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ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD

P.O. Box 25512                                                                                                             Juneau, Alaska 99802-5512

TRUDI A. POWERS-THOMAS, 

                                                  Employee, 

                                                            Applicant,

                                                   v. 

ANCHORAGE, SCHOOL DISTRICT,

  SELF INSURED,

                                                  Employer,

                                                             Defendant.
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       FINAL

       DECISION AND ORDER

      AWCB Case No.  199923087
      AWCB Decision No. 01-0063

       Filed with AWCB Anchorage, Alaska 

       April  6, 2001


On January 11, 2001, in Anchorage, Alaska, we heard the employee’s claim for compensation benefits.  The employee was represented by Robert L. Mormon, EEO Advocate for Government Employees.  Attorney Robert D. Stone represented the employer.  We left the record open until March 8, 2001, to receive additional testimony.  We closed the record on March 14, 2001, the date we next met to deliberate in this matter.

ISSUES

1.  
Did the employee suffer a compensable mental injury in the course and scope of her work for the employer, under AS 23.30.120(c) and AS 23.30.395(17)?

2.
Is the employee entitled to an award of temporary total disability (“TTD”) benefits, under AS 23.30.185?

3. Is the employee entitled to an award of medical benefits, under AS 23.30.095?

4. Is the employee entitled to an award of transportation costs, under 8 AAC 45.084?

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE


The employee claims that she suffers from a mental disability because of several incidents that occurred while she was working for the employer as a clerk.  (11/19/99 Report of Occupational Injury or Illness).  The employee’s supervisor, Heather Wagner, testified that the area where the employee worked was an extremely stressful area to work.  On November 2, 1999, the employee had a verbal argument with a co-worker, Mary Epperson.  The employee testified that Ms. Epperson threatened to “send her daughters over to talk to” the employee.  On Thursday, November 4, 1999 at approximately 3:15 p.m., the employee was leaving the human resources department for a scheduled meeting with her son’s first grade teacher.  The employee testified she was verbally accosted by Ms. Epperson’s daughter, Mary G. Epperson, Jr.  The employee testified that Mary G. Epperson, Jr., came to the Anchorage School District with a small child in her arms, and threatened to shoot her.  The employee immediately removed herself from the area and sought out her supervisor, who had left for the day.  


She testified that Mary G. Epperson left the office, and the employee then went to the parking lot to her car.  The employee testified that Ms. Epperson was waiting in the parking lot for her.  Ms. Epperson followed her to her car, and continued to threaten her with violence.  The employee testified that Ms. Epperson then followed her in a tan or brown car for several blocks.  The employee testified she “took a few extra turns” while driving in order to lose Ms. Epperson.


On November 5, 1999, the employee testified that a co-worker answered a phone call and informed the employee that it was a friend of hers.  The employee was suspicious about the phone call, and answered the call using the speakerphone.  The employee testified that the caller then stated, “You’re a dead bitch.”  The employee testified that she identified the voice as being that of Mary G. Epperson, Jr.  The employee’s supervisor, Heather Wagner, verified that this threat was made. The employee also noted that she received “continuous phone calls @ my home w/ obscen[e] language etc.” (11/15/99 Physician or Practitioner Certification).  On November 6, 1999, the employee reported the death threats made against her to the Anchorage Police Department.


Mary G. Epperson, Jr., testified at the hearing, and denied ever making any threats against the employee.  She testified she had a small child at the time of the alleged threats to the employee, and that she drove a brown car.  She testified she occasionally visited her mother at work.  The employee testified she knew Mary G. Epperson, Jr., because she regularly visited her mother at the Anchorage School District.  The employee testified she was capable of identifying Ms. Epperson’s voice. 


The employee became extraordinarily distraught from these death threats.  Her husband flew home from the North Slope to be with her, and the employee’s parents flew to Alaska from Phoenix, Arizona to stay with the employee.  The employee returned to work on November 8, 1999, and asked that Mary Epperson be either fired or moved to a position outside of the front office area where the employee worked.  She also requested that a video camera and telephone caller identification be installed in the front office.  The employer refused the employee’s demands and the employee therefore did not return to work, and has not returned to work since that time.  The employee used 190 hours of vacation/sick leave, extending her normal paychecks through January 2, 2000.  She then applied for leave under the Family Medical Leave Act, citing her workers’ compensation injury as her reason for needing leave.  The employer granted this request, and this unpaid leave expired on approximately February 15, 2000.  Subsequently, the employer terminated the employee in May 2000 for refusing to return to work.


