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ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD

PRIVATE 

P.O. Box 25512







Juneau, Alaska 99802-5512

STEVEN J. WILSON,
)



)


Employee,
)
DECISION AND ORDER


  Applicant,
)



)
AWCB Case Nos.
8423049


v.
)

8933698



)

VECO, INC.

)
AWCB Decision No. 91-0049



)


Employer,
)
Filed with AWCB Anchorage



)
February 25, 1991


and
)



)

EAGLE PACIFIC INSURANCE, CO.,
)



)


Insurer,
)



)


and
)



)

LTD ENTERPRISES,
)



)


Employer,
)



)


and
)



)

STATE FARM FIRE AND CASUALTY,
)



)


Insurer,
)


  Defendants.
)

                                                             
)


On January 25, 1991, we heard the employee's claim for temporary total disability (TTD) benefits, medical expenses, vocational rehabilitation services, attorney's fees and legal costs.  The employee was present and represented by attorney William M. Erwin.  VECO and its insurer (VECO) were represented by attorney Trena L. Heikes.  LTD Enterprises and it insurer (LTD) were represented by attorney Shelby L. Nuenke‑Davison.  The record closed at the conclusion of the hearing.


SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

On September 7, 1982, the employee hurt his low back while lifting a box while working for H&S Warehouse, Inc.  His condition did not improve and on November 18, 1982, a hemilaminectomy and disc excision were performed at both the L4‑L5 and L5‑S1 levels by John W. Joosse, M.D.


On April 22, 1983, Dr. Joosse released the employee to regular work without restriction, and he went back to work with the same employer.


On June 6, 1983, Wilson suffered a second injury to his back while working for H&S Warehouse.  After a course of conservative treatment, the employee was released to return to work on August 26, 1983.


On January 3, 1983, Dr. Joosse determined the employee's condition was stable and stationary and gave him a 10% whole man impairment rating for his 1982 and 1983 injuries.  Employee's claim against H&S Warehouse was then settled by compromise and release agreement, approved by the board on January 24, 1984.  Under the terms of this agreement, Wilson received $10,000.00 in exchange for a waiver of all future disability benefits.  Medical benefits were not waived, and vocational rehabilitation benefits were to remain open for one month following the employee's return to work.


Beginning in April, 1983, vocational services were provided and were successful in placing the employee in a new occupation as a truck driver on May 1, 1984 with LTD.  On May 25, 1984, Wilson sustained his third injury to his lower back while driving a truck for LTD.


Wilson underwent a spinal fusion at the L4‑5 level performed by Young H. Ha, M.D., on June 6, 1984.  In September 1984, the employee was hospitalized for pain and found to have some bulging into the nerve root at the L4‑5 and L5‑Sl levels.


Employee began treating with Michael Newman, M.D., an orthopedic surgeon in December 1984, and he performed a laminotomy and L5 nerve root decompression, bilateral particle discectomy at the L4‑5 level and a repair of a pseudoarthrosis (failed fusion) with Knodt rods instrumentation and bone graft at the L4‑5 level.


Both H&S Warehouse and LTD denied liability for Wilson's condition following the May 25, 1984 aggravation, and the matter was heard by the board on December 21, 1984.  The board issued a decision and order on January 31, 1985, which held that the May 25, 1984 injury with LTD was a substantial factor in the employee's condition and ordered payment of benefits by LTD on that basis. (Wilson v. H&S Warehouse, AWCB No. 85‑0028 (January 31, 1985).


Following the board's decision and order, vocational rehabilitation services were provided to the employee in the form of vocational training at the Travel Academy to become a travel agent.  The employee began his training program in November 1985.  The plan was interrupted, however, when the employee underwent his fourth surgical procedure on January 23, 1986, when Dr. Newman removed the Knodt rods previously placed at the L4‑5 level.


Employee's condition did not improve and on February 26, 1986, Dr. Newman performed a fifth surgery consisting of a hemilaminectomy, disc excision and a bilateral transverse fusion with a local bone graft at the L5‑L1 level.


Next, the employee was referred to Morris Horning, M.D., a specialist in the field of rehabilitation medicine. On April 3, 1986, to perform a physical capacities evaluation.


