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PHILLIP GARCIA,


   Employee



            Applicant,


                 V.



WESTERN ALASKA FISHERIES,

                                    Employer,

              and

PACIFIC MARINE INSURANCE Co.,
DECISION AND ORDER

                                        Insurer,

Case Nos. 513966, 527673

                                          Defendants,

and 406076

              and

PAN ALASKA FISHERIES,

                                   Employer,

            and

NATIONAL UNION FIRE INSURANCE,

                                      Insurer,

                                         Defendants.


We heard this claim for permanent total disability (PTD) benefits, or in the alternative, permanent Partial disability (PPD) benefits and attorneys fees and costs on August 19, 1988 in Anchorage, Alaska.  The Applicant was present and represented by attorney James K. Woods; employer Pan Alaska Fisheries and its insurer, National Union Fire Insurance Company, were represented by attorney Patricia L. Zobel; employer Western Alaska Fisheries and its insurer, Pacific Marine Insurance Company, were represented by attorney Joyce E. Bamberger.  The record closed at the conclusion of the hearing.


While the employee originally claimed benefits as a result of work‑induced asthma, fungus infection and Dupuytren's contracture, the latter two issues were withdrawn at the hearing.

 Phillip Garcia v. Western Alaska Fisheries

Work History



The record reflects that Phillip Garcia, who was born in the Philippines on March 4, 1925, spent most of the time before coining to Alaska in 1973, working at fishing except for the last nine years when he was a policeman.  From 1973 until 1983, the employee worked for various seafood canneries in and around Kodiak.  Between January 1983 and June 1984, Garcia worked for Pan Alaska Fisheries (Pan Alaska) cannery in Kodiak where he cleaned, butchered and worked near cooked crab most of the time.  He testified that during the crabbing seasons he worked 105 to 120 hours a week.  From June 10, 1984 until April 22, 1986, the employee worked for Western Alaska (Western) in Kodiak boxing salmon and gilling and cleaning fish.  He testified that while working for Western he worked near cooked crab a great deal of the time.  He quit working for Western on his doctor's advice that for health reasons he could not continue working at a cannery.

Medical History


The medical records indicate that as early as 1976, the employee experienced some breathing problems. (Pacific Medical Center Emergency Room Record dated January 3, 1984).  On January 3, 1984, while visiting his son in Seattle, he had an asthma attack that brought him to the hospital emergency room. where 200 mg. of Theo‑Dur was prescribed. (id.) On April 3, 6, 10, 16 and 27, when Garcia returned to Kodiak, he was seen and treated for crab asthma and was prescribed Theo‑Dur, 200 mgq. and an inhaler. (Richard Holyoke, P.A. report dated April 27, 1984).  On May 1, 1984 the employee was seen by Loren Halter, D.C., who prescribed more Theo‑Dur. (Dr.  Halter Physician's Report dated May 1, 1984).  After being advised to continue taking 200 mgs. of Theo‑ Our daily, the employee was released to regular work on May 8, 1984.  Garcia returned to Seattle and saw Michael Boyd, M.D., in the hospital emergency room for an acute exacerbation of asthma. (Pacific Medical Center Emergency Room Record dated May 16, 1984).



After the employee returned to Kodiak in June 1984, and started working for Western, he did not see a physician about his asthma until October 1984.  At that time he stated to Dr. Halter that he had not been taking his medication and the doctor explained to him that it was important to continue. (Dr.  Halter Physician's Report dated October 2, 1984) . The employee was seen again for asthma in November 1984 when he ran out of medicine. (Dr.  Halter's clinical notes dated November 15, 1984).  In December 1984, Garcia was back in Seattle where he was again treated for his asthma.  His asthma was well controlled at this point by medications. (Seattle Public Health Hospital Progress Notes dated January 3, 1985).
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The record reflects that during 1985 and 1986, the employee continued to see physicians for continued asthma problems.  In August 1986, Garcia's Theo‑Dur dosage was increased to 300 mgs. daily. (Pacific Medical Center Progress notes dated August 1, 1986). In April 1986, Dr. Halter advised employee to find different work because of his asthma.