The employee saw Kenneth Laufer, M.D., of Medical Park Family Care, Inc.  On November 15, 1999, the employee was issued an off-work slip from Medical Park Family Care, Inc., which stated “Mrs. Powers must be at home rest at least for one week – until situational stress is resolved.  Investigation pending.”  On November 18, 1999, the employee was issued another Disability Certificate from Medical Park Family Care, Inc., which stated the employee “will be unable to resume duties until threatening situation at workplace is resolved.”  


On December 13, 1999, Robert D. Wald, M.D., a physician who is Board Certified in psychiatry and neurology and practices at the Charter North Counseling Center, issued an off-work slip on behalf of the employee, stating “this patient, under my care, should not return to work until, at minimum, January 3, 2000.  A medical report is in process.”  (Dr. Wald’s 12/13/99 Off-Work Slip).  On December 15, 1999, Dr. Wald wrote a letter to Ms. Wagner regarding the employee:

The above named employee of your organization has been to see me regarding her recent experience during her period of unemployment.  Her representations are that she was threatened with physical assault and in fact with threats to her life.  She reports that she felt these threats were genuine and were clear, specific, and an immediate menace to her physical existence.

Ms. Powers-Thomas left work on the 8th of November this year in a state of high anxiety with severe fear for the welfare of herself and her family.  Her husband, during the panic and because of the distress in her voice, left work, on the North Slope to be at her side.  He has not resumed his employment in his effort to be of support to his wife.

A careful history reveals no prior incidence of this sort.  Further, there have been no employment irregularities of any sort, particularly in the area of emotional instability.  Her personal history and her family history do not reveal any episodes of hysteria, malingering, or otherwise taking advantage of an employer or a system.

An examination reveals a person in acute distress.  She is genuinely apprehensive about returning to a workplace were she feels inadequate preparations have been made to isolate her (or the other person) from the possibility of continuing the threats.  Although we are not in the position to evaluate the exact nature/circumstance of the workplace environment, it is generally agreed that symptoms of this sort need to be dealt with by modifications of the physical reality as well as the services of physicians and others who can deal with the personal problems.

There is no evidence in the history that suggests some external or intra-psychic phenomenon are causing this distressing circumstance for this patient.

Her local physician, Dr. Laufer, has appropriately prescribed some antianxiety agents and some assistance in helping her sleep.  These have been of limited effectiveness.  We have added further medications in the interest of reducing her distressing symptoms.

It is our impression that this woman is enduring an acute anxiety state, and that she wishes to return to a safe work environment.  She is prepared to do that as soon as her symptoms are reduced a bit more and she can be guaranteed a non-confrontational opportunity to return to the workplace.  From her report, she has an excellent work record and would like to continue in that frame.

It is our opinion that this woman is not a malingerer, is not attempting to take advantage of this situation, and is in genuine need of support for this period of total disability with regard to the work-related disability.

We appreciate your consideration.

(Dr. Wald’s 12/15/99 Letter to Heather Wagner).


The employee also treated with Vernon A. Cates, M.D.  Dr. Cates authored the employee’s Sick Leave Bank Application. Dr. Cates stated in his January 25, 2000 Chart Note:

Her psychiatrist gave her enough medicine for a month but she needed refills on some of her things.  She also needed a work release to carry her through to his next appointment on Feb. 15.  I see no alternative to carry on, keep her off work with a diagnosis of anxiety/post-traumatic stress.

He diagnosed the employee as suffering, “anxiety – post-traumatic workplace life threats – hypertensive currently.”  (Employee’s 1/25/00 Sick Leave Bank Application).  He noted the onset of the employee’s illness as November 4, 1999 and indicated it was “not established” when the employee would be able to return to work.  Id.  



On February 15, 2000, Dr. Wald issued his final off-work slip for the employee, which stated, “patient is to continue sick-leave for work at this time.”  On April 3, 2000, Dr. Wald indicated the employee was “doing okay.”  (Dr. Wald’s 4/3/00 Progress Note).