The employee went on to complete his vocational training as a ticket agent and graduated from the Travel Academy on June 6, 1986.


In August 1986, Wilson entered into a compromise and release agreement with LTD.  Under the terms of this agreement, the employee received $40,000.00 in unscheduled permanent partial disability benefits.  The employee was given a 35% whole man impairment rating from his previous injuries.  All benefits, with the exception of future medical benefits, were waived under the terms of this agreement.


After the approval of the compromise and release agreement in August 1986, Wilson continued to experience severe lumbar and radicular leg pain. On March 9, 1987, he was treated at the Polyclinic in Seattle, Washington, for severe lumbar pain with radicular pain in his legs.  The employee was referred to the Seattle Orthopedic and Fracture Clinic.  X‑rays taken revealed a failed fusion at the L5‑Sl level and a solid "floating fusion" at the L4‑5 level.  The lack of a solid fusion at the L5‑Sl level was considered the possible source of the employee's recurrent pain.


In September 1987, the employee sought emergency medical treatment for his back on four separate occasions.  On September 16, 1987, Wilson was seen at the Providence Hospital Emergency Room complaining of back and lower extremity pain.  Three days later, the employee was treated at the Humana Hospital Emergency Room in Anchorage, complaining of back and lower extremity pain.  On September 26, 1987 the employee sought emergency medical treatment at Humana Hospital for back and right leg pain and numbness. "Nerve root syndrome, L5‑Sl" was diagnosed and the employee was referred back to Dr. Newman.


On May 30 and July 25, 1988, the employee went again to the emergency room at Humana Hospital, and on August 1988 he went to the emergency room at Providence Hospital.  Complaining of back and right leg pain of two or three weeks duration, employee saw Dr. Newman in August 1988.


On July 25, 1989, Wilson began working for VECO in Prince William Sound during the oil spill cleanup effort. In his deposition taken on January 31, 1990, he testified that he worked 12 hours a day, seven days a week on the ship Bering Trader loading gear for the crews doing the actual clean up work. (Wilson dep. at 14‑15).  During his employment with VECO, employee sought medical treatment for an ear infection and pain in his Achilles tendon on his right foot.  On August 27, 1989, the employee returned to the clinic complaining of general aches, fatigue, malaise and difficulty sleeping. (Nurse's notes dated 7/31/89, 8/2/89, 8/4/89 and 8/27/89).  According to VECO's Separation Notice for the employee, he was laid off on September 14, 1989 due to a reduction in force.  Steven Jensen, the employee's general foreman at VECO, rated him as outstanding in every category, and considered him eligible for rehire.  The evaluation discharge comments from Jensen stated; "medical/ankles. Never complained.  I sent him to see Nurse Jane.  She recommended he stay off his ankles." (VECO Separation Employee Evaluation dated 9/13/98).


On November 9, 1989, Wilson was seen by Dr. Newman "because he had about a 1 week flare‑up on back and right leg pain." (Dr. Newman chart notes dated 11/9/89).  Following an MRI scan, Dr. Newman concluded that the February 1986 fusion had failed to form, resulting in a pseudorarthrosis at the L5‑Sl level. (Dr.  Newman chart notes dated 11/30/89).


Following his visit to Dr. Newman on November 9, 1989, the employee submitted a claim for medical benefits to LTD.  LTD controverted employee’s claim, contending that the employee's current condition was the result of an alleged injury while employed by VECO in August and September 1989.


On January 3, 1990, Dr. Newman performed a sixth surgical procedure involving a second attempt at a lumbar fusion with steffe plate fixation at the L5‑Sl level.


In his deposition taken on January 31, 1990, Wilson testified:


Q. The adjuster on this file thought, when she had spoken to you originally on this claim, that you had indicated to her you had done some heavy lifting on your job.


A. Well, probably a maximum of 50 pounds, but I had no trouble with my back at all out there . . .


Q. At Veco?


A. No, I didn't have any problems with my back. 

(Wilson dep. at 16‑17).


. . . . 


Q. What brought you, or do you have any recollection of what all started, or what type of pain you were experiencing to bring you in to see [Dr.  Newman] after close to a year and a half, in November of '89?