On September 15, 1986 Garcia was seen by Jeffrey M. Cary,

M.D., P.S., at the Polyclinic in Seattle.  At this time pulmonary function testing and a methacholine challenge test were performed. (Dr.  Cary Medical Evaluation dated May 18, 1987).  After reviewing the employee's medical history and test results and performing a physical examination, Dr. Carv made the following evaluation in his report of May 19, 1987:

Reactive airways or asthma.  The patient has markedly positive methacholine challenge, There is evidence in the chart that: as early as 1984 the patient has had problems with asthma and required treatment with bronchodilators.  He has the rather typical findings of nasal rhinitis as well which goes along with what appears to be intrinsic asthma.

Apparently the patient was given a diagnosis of crab asthma in May 1985 as a result of working in the carinery for Western Alaska Fisheries. when the patient was seen " the office in September 1986, he had not worked since April 1986.  He continued to require his medications for asthma and hypertension.

I believe at this time the patient has intrinsic asthma that was worsened when he was a‑round the crab fumes and crab smell.  It has been my experience that patients who have isolated crab asthma have complete resolution of their asthma when they leave the environment.  Rather, I think the positive methacholine challenge test here, the rhinitis and the patient's history is most consistent with intrinsic asthma that underwent a temporary worsening while the patient was working around crab. do not think that the patient can return to his regular job because of his intrinsic airway reactivity.  The patient continues to have evidence for moderate airways obstruction with significant reversibility with brozchodilators.

His pulmonary care program needs to have the continued emphasis towards improving the reversible component of his disease.  Future work should avoid any exposures to dusts and fumes as one would in any patient who had asthma.  I do believe that Mr. Garcia has intrinsic asthma that was activated by his work as described.




In a letter to Leandra Estep, an adjuster for Pacific Marine Insurance Company, dated August 13, 1987, Dr. Cary stated that, if the employee were reevaluated and found to have normal pulmonary function testing and a normal methacholine challenge status, then it could be said that all the abnormalities noted
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during his prior evaluations were related to crab exposure.  Conversely, the doctor also said that if these abnormalities have not resolved, it would be appropriate to attribute the residual airways problem to the intrinsic asthma.




On September 18, 1987, Dr. Cary re‑administered both the methacholine challenge test and the pulmonary function test.  In a report dated September 18, 1987, Dr. Cary concluded:

The patient had methacholine challenge studies done today and on this occasion, the patient was positive at 1 mg. per cc of methacholine with improvement in airway function after he inhaled Bronkosol.  Thus, the patient remains acutely sensitive to methacholine and continues to show about the same degree of intrinsic airway activity or asthma as was present a year ago.

Thus, it continues to be my observation that the patient has intrinsic asthma or airway reactivity.  The patient has not worked since April of 1986, but he continues to have very significant airway reactivity as measured with a markedly positive methacholine challenge which is virtually unchanged from the study done in September 1986.




In his deposition taken on November 23, 1987, Dr. Cary reaffirmed his opinion that he did not believe that Garcia has crab asthma.




At the hearing, Norman Wilder, M.D., a Board certified internist and pulmonologist testified that the employee has crab asthma rather than intrinsic asthma.  He stated that he made this assessment not only from his experience of treating asthmatics but also from studies he found in a literature search he conducted just prior to the hearing.  He felt that, while Garcia was sensitized to crab when working for Pan Alaska, he returned to a normal state after his release to work in may 1984.  Dr. Wilder explained that after the employee was re‑exposed to crab after working for western for a period of months, he began exhibiting asthmatic symptoms and it was necessary for him to take medication full time to control it. Dr. Wilder concluded that because of the employee's extensive exposure to crab while working for Western in 1985 and 1986, his asthmatic condition worsened to the point it became irreversible.  Based on that understanding, the doctor stated that Garcia's employment with Western was a substantial factor in bringing about his present irreversible condition.