At the hearing, the employer pointed to other events in the employee’s life as being the cause of for mental disability.  The employer cited six specific stressful non-work related offense or activities that it contends caused the employee’s mental injury:

(1) Heated child custody battle with Tom Kyte for several years, and continuing;

(2) September 9, 1999 issuance of court order denying Ms. Powers-Thomas custody of her child, Cyrus;

(3) September 11, 1999 birthday party for Mary Epperson and her husband at Fort Richardson;

(4) September 15, 1999 incident where the police remove Cyrus from Ms. Powers-Thomas at 11:30 p.m., while Cyrus is screaming;

(5) Cyrus’ emotional and behavior problems at school following issuance of child custody order;

(6) Ms. Powers-Thomas’ inability to conceive a child with her new husband.

(Employer’s Post Hearing Brief at 14).

The employer also attacked the employee’s credibility, claiming that “noting all inconsistencies, misrepresentations, and lies made by [the employee] during the course of this case would be too extensive.”  Id. at 9.  The employer also claimed that the employee’s argument with Ms. Epperson was racially motivated, and the employee was malingering.  Cynthia Chase, Director of Contract Administration for the employer, provided hearsay testimony, inter alia, that she contacted Dr. Wald and Dr. Wald indicated that perhaps the employee was malingering.  (Cynthia Chase’s Depo. at 14-17).  


At the request of the employer, Ronald A. Feigin, M.D., a Board Certified psychiatrist, evaluated the employee on February 12, 2001.   Dr. Feigin diagnosed the employee as suffering “a personality disorder, not otherwise specified, with paranoid and borderline traits.”  (Dr. Feigin’s 2/17/01 Report at 3).  He felt the employee had “an anxiety disorder with some features of depression” superimposed on her personality disorder.  Id. He indicated “it is possible that she had an acute stress reaction following the confrontation in November [1999], but her ongoing symptomatology does not fit with an ongoing postraumatic disorder.”  Id.  He concluded:

I do not feel the alleged work-related stress was the predominant cause of Ms. Powers-Thomas’ current mental condition.  As noted above, there were a number of issues that were ongoing on her life and although she does not focus on them to the degree she focuses on the School District-related issue, they clearly are significant factors.

Dr. Feigin  also noted that “the deposition of his Ms. Cynthia Chase suggests that Dr. Wald was somewhat suspicious of Ms. Powers-Thomas’ motivation and that she might be litigious.”  Id. at 4.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

I. DID THE EMPLOYEE SUFFER A COMPENSABLE MENTAL INJURY IN THE COURSE AND SCOPE OF HER EMPLOYMENT?

1. Applicable Law

The employee claims she suffers a mental injury due to her work.  Alaska Statute 23.30.395(17) defines "injury" in pertinent part:


"[I]njury" means accidental injury or death arising out of and in the course of employment . . . "injury" does not include mental injury caused by mental stress unless it is established that (A) the work stress was extraordinary and unusual in comparison to pressures and tensions experienced by individuals in a comparable work environment, and (B) the work stress was the predominant cause of the mental injury; the amount of work stress shall be measured by actual events; a mental injury is not considered to arise out of and in the course of employment if it results from a disciplinary action, work evaluation, job transfer, layoff, demotion, termination, or similar action, taken in good faith by the employer[.]  (Emphasis added).


The statutory presumption of compensability for a physical injury claim does not apply to a claim of mental injury caused by work-related stress.  AS 23.20.120(c).  In Williams v. State of Alaska, 939 P.2d 1065, 1071-72 (Alaska 1997), our Supreme Court held:


To prevail, [the employee] had to establish by a preponderance of the evidence, without benefit of the presumption of compensability, that: (1) "the work stress was extraordinary and unusual in comparison to pressures and tensions experienced by individuals in a comparable work environment"; and (2) the work stress, as measured by actual events, "was the predominant cause of the mental injury. . . . [E]ach element of the test for mental injury arising from work-related stress is mandatory. . . ."  (Emphasis in original).


