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ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD

P.O. Box 115512
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5512

	BENTLEY W. HOLMAN, 

                                                   Employee, 

                                                     Applicant,

                                                   v. 

OCEAN BEAUTY SEAFOODS, INC.,

                                                  Employer,

                                                   and 

LIBERTY NORTHWEST INS. CO.,

                                                  Insurer,

                                                     Defendants.

	)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)
	FINAL DECISION AND ORDER

AWCB Case No.  200422437
AWCB Decision No.  06-0164

Filed with AWCB Anchorage, Alaska

on June  29, 2006


The Alaska Workers’ Compensation Board (Board) heard the employee’s claim for additional benefits on June 1, 2006, at Anchorage, Alaska.  The employee represented himself.   Attorney Jeffrey Holloway represented the employer and insurer.  We closed the record on June 13, 2006 when we first met after receipt of depositions.  


ISSUES
1. Whether the employee’s claims are barred under AS 23.30.100.

2. Whether the employee’s claims for medical and transportation benefits, timeloss benefits, permanent partial impairment (PPI) benefits, and associated interest and penalty remain or ever were compensable.  

3. Whether the employer had a good faith basis to controvert the employee’s claims. 


SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE
According to the Report of Occupational Injury or Illness (ROI), completed by the employer on January 14, 2005, the employee began working for the employer on May 14, 2004 for that year’s salmon season.  The employee was hired as a processor, primarily on the docks.  The ROI indicates an alleged arm injury “pitching fish,” (described later), and that the employee’s last day was August 21, 2004.  This ROI was completed by Kim Lamborn, the employer’s assistant plant manager.  Ms. Lamborn testified she completed the ROI on instruction from the insurance adjuster who had been presented with medical bills from G. W. Van Winkle, M. D., asserting a work injury.  The employee has never completed an ROI.  

The employee testified at the June 1, 2006 hearing and by deposition on October 20, 2005.  The employee testified that he worked for the employer from June to August of the 2003 season inside the plant.  He worked long hours, but testified he enjoyed the work.  For the 2004 season, he returned to work that season on the docks.  He described his primary work duties as unloading the fishing boats and tenders to get the fish to the plant.  In his deposition at page 18 he testified that he “pitched” fish from 12 to 18 hours per day.  At hearing he testified he would pitch the fish weighing between five and twelve pounds.  He would pitch the fish from the boat holds which were generally about three by five feet at the opening, and five feet deep.  When he was pitching fish, he testified that he would frequently hit his elbows on edge of the holds.  He testified that he told two of his three supervisors about his elbow pain, and was advised to take some aspirin and apply medicated cream on them.  He also purchased some elbow pads at the local drug store.  (Holman dep. at 21).  He said he “toughed out” the season, which ended on August 21, 2004.  

The employee testified that after August 21, 2004, with permission, he left some gear stored at the employer’s facility, as he was commercial fishing with Jim Frary.  The employer filed a copy of the commercial fishing license the employee obtained on August 10, 2004 as its exhibit 3.  There is some confusion regarding the employee’s exact activities were during late August and September.  On September 24, 2004, the employee presented to Dr. Van Wickle complaining of bilateral elbow pain.  In his September 24, 2004 report, Dr. Van Wickle noted the employee’s history of pain from bumping his elbows while pitching fish for the employer, and diagnosed the employee with bilateral elbow epicondylitis.   Dr. Van Wickle prescribed the employee with Naprosyn, and 15 Vicodin, and recommended elbow pads, and released the employee to work.  

The employee testified that he returned to his home in Oregon in October.  No further treatment was sought.  From October through February of 2005, the employee received Alaska unemployment benefits.  On January 24, 2005 the Division sent the employee a letter establishing his Alaska Workers’ Compensation file number.  The file was established based on Ms. Lamborn’s ROI, which followed submission and payment of Dr. Van Wickle’s September 24, 2004 bill.  

The employee next sought medical treatment on February 11, 2005 with Nicolas Stratton, M.D., in Oregon, with complaints of bilateral elbow pain.  Dr. Stratton noted the employee’s reported history of his seasonal work in Alaska, “pitching fish repetitively all day long.  He was also constantly hitting the medial side of his elbows while at work.”  Dr. Stratton diagnosed “bilateral cubital tunnel syndrome.”  Dr. Stratton recommended electrodiagnostic testing.  Dr. Stratton’s office faxed the employer’s adjuster on February 18, March 11, and May 23, 2005 regarding pre-authorization for testing and billing.  A May 22, 2005 explanation of payment, indicates that Dr. Statton’s bill and the recommended testing we denied because the employee’s claim had been controverted.  

