induce a belief in the minds of jurors that the asserted facts are probably true." Saxton v. Harris, 395 P.2d 71, 72 (Alaska 1964).


The testimony of the employee and Dr. Blume indicates a causal relationship between the employee's work and his back condition. We find this to establish a preliminary link between the work and his disability, raising the presumption of compensability. The employer provided no evidence of other causes for the back condition, but relied on the scanty references to the back problem in the early medical reports to imply that no problem existed. Inasmuch as the medical personnel believed that the employee was suffering an acute hart problem, we do not find it surprising that the early medical records should focus on the chest pains. We cannot find that the employer has provided substantial evidence rebutting the compensability of the back claim. Even if we should find that there was sufficient evidence in the record to rebut the presumption, the preponderance of the evidence clearly supports the compensability of the claim.


The record offers much less evidence concerning the cause or causes of the employee's chest pains, and the explanations offered by the two doctors testifying both have elements of speculation. Dr. Blume's observation that the employee did not show the symptoms expected from a viral infection is telling. Although the employee did show a fever at the time of the medevac, it was so slight as to be negligible (1.4°F). We are persuaded by Dr. Blume's theory that the employee's chest pains resulted from back injury and thoracic strain at work. Dr. Blume's impression raises the presumption of compensability, and while we find Dr. Hanley's theory of a viral infection to be sufficient to rebut that presumption, we find by the preponderance of the evidence available to us that the employee's chest pains arose in the course and scope of his work.


The Alaska Workers' Compensation Act defines "disability" as "incapacity because of injury to earn the wages which the employee was receiving at the time of injury in the same or any other employment." AS 23.30.254(10). The Act provides for benefits at 80% of the employee's spendable weekly wage while the disability is "total in character but temporary in quality," AS 23.30.185, but doesn't define TTD. In Phillips Petroleum Co. v. Alaska Industrial Board, 17 Alaska 658, 665 (D. Alaska 1958) (quoting Gorman v. Atlantic Gulf & Pacific Co., 178 Md. 71, 12 A.2d 525, 529 (1940)), the Alaska territorial court defined TTD as "the healing period or the time during which the workman is wholly disabled and unable by reason of his injury to work." The court explained:

A claimant is entitled to compensation for temporary total disability during the period of convalescence and during which time the claimant is unable to work, and the employer remains liable for total compensation until such time as the claimant is restored to the condition so far as his injury will permit. The test is whether the claimant remains incapacitated to do work by reason of his injury, regardless of whether the injury at some time can be diagnosed as a permanent partial disability.

17 Alaska at 666 (citations omitted). In Vetter v. Alaska Workmen's Compensation Board, 524 P.2d 264, 266 (Alaska 1974), the Alaska Supreme Court stated:

The concept of disability compensation rests on the premise that the primary consideration is not medical impairment as such, but rather loss of earning capacity related to that impairment. An award for compensation must be supported by a finding that the claimant suffered a compensable disability, or more precisely, a decrease in earning capacity due to a work-connected injury or illness.


In Bailey v. Litwin Corp., 713 P.2d 249, 253 (Alaska 1986), the Alaska Supreme Court set out this same authority and then stated: "Our previous cases stress the claimant's ability to return to work and indicate that medical stability is not necessarily the point at which temporary disability ceases." (Emphasis in original). The court also quoted the following description of temporary disability: "Temporary disability may be total (incapable of performing any kind of work), or partial (capable of performing some kind of work)." Id. at 254 n.12 (quoting Huston v. Workers' Compensation Appeals Bd., 95 Cal. App. 3d 856, 868, 157 Cal. Rptr. 355, 262 (Cal. App. 1979) (emphasis in original).


The Alaska Supreme Court has placed the burden of proving loss of earning capacity, at least in the area of permanent partial disability, on the employee. Keyes v. Reeve Aleutian Airways, AWCB No. 85-0312 at 12-13 (November 8, 1985).


The evidence clearly indicates that the employee has been disabled from performing his work, at least until he has recovered from his surgery. We conclude that he is entitled to TTD benefits as he has requested.

II. Medical Benefits and Medical Transportation


AS 23.30.095(a) requires employers to pay for the treatment necessitated by the nature of injury or the process of recovery up to two years after the injury date. After the two years we may authorize treatment necessary for the process of recovery. "If the treatment is necessary to prevent the deterioration of the patient's condition and allow his continuing employment, it is compensable within the meaning of the statute." Wild v. Cook Inlet Pipeline, No. 3AN-80-8083 (Alaska Super. Ct. Jan. 17, 1983); See accord Dorman v. State, No. 3AN-83-551 at 9 (Alaska Super. Ct. February 22, 1984).