Because the statutory presumption of compensability does not apply to the employee's mental injury claim, she must prove her claim by a preponderance of the evidence.  "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).  Claims for a mental injury must be based on actual events, not the employee's perception of the events.  Arnold v. Tyson Seafoods Group, AWCB Decision No. 97-0253 (December 11, 1997). 

2. Did the Employee Suffer a Mental Injury?

The employer contended in its brief that the employee suffered no mental injury.  (Employer’s Post Hearing Brief at 13).  We find that the evidence establishes that the employee did suffer a mental injury.  Three of the employee’s treating physicians indicated the employee suffered a mental injury.  Dr. Laufer indicated the employee suffered “situational stress.”  Dr. Wald indicated the employee suffered disabling “anxiety.”  Dr. Cates concluded the employee suffered “anxiety/post-traumatic stress.”  Moreover, the EME conceded “It is possible that [the employee] had an acute stress reaction following the confrontation in November.”  (Dr. Feigin’s 2/17/01 Report at 3).  We conclude that the employee has proven, by a preponderance of the evidence, that she suffered a mental injury.  Williams v. State of Alaska, 939 P.2d at 1071-72.
3.
Was the Employee’s Work Stress Extraordinary and Unusual in Comparison to Pressures and Tensions Experienced by Individuals in a Comparable Work Environment?
There was testimony regarding three specific incidents at the employee’s place of employment.  First, the employee testified that she engaged in a verbal argument with her co-worker, Mary Epperson, on November 2, 1999, and Ms. Epperson threatened “to send her daughters over to talk” to the employee.  Second, the employee testified that Mary G. Epperson, Jr., came to the Anchorage School District and threatened to kill the employee on November 4, 1999.  She then followed the employee out to the parking lot and continued threatening her, and pursued the employee in her vehicle.  Third, the employee testified that Mary G. Epperson threatened her life over the telephone on November 5, 1999.  

We find the second and third incidents, wherein clear and direct death threats were made to the employee’s life, constituted work stress that was “extraordinary and unusual in comparison to pressures and tensions experienced by individuals in the comparable work environment.”  AS 23.30.395(17)(A).  While we did not find the employee wholly credible, we find that the employee’s testimony on these particular issues was credible.  AS 23.30.122. The telephonic death threat was verified by the employee’s supervisor, Ms. Wagner.  Moreover, the employee immediately documented these threats, reported them to her employer and sought, to no avail, to remedy the threatening situation by working with her employer.  

  In finding the employee credible regarding these threats, we also give weight to her treating psychiatrist’s opinion.  Dr. Wald opined that the employee was “not a malingerer, is not attempting to take advantage of the situation, and is in genuine need of support for this period of total disability with regard to work related disability.” (Dr. Wald’s 12/15/99 Letter to Ms. Wagner).  Additionally, Dr. Cates concluded the employee suffered from “post traumatic workplace life threats.”  (Employee’s 1/25/00 Sick Leave Bank Application).  We find, as Dr. Wald reported in his December 15, 1999 letter, that the death threats were “genuine and were clear, specific, and an immediate menace to her physical existence.”  Office workers in comparable settings as the employee do not regularly experience genuine death threats as part of their occupation.  These types of threats are considered to be criminal in nature.  (See, e.g., AS 11.41.230(a)(3)).  We conclude that the employee has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that her work stress was extraordinary and unusual in comparison to the pressures and tensions experienced by individuals in a comparable work environment. Williams v. State of Alaska, 939 P.2d at 1071-72.
4.
Was the Work Stress the Predominant Cause of the Employee’s Mental Injury?

The employer points to various stress factors in the employee’s life as being the cause of her mental disability.  We find that there is direct evidence relating the employee’s psychiatric problems to the work incidents in November 1999.  Dr. Laufer, the employee’s initial treating physician, provided disability certificates for the employee, remarking that the employee was to be out of work due to “situational stress.”  (Dr. Laufer’s 11/15/99 Off-work Slip; see also 11/15/99 Disability Certificate and Chart Notes).  Dr. Wald provided disability notes for the employee on December 13, 1999 and February 15, 1999.  He noted that the employee was totally disabled because of her work stress.  (Dr. Wald’s 12/15/99 Letter).  Dr. Cates detailed the threats made to the employee’s life at work and concluded that there was “no alternative” but to keep the employee off work with a diagnosis of anxiety/post-traumatic stress.  Dr. Cates directly implicated the employee’s workplace as the cause of the employee’s injury.  (Dr. Cate’s 1/25/00 Chart Note; Employee’s 1/25/00 Sick Leave Bank Application).  