A. Low back pain and pain in the legs.


Q. When did that start; do you have any idea?  I know it's hard to answer these questions sometimes, but ‑‑


A. I don't have an idea.


Q. In terms of what you went to see [Dr.  Newman] in November of '89, just to help you out here, do you know how long you were experiencing that pain before you went back to see him?


A. A question like that, that's hard to answer.  I've been going through this for so long.  I don't, I really don't know.


Q. I mean, did you seem to have been better in '88 because you didn't have ‑‑


A. Yeah, I didn't seem to have any problems. I mean, I was working 12 hours a day for Veco and it was always fine, seven days a week.


Q. And then I guess what I'm trying to get at ‑to understand.  Did you wake up one morning with more pain or ‑‑


A. I don't know.


Q. No recollection, okay.  That's fine.  I know it's sometimes hard for people to understand all this.  So you can't think of anything specific that made you all of a sudden go see Newman, after not seeing a doctor for close to a year, in '89?


A. (Witness shakes head.)


Q. No?


A. No.

(Id. at 32‑33).


On March 20, 1990, the employee filed an Application for Adjustment of Claim against VECO, alleging that he had developed back pain as a result of lifting oily bags of waste during his employment with VECO.


On April 5, 1990, the employee filed a Report of Injury with VECO, claiming he had suffered a work‑related injury prior to his layoff from VECO on September 15, 1989.


On December 27, 1990, the employee signed an affidavit to supplement his January 31, 1990 deposition.  In this affidavit, the employee stated, in part:


3. The last time I was employed was with VECO as a supply foreman from July 1989 through September 14, 1989.  During the time I was employed with VECO I had no problems with my back until September 14, 1989 at which time after having worked two consecutive eighteen hour days on September 13 and 14, where I was continuously on my feet, climbed stairs and was continuously lifting I started experiencing low back pain.


4. On September 14, 1989 after experiencing low back pain I was sitting down taking a break when the general foreman, Steve Jensen, came up to me to ask me why I was sitting down at which time I told him my back was hurting.


5. After informing Mr. Jensen of my back pain he indicated to me that if I could not handle the job I should get off the job.  It was at that time that I left the job with VECO.


6. I had been asked prior to this date to continue on with the ship to Seattle, however, based upon the fact that my back was bothering me and Mr. Jensen informed me that if I couldn't handle the job to leave the job it was in my best interest to not continue my employment with VECO.


When Dr. Newman was deposed on December 27, 1990, and asked many times, in many ways, if, in essence, the VECO employment was the cause the employee's present disability, the doctor responded:


A. Yes.  Let me just tell you: We're going round and round and round.  I don't know exactly what everybody is driving at here, but there is absolutely no question, it is absolutely incontrovertible that Mr. Wilson had a pseudoarthrosis after his surgery in 1986, that he had symptoms from it consistently from 1986 to the time he got re‑operated on recently, and that the reason he got operated on was related to that original problem that resulted in his surgery in 1986.


I know of no injury.  I see no way that the kind of work he was doing at Veco could have permanently bothered him to the point to force him to have a surgery.  And I have reviewed all these records ad nauseam, including all the records that both your attorneys have provided me, including my own depositions.


And, you know, I fail to see why we're dragging this thing over and over and over again.  I want to make this very clear, since I'm sure the Board is going to be reading this, that everyone is looking for a semantic way of twisting my works into being something they aren't.  And I want to be absolutely clear on the record, that I don't see any way you could twist the Veco employment into having anything to do with his subsequent surgery, and I've reviewed every piece of information that's available.


Q. Well, half an hour ago, literally, I got another piece of information that I want you to review, if I can find it.


A. Sometimes I think when the Board is faced with reading these things, they can't see the forest for trees.  You ask me enough questions, it's bound to sound confusing to anybody, but I don't think it's very confusing information.  I think it's pretty clear cut.


Q. This was Mr. Wilson's affidavit, and I would like you to review that, and let me know if that changes your opinion as you just expressed, and as expressed in your recent affidavit.