We have also concluded that treatment must be reasonable and necessary to be payable under subsection 95(a). See Weinberger v. Matanuska-Susitna School District, AWCB No. 810201 (July 15, 1981), aff'd 3AN-81-5623 (Alaska Super. Ct. June 30, 1982), Aff'd Ireland Chiropractic Clinic v. Matanuska-Susitna School District, memorandum opinion and judgment, OP. No. 7033 (Alaska June 1, 1983). Employee has the burden of proving the need for the treatment by a preponderance of the evidence. See Tamagni v. Alaska National Bank of the North, AWCB No. 860009 at 5 (January 14, 1986); Keyes v. Reeve Aleutian Airways, AWCB No. 850312 at 12-13 and n.5 (November 8, 1985).


The uncontested testimony of the employee and Dr. Blume establishes by the preponderance of the evidence that the treatment of the employee's back condition has been reasonable and necessary. We conclude that the employee is entitled to medical benefits for the treatment of the condition.


We have already found that the employee's chest pains arose in the course and scope of his work, but there is very little evidence in the record concerning the effectiveness or results of the employee's treatment for this condition. At first blush this lack of evidence, together with the fact that the medical attention and testing ultimately revealed that the employee suffered no heart problem, would appear to militate against finding that the treatment was reasonable and necessary. Nevertheless, the question about the necessity and reasonableness of treatment for a heart condition can only be raised in hindsight. At the time of the medevac the evidence available to us shows that the medical personnel acted responsibly and promptly in what the employee's symptoms led them to believe was a life-threatening situation. We interpret the statute and case law to require that treatment b reasonable and necessary from the pint of view of the time at which it was provided, not necessarily from retrospect. We will order the payment of these benefits, and also the medevac transportation charge under 8 AAC 45.084.

III. Penalties


AS 23.30.155 provides, in part:

(d) If the employer controverts the right to compensation the employer shall file with the board and send to the employee a notice of controversion on or before the 21st day after the employer has knowledge of the alleged injury or death. If the employer controverts the right to compensation after payments have begun, the employer shall file with the board and send to the employee a notice of controversion within seven days after an installment of compensation payable without an award is due.

(e) If any installment of compensation payable without an award is not paid within 14 days after it becomes due, provided in (b) of this section, there shall be added to the unpaid installment an amount equal to 20 percent of it, which shall be paid at the same time as, and in addition to , the installment, unless notice is filed under (d)  of this section or unless the non-payment is excused by the board after a showing by the employer that owing to conditions over which he had no control the installment could not be paid within the period prescribed for the payment.


The employee requests a penalty under AS 23.30.155(e) for the employer's "bad faith" refusal to pay benefits. Neither AS 23.30.155(e), nor any other section of the statute, provides for penalties to be awarded for "bad faith." AS 23.30.155(e) specifically exempts employers from penalties if they have filed a timely notice of controversion, as the employer did in this case. Although a controversion can be ruled invalid if there were no facts to support it at the time of controversion (Wynn v. Flying B. Inc., AWCB No. 88-0052 (March 11, 1988)), in this case the uncontested evidence available to us indicates the employer had no medical reports linking the employee's back condition and his work when they controverted his back claim. We conclude that no penalty can be awarded under AS 23.30.155(e).

IV. Attorney's Fees and Costs


AS 23.30.145 provides, in part:

(a) Fees for legal services rendered in respect to a claim are not valid unless approved by the board, and the fees may not be less than 25 per cent on the first $1,000 of compensation and 10 percent of all sums in excess of $1,000 of compensation. When the board advises that a claim has been controverted, in whole or in part, the board may direct that the fees for legal services paid by the employer or carrier in addition to compensation awarded; the fees may be allowed only on the amount of compensation controverted and awarded.

(b) If an employer fails to file timely notice of controversy or fails to pay compensation or medical and related benefits within 15 days after it becomes due or otherwise resists the payment of compensation or medical and related benefits and if the claimant has employed an attorney in the successful prosecution of his claim, the board shall make an award to reimburse the claimant for his costs in the proceedings including a reasonable attorney fee. The award is in addition to the compensation or medical related benefits ordered.