At the hearing, the employee stated that when he started working for Western in June 1984, he felt strong, could breathe well, could walk up stairs and work a 27‑hour shift.  He testified that when he had to quit in 1986, he could only lift light things, had a great deal of trouble breathing and could only work



‑4‑



 Phillip Garcia v. Western Alaska Fisheries



approximately 45 minutes at a time.  Garcia explained that while he could not be exactly certain, it ‑seemed that he did not need to increase his asthma medication and use his inhaler until later 1984 or early 1985 when he started to work closely around crab again.



Disability Background



Also testifying at the hearing was Kent Shafer, M.Ed., C.R.C., who had been retained by Western to identify available alternate employment options for the employee consistent with his age, education, physical limitations and prior work history.  Shafer reported that after considering the fact that Garcia is 63 years old, has a limited educational background, has limited English skills, worked as a farmer, policeman and cannery worker, suffers from asthma, underwent cardiac bypass surgery in February 1987, and cannot drive a car, he felt that the employee could work either as a janitor or security guard.  He further mentioned that a labor market survey he conducted in Seattle revealed that such work was available to Garcia.  Upon further questioning it was brought out that Dr. Cary had not approved janitorial work because the exposure to cleaning fumes could cause the employee severe breathing problems, and Garcia could have difficulty working as a security guard because of his inability to walk, run and communicate effectively in English.



Attorney's Fees' information

On April 30, 1988 the employee filed a request for actual attorney's fees in the amount of   $7,077.50 and legal costs in theamount of $249.95.   Accompanying this request (petition) was 



the employer's attorney's affidavit and listing showing the extent and character of the work performed.  This listing showed that in 1987 the attorney worked 8.50 hours and charged $125.00 an hour ($1,062.50) and in 1988 he worked 40.10 hours and charged $150.00 an hour ($6,015.00).




On September 12, 1988 Western and Pacific Marine insurance Company filed an opposition to the petition for attorney's fees contending that 1) employee's attorney should be able to charge no more than $100.00 an hour; and 2) he was entitled to receive only statutory minimum attorney's fees and not actual attorney's fees.  The defendants did not contest the time spent and services performed by the employee's attorney in prosecuting this claim.
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FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW



The first principal question to be resolved in this case is whether Western is liable for any workers' compensation benefits to which the employee might be entitled.




The Alaska Supreme Court has repeatedly held that "injury" under the Alaska Workers' Compensation Art includes aggravations or accelerations of preexisting conditions. See, e.g., Burgess Construction v. Smallwood, 623 P.2d 312, 3 1 6 (Alaska 1981) (Smallwood II); Thornton v. Alaska Workers' Compensation Board, 411 P.2d 209, 210 (Alaska 1966).  When multiple injuries are involved, liability or disability must be decided under the last injurious exposure rule. Ketchikan Gateway Borough v. Saling, 604 P.2d 590 (Alaska 1979).  This rule "imposes full liability on the employer or insurer at the time of the most recent injury that bears a causal relations to the disability." id. at 595.




In applying the last injurious exposure rule we must first determine whether the presumption of compensability attaches against the last employer.  Providence Washington Insurance Co. v. Bonner, 680 P.2d 96 (Alaska 1984).  AS 23.30.120 provides in pertinent part‑ "(a) In a proceeding for the enforcement of a claim for compensation under this chapter it is presumed, in the absence of substantial evidence to the contrary, that (1) the claim comes within the provision of this chapter.