A. No, it does not influence my opinion.


Q. And why is that?


A. Pseudoarthrosis is a painful condition; and if you're overactive, doing anything with a painful condition like a pseudoarthrosis, you may cause your back to ache.  It doesn't mean that you injured your back.  It means you're causing a pre‑existing back injury to ache.  The ache will go away, and you'll be back to a situation you were before you had the backache.


Q. Okay.  So in legal parlance, it would be a temporary aggravation, but not a permanent worsening?


A. Right.

(Dr.  Newman dep. at 11‑13).


On January 17, 1991, Dr. Horning, the physician who performed a physical capacities evaluation of the employee on April 3, 1986, signed an affidavit which stated, in essence, that 1) he had reviewed the job analysis for Wilson's VECO position, the affidavits of Wilson and Dr. Newman's, Dr. Horning's depositions and other medical records; 2) he would not have released the employee to the heavy work as described in the job description; and 3) he believed that the VECO employment accelerated the need for employee's surgery to repair his pre‑existing pseudorarthrosis at the L5‑Sl level.


At his deposition taken on January 21, 1991, Dr. Horning reaffirmed his opinions as set forth in his affidavit of January 17, 1991, (Dr.  Horning dep. at 7‑15).  When questioned by VECO's attorney about statements made by the employee in his deposition taken on January 31, 1990, Dr. Horning testified:


Q. Your factual data is that contained in the employee's affidavit as to his statements there about an injury with VECO and the reported injury?


A. Yes, there, and the time line.


Q. Would it affect your opinion if Mr. Wilson ‑‑there was no testimony from Mr. Wilson as to whether he had an injury with VECO?  If he had said my back was fine with VECO, would that affect your opinion?


A. Well, sure. If he said that he worked for VECO and then stopped because he wanted a change of scenery, and then subsequently after ceasing to work he got so bad that he began seeking surgery, that would change my opinion, but that's not the way it appears. It appears that he said he tried to work and he stopped working specifically because his back hurt worse.

(Id. at 23‑24).


When VECO's attorney read the doctor those parts of Wilson's January 31, 1990 deposition where Wilson testified that he did not have any back problems while working with VECO, he did not know why his back hurt when he saw Dr. Newman in November 1990, and he worked 12 hours a day, seven days a week for VECO and his back was always fine, Dr. Horning testified:


Q. Would that impact your opinion?


A. Well, it certainly raises a grave certain [sic] about his credibility.  I think it would be helpful to sit down and look at all the testimony and see if there is a change down the road and why the change occurred and all that.  I'm not sure I'm prepared to deal with that right now.


Q. I'm not asking you to judge his credibility, that's up to the board, but let's separate this.


I know what your opinion is based on his affidavit.  Let's assume there is no affidavit.  What is your opinion based on this ‑‑ on the affidavit and on ‑I also want you to assume that he has never told Dr. Newman about an injury with VECO, and if you read Dr. Newman's depo you'll know that that's the case.  Based on those facts, what would your opinion be?


A. If we're going to eliminate all reference to pain increasing during the time of employment with VECO, then it changes the situation and it looks as if his problem was something along that list, doing better early on, as time went by he did less well, I assume he was one of the 80 percent that had to have surgery.


Q. And his employment with VECO would not be a factor?


A. I would think that would be so.

(Id. at 26‑27).


FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The essential question we must first resolve, is whether VECO or LTD is responsible for the employee's present disability.


The last injurious exposure rule adopted in Ketchikan Gateway Brough v. Saling, 604 P.2d 590, (Alaska 1979), applies when employment with successive employers contributes to an employee's disability.  Veco, Inc. v. Wolfer, 693 P.2d 865, 868, n. 1, (Alaska 1985).  This rule, combined with the presumption of compensability set forth in AS 23.30.120(a), imposes liability on the subsequent employer when a "preliminary link" between the disability and the employment is established. Providence Washington Company v. Bonner, 680 P.2d 100, (Alaska 1984) (Rabinowitz J. concurring).  The Board must make two determinations regarding the "preliminary link" and the presumption of compensability under this rule: (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 combining with is a "legal cause" of the disability, i.e., "a substantial factor in bringing about the harm" United Asphalt Paving v. Smith, 660 P.2d 445, 447, (Alaska 1983) (quoting Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 604 P.2d at 597‑598).