In March of 2005, the employee testified that he received a letter from the employer “inviting him back” for the 2005 season.  The employer explained that these are generic letters of inquiry, not concrete offers of employment.  The employee testified that he contacted the employer’s main office in April, 2005 and was told by a “Patience” that he was on the “no-hire” list and would not be offered a job for the 2005 season.  He testified that he went to Cordova regardless of his employment status in late May, “because he had a ticket.”  He went to the employer’s office to inquire about his placement on the “no-hire” list.  He did not receive a satisfactory response, in his opinion.  He testified that he looked for work in Cordova, and eventually tried commercial fishing again with Jim Frary.  He testified he physically could not do the work because of his painful elbows.  He testified that after about five weeks, he returned home to Oregon.  

According to a June 30, 2005 Fisherman’s Report of Injury/Illness filed by the employee, he was injured on June 28, 2005 while fishing salmon the F.V. Sea Hunter, owned by James Frary.  The employee listed the following mechanism of injury:  “The constant pulling of ropes and pushing of bags of fish plus pitching fish from fish holds, banging my elbows on the sides has caused severe pain and loss of ability to use my hands.”  The employee listed his location at time of injury as “Anaguite, Miner’s Bay.”  In the “Certificate” section, the employee noted:  “This is an injury suffered last year while working.  It just got worse.”  

On June 30, 2005, the employee returned to Dr. Van Wickle who diagnosed medial epicondylitis.  Dr. Van Wickle noted the employee “went back to the same job as a crew member on a Tender boat” as last year and noted:  “He is currently engaged handling fish, pulling on ropes and the like as a boatman on the Tender.”  Dr. Van Wickle prescribed narcotics and recommended steroid injections and splinting of the right arm.  The splinting was performed on July 1, 2005.  

The next medical report is a July 26, 2005 emergency room note where the employee presented with complaints of bilateral arm pain.  The emergency room doctor prescribed Vicodin, and referred the employee to an occupational doctor, Thomas Caruso, D.O.  Dr. Caruso took the employee’s history of his fishing activities in his August 8, 2005 report.  Dr. Caruso prescribed medication, including Vicodin, Tegretol, and Medrol;  he released him to return to sedentary work, and instructed the employee to apply heat to his elbows and wrists.  Dr. Caruso recommended a MRI be conducted.  

At the request of the employer, the employee was evaluated by  Brian Denekas, M.D., and William Duff, M.D., in Oregon (EME Panel).  The EME panel concluded the employee appeared to have medial epicondylitis bilaterally, and possibly related to the 2004 work exposure with the employer.  However, the EME Panel deferred their ultimate conclusion pending further electrodiagnostic testing.  

After the additional testing was complete, the EME panel examined the employee again on April 25, 2006, after the employee had an MRI scan and EMG and nerve conduction studies done as ordered by Dr. Caruso in November, 2005.  Regarding causation, the EME Panel noted:  “If one accepts the history provided by Mr. Holman as valid, then the work activity on or around August 21, 2004 would appear to be a substantial factor in bringing about Mr. Holman’s elbow condition.”  (Emphasis added).  The EME Panel commented further regarding causation at page 10:  

There appear to be problems with the history as outlined and described above.  There are significant inconsistencies, especially regarding additional work activities that have taken place since August of 2004,based on review of the charting and compared to Mr. Holman’s history.  It is noted that this individual has had persistent complaints, even though he alludes to the fact that he has not been working since August of 2004.  Indeed, this would be highly unusual.  On examination at this time, outside the distribution of the ulnar nerves, therefore, bringing other possibilities into question.  One would include the possibility of a more diffuse polyneuropathy, considering that Mr. Holman’s examination today suggests findings in the radial, median, and potentially ulnar nerves.  

This would not be reasonably associated with his work activity.  This would also suggest other potential etiologies for his condition.  Of note is the fact that this individual was seen in the emergency room and in our opinion, was drinking a fairly significant amount of alcohol in January of 2004.  It is also noted in several documents this individual did obtain pain medications from several different providers which may suggest that other conditions may be driving the current complaints.  