The EME does not dispute that the employee suffered a mental injury as a result of her November 1999 work exposures.  Dr. Feigin agreed that it was possible that the employee had “an acute stress reaction following the confrontation in November.”  However, Dr. Feigin pointed to various other stressful events in the employee’s life during the fall of 1999 as being “significant factors” in causing her mental condition (Dr. Feigin’s 2/17/01 Report at 4).  Near that time, the employee had an ongoing custody battle and continuing disputes with her former husband, and had been attempting to conceive a child with her new husband.  However, both of these situations had been ongoing for several years before 1999 and there is no evidence of any inability to work due to mental stress until the work exposures triggered her disability in November 1999.  Furthermore, the September 1999 incidents referred to by the employer occurred over 50 days before the employee was deemed mentally disabled.

Dr. Feigin and Ms. Chase made references that Dr. Wald might possibly believe the employee was malingering.  (Dr. Feigin’s 2/17/01 Report at 4-5; Cynthia Chase’s Depo. at 14-17).  These statements by Dr. Feigin and Ms. Chase are classic hearsay, and we give little weight to them.  The employer had opportunities to depose Dr. Wald, call him at the hearing as a witness or obtain a report from him supporting their position, yet did not do so.  The evidence in the record shows that Dr. Wald specifically indicated that the employee was not malingering.  (Dr. Wald’s 12/15/99 Letter).  We find the employee was not malingering regarding her November 1999 work exposures.
We agree that these other factors in the employee’s life played a part in the employee’s overall mental condition.  However, the preponderance of the evidence persuades us that the predominant cause of the employee’s mental injury was her November 1999 work exposures.  In coming to this conclusion, we give great weight to the opinion of Dr. Wald, who took “A careful history” from the employee and found no other causes for her mental disability other then her work exposures of November 1999.  (Dr. Wald’s 12/15/99 Letter).  We also give weight to the opinion of Dr. Cates that the employee suffered “Anxiety – Post Traumatic workplace life threats.”  (Employee’s 1/25/00 Sick Leave Bank Application; Dr. Cates 1/25/00 Chart Note).  We conclude the employee has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that her work stress in November 1999 was the predominant cause of her mental injury.  Williams v. State of Alaska, 939 P.2d at 1071-72.

II.
WHAT BENEFITS IS THE EMPLOYEE ENTITLED?

1. Medical Benefits


The employee seeks reimbursement for the medical benefits she obtained for her mental condition.  AS 23.30.095(a) provides, in part:

The employer shall furnish medical, surgical, and other attendance or treatment, nurse and hospital service, medicine, crutches, and apparatus for the period which the nature of the injury or the process of recovery requires, not exceeding two years from and after the date of injury . . . .  if continued treatment or care or both beyond the two-year period is indicated, the injured worker has the right to review by the board.  The board may authorize continued treatment or care or both as the process of recovery may require...


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 or to prevent disability.  For the reasons discussed at length in the previous section of this decision, the employee’s mental condition was related to her work and compensable from November 4, 1998.  We conclude, under AS 23.30.095(a), the employee is entitled to reasonable and necessary medical benefits for treatment of her mental condition.  

2.
Temporary Total Disability Benefits


The employee requests TTD benefits from November 8, 1999 through the present. AS 23.30.185 provides:


In case of disability total in character but temporary in quality, 80 percent of the injured employee's spendable weekly wages shall be paid to the employee during the continuance of the disability.  Temporary total disability benefits may not be paid for any period of disability occurring after the date of medical stability.