An aggravation, acceleration or combining with, is a substantial factor in the disability if it is shown (1) that "but for" the subsequent employment the disability would not have occurred and (2) the subsequent employment was so important in bringing about the disability that a reasonable person would regard it as a cause and attach responsibility to it. See State v. Abbott, 498 P.2d 712, 727, (Alaska 1971) . The court expressly adopted the "but for" test in a "last injurious exposure" rule context.  Fairbanks North Star Borough v. Rogers & Babler, 757 P.2d 528, 533, (Alaska 1987).


The evidence necessary to raise the presumption of compensability varies depending on the type of claim.  "[I]n claims 'based on highly technical medical considerations' medical evidence is often necessary in order to make that connection." Burgess Construction Co., v. Smallwood (Smallwood II) , 623 P.2d 312, 316, (Alaska 1981). In less complex cases, lay evidence may be sufficiently probative to establish causation.  Veco, 693 P.2d at 871.  With regard to medical evidence, Professor Larson states:


In compensation law, the administrative‑law‑evidence problem of expert opinion and official notice finds its principal application in the handling of medical facts.  The usual question is the extent to which findings of the existence, causation or consequences of various injuries or diseases can rest upon something other than direct medical testimony ‑ the claimant's own description of his condition, for example, or the commission's expert knowledge acquired not by formal medical education but by the practical schooling that comes with years of handling similar cases.


. . . . 


To appraise the true degree of indispensability which should be accorded medical testimony, it is first necessary to dispel the misconception that valid awards can stand only if accompanied by a definite medical diagnosis.  True, in many instances it may be impossible to form a judgement on the relation of the employment to the injury, or relation of the injury to the disability, without analyzing in medical terms what the injury or disease is.  But this is not invariably so.  In appropriate circumstances, awards may be made when medical evidence on these matters is inconclusive, indecisive, fragmentary, inconsistent, or even nonexistent.

2 B Larson, Workmen's Compensation Law, §79,50 51 at 15‑426‑128 (citing Employers Commercial Union Co. v. Libor, 536 P.2d 129, (Alaska 1975); Kessick v. Alyeska Pipeline Service Co., 617 P.2d 755, (Alaska 1980).


Once the presumption attaches, the subsequent employer must come forward with substantial evidence that the disability is not work‑related. Burgess Construction v. Smallwood (Smallwood II) , 623 P.2d 312, 316 (Alaska 1981).  Substantial evidence is such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind would accept in light of all the evidence to support a conclusion.  Kessick v. Alyeska Pipeline Services Company, 617 P.2d 755, 757 (Alaska 1980). There are two methods of overcoming the presumption of compensability: (1) presenting affirmative evidence showing that the disability is not work‑related or (2) eliminating all reasonable possibilities that the disability is work‑related.  Land and Marine Rental Company v. Rawls, 686 P.2d 1187, 1188, (Alaska 1984).


The same standards used to determine whether medical evidence is necessary to establish the preliminary link apply to determining 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 elements of 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 [triers of fact) that the asserted facts are probably true." Saxton v. Harris, 395 P.2d 71, 72, (Alaska 1964).


First, we must determine whether the employee has shown that the presumption of compensability attached to VECO; that is whether a preliminary link has been established between his disability and employment with VECO.  As noted previously, we must first determine if events occurred in the summer of 1989, while working for VECO, that aggravated, accelerated, or combined with the employee's pre‑existing back problems which resulted from working with LTD.


We find some evidence that supports the employee's contention that his VECO employment aggravated his pre‑existing back condition.  The employee testified that he started experiencing low back pain while working for VECO on September 14, 1989, after a long period of standing, climbing stairs and lifting and he had to leave the job because of it.  Also, the record reflects that he saw Dr. Newman on November 9, 1989, complaining about a flare‑up of his back and right leg pain.


The second question that must be answered regarding the preliminary link is whether the 1989 aggravation of his pre‑existing condition was a "legal cause" of the employee's future disability, or in other words, a substantial factor in bringing about the eventual harm.