In Smallwood II the Alaska Supreme Court held that the employee must establish a preliminary link between the injury and the employment. 632 P.2d at 316.  "[In claims "based on highly technical medical considerations" medical evidence is often necessary in order to make this 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 in the context of the last injurious exposure rule, the employer or the prior employer must bring forward some evidence showing "(1) whether employment with the subsequent employer 'aggravated, accelerated, or combined with' a pre‑existing condition; and, if so, (2) whether the aggravation, acceleration or combination was a 'legal cause of the disability, i.e,, I a substantial factor in bringing about the harm."' United Asphalt Paving v. Smith, 660 P.2d 445, 447 (Alaska 1983) (quoting Ketchikan GatewayBorouqh, 604 P.2d at 597‑98). See Rogers and Babler v. Odom, 3 AN‑85‑5595 Civil at 3 (Alaska Super.  Ct.  April 9, 1986).
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Whether subsequent employment "aggravated, accelerated, or combined with" a pre‑existing condition is a question of fact "usually determined by medical testimony." Smallwood II, 623 P.2d at 316 (quoting Thornton, 411 P.2d at 210).  Whether an aggravation was a substantial factor must be determined by the following test: "[I)t must be shown both that the disability would not have happened 'but for' the employment and that the [employment] was so important in bringing about the disability that reasonable men would regard it as a cause and attached responsibility to it." State V. Abbott, 498 P.2d 712, 717 (Alaska 1972).




To overcome the presumption of compensability, the employer must present substantial evidence that 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 411 P.2d at 210) In Fireman's Fund American Insurance Co. 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 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 employer must prove all the elements o‑F his case 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 the [trier of fact) that the asserted facts are probably true." Saxton v. Harris, 395 P.2d 71, 71 (Alaska 1964).




In this case we find that Pan Alaska has presented a prima facie case that the employment at Western aggravated the employee's condition based on the following evidence; 1) Garcia's testimony that when he started working for Western in June 1984, he had recovered from his previous breathing difficulties and he felt strong, being able to work 27‑hour shifts, lift heavy items, climb stairs and otherwise do heavy physical labor; 2) the medical records showing that before the employee went to work for Western in June 1984, his treating physician had released him for regular work in the cannery; 3) the employee's testimony that he did not need to take his asthma medication or use his inhaler until October or November 1984; 4) the employee's testimony that after working
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around crab in 1985 and 1986, his asthma became so bad that he could lift and carry very little and could only work for 45 minutes at a time; 5) Garcia's doctor's advice to him in April 1986, that if he wanted to live he had to quit crab cannery work and his following his doctor's advice; 6) Garcia's testimony that he has continued having asthma problems since leaving Western's employment in 1986 and, as a result, has not been capable of doing much that requires physical exertion and Dr. Wilder's testimony that by working around crab between June 1984 and April 1986, the employee has acquired irreversible crab asthma and, accordingly, working for Western was a substantial factor in bringing about his present disability.




We further find that Pan Alaska has presented a prima facie case that the employment with Western was the legal cause of Garcia's current asthmatic condition based on Dr. Wilder's testimony that by working around crab between June 1984 and April 1986, the employee acquired irreversible crab asthma and, accordingly, working for Western
was a substantial factor in bringing about his

present disability.  As noted previously, the employee testified that, while he did not have breathing 



problems when he started working for Western, eventually his exposure to crab between late 1984 and early 1986 lead to such an asthmatic condition that he could no longer work in the cannery and needed constant medical treatment.  Accordingly, the presumption of compensability attaches against Western.




The next question is whether, after viewing the evidence favorable to Western in isolation, Western has overcome the presumption of compensability.




We find that Western has not presented substantial evidence to show that the employee's asthma was not aggravated by its employment.  However, the last injurious exposure rule is a two‑part, conjunctive test.  Viewing the evidence favorable to Western in isolation we conclude that Western has overcome the presumption of compensability as to the second part of the test‑‑legal cause‑‑based on the testimony of Dr. Cary.  Dr. Cary stated, in essence, that based on his experience Garcia had intrinsic asthma and not crab asthma because his condition did not resolve after he quit working around crab in April 1986.