The employee stopped working on November 8, 1999.  We find the employee became temporarily totally disabled on this date.  We base this finding on the conclusions of the employee’s treating physicians.  On November 15, 1999 Dr. Laufer provided an off-work slip indicating the employee “must be at home rest at least for one week – until situational stress is resolved.”  On November 18, 1999 Dr. Laufer provided another disability certificate on behalf of the employee.  On December 13, 1999 Dr. Wald wrote that the employee “should not return to work until, at a minimum, January 3, 2000.”  On December 15, 1999 Dr. Wald reiterated that the employee was totally disabled.  On January 25, 2000, Dr. Cates indicated the employee should remain off work indefinitely.  He noted the employee’s illness began on November 4, 1999.  On February 15, Dr. Wald wrote that the employee “is to continue sick-leave for work at this time.”  This is the last off-work slip that the employee received.

AS 23.30.395(21) defines “medical stability” as:

[T]he date after which further objectively measurable improvement from the effects of the compensable injury is not reasonably expected to result from additional medical care or treatment, notwithstanding the possible need for additional medical care or the possibility of improvement or deterioration resulting from the passage of time; medical stability shall be presumed in the absence of objectively measurable improvement for a period of 45 days; this presumption may be rebutted by clear and convincing evidence.


We conclude the employee is entitled to TTD benefits from November 8, 1999 through March 31, 2000.  March 31, 2000 was selected because it is 45 days from the date of the employee’s last off-work slip of February 15, 2000.  We conclude the employee became medically stable on March 31, 2000.  AS 23.30.395(21).  This conclusion is supported by Dr. Wald’s finding on April 3, 2000, that the employee was “doing okay.” (Dr. Wald’s 4/3/01 Progress Note).


3.
Reimbursement for Transportation Expenses 


The employee requests reimbursement for transportation expenses incurred in her treatment.  Our regulation at 8 AAC 45.084 provides that transportation expenses are payable for medical treatment provided under AS 23.30.095(a).  In addition, 8 AAC 45.082(d) provides, in part: "Unless the employer disputes the prescription charges or transportation expenses, an employer shall reimburse an employee's prescription charges or transportation expenses for medical treatment within 30 days after the employer receives . . .  an itemization of the dates of travel and transportation expenses for each date of travel."  Based on  8 AAC 45.082(d)  and 8 AAC 45.084, we conclude the employee is entitled to reimbursement for any reasonable medical transportation costs for treatment of her compensable mental condition from November 8, 1999.

ORDER

1. The employee is entitled to TTD benefits, under AS 23.30.185, for work time lost from November 8, 1999 through March 31, 2000.

2. The employee is entitled to medical benefits, under AS 23.30.095(a), for the treatment of her mental condition from November 8, 1999.

3. The employee is entitled to medical transportation costs incurred, under 8 AAC 45.084, related to her mental condition from November 8, 1999.  The employee is ordered to provide detailed transportation costs incurred to the employer within 15 days from the date of this decision and order.

Dated at Anchorage, Alaska this  6th  day of April 2001.
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If compensation is payable under the terms of this decision, it is due on the date of issue.  A penalty of 25% will accrue if not paid within 14 days of the due date, unless an interlocutory order staying payment is obtained in Superior Court.


If compensation is awarded, but not paid within 30 days of this decision, the person to whom the compensation is payable may, within one year after the default of payment, request from the board a supplementary order declaring the amount of the default.

APPEAL PROCEDURES

This compensation order is a final decision.  It becomes effective when filed in the office of the Board unless proceedings to appeal it are instituted.  Proceedings to appeal must be instituted in Superior Court within 30 days of the filing of this decision and be 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.

RECONSIDERATION

A party may ask the Board to reconsider this decision by filing a petition for reconsideration under AS 44.62.540 and in accordance with 8 AAC 45.050.  The petition requesting reconsideration must be filed with the Board within 15 days after delivery or mailing of this decision.

MODIFICATION


Within one year after the rejection of a claim or within one year after the last payment of benefits under AS 23.30.180, 23.30.185, 23.30.190, 23.30.200 or 23.30.215 a party may ask the Board to modify this decision under AS 23.30.130 by filing a petition in accordance with 8 AAC 45.150 and 8 AAC 45.050. 

CERTIFICATION


I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the Final Decision and Order in the matter of TRUDI A. POWERS-THOMAS employee / applicant; v. ANCHORAGE, SCHOOL DISTRICT, self-insured employer / defendant; Case No. 199923087; dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board in Anchorage, Alaska, this 6th day of April 2001.
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