In reviewing the two‑part test, as outlined above, to ascertain if the 1989 incident was a substantial factor in bringing about the eventual surgery and disability, we must first decide if "but for" the employment with VECO, the present disability would not exist.  We find that this element of the test has not been proven.  This finding is based on various facts.


First, the record shows that: after the employee had his fusion in February 1986 by Dr. Newman, he continued to experience severe lumbar and radicular leg pain.  He was treated for this condition at the Polyclinic in Seattle on March 9, 1987.  X‑ray taken at the time revealed a failed fusion at the L5‑Sl level and a solid "floating fusion" at the same level.  In September 1987, Wilson sought emergency medical treatment for his back on four different times.  In July and August 1988, the employee was again seen in emergency rooms because of back problems.  Also, in August 1988, he saw Dr. Newman again complaining of back and right leg pain.


Second, and most importantly, Dr. Newman, the employee's treating physician since 1984 and doctor who had performed numerous back surgeries on him since then, including the 1986 surgery, testified emphatically and unequivocally, that the sole reason for the 1990 surgery and the cause of his present disability is the failed fusion that he performed in February 1986, and nothing else.  The doctor stated: "there is absolutely no question, it is absolutely incontrovertible that Mr. Wilson had a pseudoarthrosis after his surgery in 1986, that he had symptoms from it consistently from 1986 to the time he got re‑operated on recently, and that the reason he got operated on was related to that original problem that resulted in his surgery in 1986." (Newman dep. at 11).  Also, he testified: "I know of no injury.  I see no way that the kind of work he was doing at Veco could have permanently bothered him to the point to force him to have a surgery. (Id.). Dr. Newman had read Wilson's December 27, 1990 affidavit and said it did not influence his opinion.


Finally, once Dr. Horning was advised that Wilson had testified in January 1990, that he had not been injured while working for VECO in 1989, and he did not know why his back hurt when he saw Dr. Newman in November 1989, he changed his opinion and did not think the employee's employment with VECO was a factor in his need for subsequent surgery.


Based on these facts, we conclude that the employee has not proven that "but for" the 1989 employment with VECO, which might have aggravated his pre‑existing back condition, his present disability would not have occurred.


For these same reasons, we conclude that the employment with VECO was not so important in bringing about his present medical problems that a reasonable person would regard it as a cause and attach responsibility to it.


Accordingly, we conclude the employee has failed to establish a "preliminary link" between his disability and employment with VECO.  Therefore, the presumption of compensability does not attach to his claim against VECO.


Even if the preliminary link had been established and the presumption of compensability attached to the employee's claim, we nevertheless conclude, based on all the facts, that VECO has come forward with substantial evidence that the employee's disability is not related to the employee's employment with it.  Further, we conclude the employee has not proven all element of his claim by a preponderance of the evidence.


Finally, based on  all the evidence, we find that the preliminary link was established and presumption of compensability attached against LTD, LTD did not overcome the presumption by substantial evidence and, even it the presumption was overcome, the employee has proven all elements of his claim against LTD by a preponderance of the evidence.


ORDER

1. The employee's claim for temporary total disability benefits against VECO is denied and dismissed.


2. The employee's claim for medical expenses against VECO is denied and dismissed.


3. The employee's claim for vocational rehabilitation services against VECO is denied and dismissed.


4. The employee's claim for attorney's fees against VECO is denied and dismissed.


S. LTD shall pay the employee's medical expenses resulting from the failed fusion in 1986.


Dated at Anchorage, Alaska, this 25th day of February, 1991.



ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD



 /s/ Russell E. Mulder 


Russell E. Mulder, 



Designated Chairman



 /s/ Joanne R. Rednall 


Joanne R. Rednall, Member

REM/fm

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 Steven J. Wilson, employee/applicant, v. Veco, Inc., employer; and Eagle Pacific insurance, insurer; and LTD Enterprises, employer; and State Farm Fire and Casualty, insurer/defendants; Case No. 8423049 and 8933698; dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board in Anchorage, Alaska, this 25th day of February, 1991.



Janet P. Carricaburu, Clerk
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