Having concluded that Western overcame the presumption of compensability, we must weigh all the evidence to determine whether Pan Alaska proved its case by a preponderance of the evidence.  Based on all the evidence as outlined above, we conclude that Pan Alaska established that it is more probable than not that Garcia's employment with Western was a substantial factor in bringing about his present asthmatic condition.




In summary, we find that it is more likely than not that the employment with Western was the legal cause of the employee's
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condition based on the medical records, the employee's testimony as to how his condition worsened over time and the testimony of Dr, Wilder with regard to causation.  While we are aware that Dr. Cary believes that Garcia suffers from intrinsic asthma and not irreversible crab asthma as does Dr. Wilder, we are more persuaded by Dr. Wilder's findings and conclusions because they are not only based on his experience but supported by studies done by other pulmonary specialists.




Having decided that Western is the employer liable under the last injurious exposure rule, we must next determine the nature and extent of the employee's disability, if any.  The employee asserts, and we agree, that he is permanently and totally disabled.




An employee need not be completely incapacitated to be entitled to permanent total disability benefits.  In J. B. Warrack Co. v. Roan, 418 P.2d 986, 988, (Alaska 1966), the Alaska Supreme Court applied the "odd‑lot" doctrine.  The court stated:

For workmen's compensation purposes total disability does not necessarily mean a state 




of abject helplessness.  It means the inability because of injuries to perform services  
other than those which are so limited in quality, dependability or quantity that a 
reasonable stable market for them does not exist.  The evidence here discloses that Roan 
is a carpenter but is unable physically to follow that trade.  He is not qualified by 
education or experience to do other than odd jobs provided they are not physically 
taxing.  As the Supreme Court of Nebraska has pointed out, the "odd job" man is a 
nondescript in the labor market, with whom industry has little patience and rarely hires.  
Work, if appellee could find any that he could do, would most likely be casual and 
intermittent.  In these circumstances we believe the Board was justified in finding that 
appellee was entitled to an award for permanent total disability under the Alaska Work
men's Compensation Act. [footnote omitted]



The court further noted in Vetter v. Alaska Workmen's Compensation Board, 524 P.2d 264,266 (Alaska 1974): "The concept of disability compensation rests on the premise that the primary consideration was not medical impairment as such, but rather loss of earning capacity related to that impairment."




The record reflects that because of his work‑related injury or illness, Garcia continues to suffer from irreversible asthma and, as a result, is unable to perform services "Other than those which are so limited " quality, dependability or quantity that a reasonably stable market for them does not exist." The employee is presently 63 years old and, as extensively noted in both of his depositions and at the hearing, has a very limited use and understanding of the English language. it is also undisputed that for the past 15 years the only work he has performed has been in canneries, and he cannot go back to that type work.  The employee testified, and we believe him to be a credible witness, As 23.30.122, that because of his breathing problems he can lift
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very little, walk for only short distances and do physical labor for only limited periods of time.




Based on these facts, we find that the work Garcia is capable of is "casual and intermittent." We find that the employee has presented a prima facie case that he can only perform "odd‑lot"labor.  Hewing v. Alaska Workmen's compensation Board, 512 P.2d 896, 900 (Alaska 1973).

In order to rebut the finding that the employee is limited



to "odd‑lot" employability only, Western must produce evidence indicating that work within his physical limitations is regularly and continuously available in the community. (Id.).




In support of Western's contention that the employee is not entitled to PTD benefits, Shafer testified that possibly he could work as either a janitor or a security guard.  We find that Garcia could not, in all probability, work at either of these jobs for several reasons.  First, the employee has testified and his treating physician concurs, that he cannot work around the strong fumes that janitors must work with.  He also stated that because of the constant exhaustion brought about by his asthma, he could not work as a Janitor because he is severely limited in the amount he can physically do and the short time he is capable of working.  Next, with regard to working as a security guard, there was little in the way of specific evidence offered to show that Garcia is capable of performing that type of work.  While Shafer testified that such work was mostly sedentary in nature, he did acknowledge that in some cases running, walking and climbing stairs would be involved and, accordingly, would cause the employee problems.  Also of particular significance to us is the fact that Shafer acknowledged that because of the employee's very limited command of the English language it might be difficult for Garcia as a security guard to understand directions, follow instructions and communicate meaningfully with others, particularly those responding to a 11911" emergency call.