We find that the issues in this case were not complex, and that the discovery and preparation required were relatively simple. The record reflects that an inordinate amount of the legal work was the result of the employee's lack of organization and delay from his failure to cooperate with discovery. Under the circumstances we find it inappropriate to award the rather high attorney's fees being claimed. The employee was successful in the prosecution of his claim and though we will decline to award the attorney's fees claimed in the affidavit, we will award statutory minimum attorney gees under AS 23.30.145(a).


We share the employer's concern with the fee charged by Dr. Blume for his deposition. Although Dr. Blume's credentials appear to be excellent, we do find the fee to be in excess of what is reasonable in our experience. AS 23.30.095(f) provides, "All fees and other charges for medical treatment or service are limited to the charges that prevail in the same community for similar treatment of injured persons of like standard of living, and shall be subject to regulation by the board." Although this provision does not apply specifically to medical costs incurred in pursuit of a legal claim, we find that it does offer us reasonable guidance by implication. We will award one half of the amount requested for this deposition. $750.00. See generally Sorensen v. State of Alaska/Alaska Power Authority, AWCB Case No. 710628 (July 20, 1988). We find all the other costs reasonable and necessary, and will award them. Total costs awarded will be $3,626.81.

V. Timeliness of Notice of Injury


AS 23.30.100 provides, in part:

Sec. 23.30.100. Notice of injury or death. (a) Notice of an injury or death in respect to which compensation is payable under this chapter shall be given within 30 days after the date of such injury or death to the board and to the employer.

(b) The notice shall be in writing, contain the name and address of the employee and a statement of the time, place, nature, and cause of the injury or death, and be signed by the employee or by a person on his behalf, or in case of death, by  person claiming to be entitled to compensation for the death or by a person on his behalf.


The employee filed a notice of injury concerning his chest pains well within 30 days of the onset of those pains. The statute is not specific as to the responsibility of the employee to give additional notice to the employer if the physicians' diagnosis concerning his injury should change. In  the absence of a specific statutory requirement, we decline to impose such a harsh sanction as the dismissal of the claim. We also note that the employee, through his attorney, did file another notice of injury, specifically referring to his back condition following the diagnosis of that condition. We interpret this as an attempt to conform to the obvious intent of the statute to give fair notice, even in the absence of a specific requirement. The employer's objection to the attorney's signature on the notice form is without merit, as the statute specifically authorizes this at AS 23.30.100(b).

VI. Interest


In his hearing brief the employee requests interest on any compensation awarded by us in this decision, citing Land v. Marine Rental Company v. Rawls 686 P.2d 1187, 1192 (Alaska 1984) as authority. This issue was not raised in the controlling prehearing summary dated May 26, 1988. 8 AAC 45.065(c). The issues were not amended during the course of the hearing, and we must conclude that we do not have jurisdiction to decide this issue. Simon v. Alaska Wood Products, 633 P.2d 252, 254 (Alaska 1981).

ORDER

1. The employer will pay the employee TTD benefits under AS 23.30.185 following November 11, 1987 and continuing.

2. The employer will provide to the employee medical benefits for the treatment of his back and chest conditions under AS 23.30.095(a) following November 11, 1987 and continuing as the process of recovery may require.

3. The employer shall pay the employee the costs incurred in his medevac on November 12, 1987 under 8 AAC 45.084.

4. The employee's claim for penalties under AS 23.30.155(e) is denied and dismissed.

5. The employer shall pay the employee statutory minimum attorney's fees under AS 23.30145(a) and legal costs in the amount of $3,626.81 under AS 23.30.145(b).


DATED at Fairbanks, Alaska, this 15th day of August, 1988.

ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD

/s/ William S.L. Walters
William S.L. Walters, Designated Chairman

/s/ TJ Thrasher
T.J. Thrasher, Member

WSLW/eb/sno

If compensation is payable under terms of this decision, it is due on the date of issue and penalty of 20 percent will accrue if not paid within 14 days of the due date unless an interlocutory order staying payment is obtained in Superior Court.

APPEAL PROCEDURES

A compensation order may be appealed through proceedings in Superior Court brought by a party in interest against the Board and all other parties to the proceedings before the Board, as provided in the Rules of Appellate Procedure of the State of Alaska.

A compensation order becomes effective when filed in the office of the Board, and unless proceedings to appeal it are instituted, it becomes final on the 31st day after it is filed.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the Decision and Order in the matter of Alvin J. Anderson, employee v Veco, Inc., employer and Alaska National Insurance Co., carrier; Case No. 724481, dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board at Fairbanks, Alaska this 15th day of August, 1988.
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