The final question is whether the employee is entitled to receive from Western actual attorney's fees in the amount of $7,077.50 and legal costs in the amount of $249.95.




First, Garcia is entitled to at least statutory minimum attorney's fees on the compensation awarded because the record shows that his claim was controverted and legal services were rendered to successfully prosecute that claim.




The next question is whether the employee is limited to the statutory minimum attorney's fees.  We find that he is not limited to that amount.  AS 23‑30.145(a) states in part:

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 percent on the first $1,000 of compensation or part of the first $1,000 of compensation and 10 percent of all sums
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in excess of $1,000 of compensation . . . . In determining the amount of fees the board shall take into consideration the nature, length and complexity of the services performed, transportation charges and the benefits resulting from the services to the compensation beneficiaries..






The 25% ‑ 10% ‑ of ‑ compensation ‑ awarded is clearly only a minimum.  The statute sets no maximum but instead granted; us authority to determine fees based on the nature, length and complexity of services, and the benefits to the employee. Peterson v. Marston Real Estate, AWCB Case No. 602756 (March 25, 1987); Ochsner v. Southwest Harrision/Western, AWCB Case No. 300646 (March 10, 1986).  In applying this statute our supreme court has repeatedly expressed




 concern that attorneys be adequately compensated so injured workers will have access to legal assis‑

tance. wise mechanical Contractors v. Bignell, 718 P.2d 971, 973 (Alaska 1986); Wien Air Alaska



 v. Arant, 592 P.2d 352, 365‑366 (Alaska 1979).





Having determined that Garcia is not limited to statutory minimum attorney's fees,



 we do not have to take the next step and apply the nature‑length‑complexity‑benefits test because the time spent and services rendered have specifically not been contested.  We do, however, find that one adjustment has to be made.  The employee's attorney's billing statement reflects that for 40.10 hours of service rendered after January 1, 1988, the, attorney charged $150.00 an hour.  We have held in numerous decisions that in cases like this one where the issues are rather complex and unusual and a considerable amount of time has been spent in prosecuting the claim, $125.00 an hour is the reasonable amount that can be charged.  Accordingly, Western shall pay the employee $1,062.50 for services rendered before January 2nd 1988 and $5,012.50 (40.10 hours x $125.00 maximum hourly charge) for a total of $6,075.00. We also find the $249.95 requested by Garcia in legal costs and not objected to by Western, is reasonable.
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ORDER



1.
Western and Pacific Marine insurance Company shall pay the employee PTD benefits from his last day of work in April 1986 to the present and Continuing.  Since the employee's weekly compensation rate was not an issue before us at the August 19, 1988 hearing, its calculation is left to the parties to determine. if  the parties cannot agree on the weekly compensation rate, we retain



jurisdiction to decide the matter.



2.
Western and Pacific Marine Insurance Company shall pay the employee $6,075.00 in actual attorney's fees and $249.95 in
legal costs.




3.
Pan Alaska Fisheries and National Union Fire insurance are dismissed as parties in this case.





Dated at Anchorage, Alaska, this 23RD day of August 1988.

ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD

Paul F. Lisnakie, Designated  Chairman



T.J. Thrasher, Member



John H. Creed

PFL:fs             

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.
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CERTIFICATION



I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the Decision and order in the matter of Phillip Garcia, employee/applicant v. Western Alaska Fisheries, employer; and Pacific Marine Insurance cc., insurer/defendants; and Pan Alaska Fisheries, employer; and National Union Fire Insurance, insurer/defendants; Case Nos. 513966, 527673 and 4060767 dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board 1.11 Anchorage, Alaska, this 23rd day of November 1 1988.



Clerk
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