If one reviews the documents from Dr. Van Winkle, which support that Mr. Holman worked in the summer of 2005, this would suggest that the work activities in the summer of 2005 are a substantial factor in aggravating Mr. Holman’s bilateral elbow condition and brining about a need for treatment from June of 2005 and beyond.  Indeed, this would potentially make more sense that there has been additional injury as opposed to a limited exposure in August of 2004.  The ongoing complaints would not reasonably be associated with events in 2004 at his current level of symptoms.   

The EME Panel concluded:  

Again, based on the information available, it would not appear that the injury date of August 21, 2004 is the substantial factor in brining about Mr. Holman’s work restriction and/or inability to return to work.  

It is more reasonable to state that the subsequent work activities in 2005 are the substantial factor in bringing about any work restrictions or inability to return to work.  

Nancy Linley, Senior Claims Consultant for the insurer, testified at the June 1, 2005 hearing.  She has done adjusting work for 10 years, the last five with this insurer.  She testified that it is standard office procedure to document all phone calls that come in, and that the first reference of any call from the employee was on February 18, 2005 (See, 2/18/05 Journal Entry).  She testified that regarding Dr. Stratton’s bill and request for pre-authorization of testing, she asserts Alaska law requires providers to submit chart notes, physicians’ report, and bill before any obligation to pay arises;  Dr. Stratton has never submitted a physician’s report.  Furthermore, nothing in Alaska law requires an insurer to preauthorize procedures.  She testified she first controverted on August 30, 2005 after the employee filed his claim on August 10.  

Harold Symmans, the employer’s Plant Manager, testified at the June 1, 2006 hearing.  He has worked for the employer for 15 years, the last 12 as manager.  He said the 2004 season ended on August 21, and the employee told him he was going to go to work for Jim Frary who owns the Sea Hunter, a fishing boat.  He advised that the employee only lived in the company bunkhouse during the season, but after the season ended, the employee stored some gear there as there was not enough room where he was living on the Sea Hunter.  He testified that he does not recall any conversation with the employee regarding his elbows hurting.  

William Connick, the employer’s Bunkhouse Manager for five years, testified at the June 1, 2006 hearing.  He had frequent interactions with the employee.  He testified the employee never complained to him that his arms or elbows hurt, or that he was having difficulty doing his job.  He testified that the employee moved out of the bunkhouse at the end of the season, but left some gear behind.  Mr. Connick testified that the employee advised him that he was going out long-lining for cod and halibut on the Sea Hunter.  He testified that he saw the employee several times on the Sea Hunter after August 21, 2004 and he assumed he was commercial fishing.  His gear was at the bunkhouse for at least three weeks before he return to Oregon.  He said that he saw him on the Sea Hunter in 2005 and assumed he was working again, fishing.  

Kimberly Lamborn testified at the June 1, 2006 hearing;  she has worked for the employer since 1993 and is now the Assistant Plant Manager and Quality Assurance Manager.  She testified that the only time the employee would be pitching fish in 2004 would have been in May and June during the red salmon run.  The red are more valuable and you don’t want them scarred.  The pink and chum runs are unloaded later in the season are all off-loaded using very large vacuums.  She testified that it is excessive to say the employee pitched fish for 12 to 18 hours per day all season.  She testified that the most he would have pitched fish was five hours twice a week as those were the only “openers” and only during the early red run.  

She testified that she saw the employee with Jim Frary, and assumed he was commercial fishing with him.  She testified that none of the employer’s workers is required to have a commercial fishing license.  She testified that if the employee had complained of arm pain from repetitive banging to any of his supervisors, it would have been reported to her within 24 hours.  Ms. Lamborn produced the plant’s 2004 accident log which has no reference to the employee, but several instances of a myriad of other injuries.  She first knew of the alleged injury when she received Dr. Van Wicker’s report in January, 2005.  She testified that all employees attend a pre-season orientation, wherein it is stressed that all injuries, regardless of how minor, must be reported.  

Paul Robinette, the employer’s dock foreman for 20 years and the employee’s supervisor, testified by deposition on May 30, 2006.  He testified that he does not recall the employee ever complaining of repetitive blows to his elbows or any painful condition while he was working.  (Robinette dep. at 7).  He does not recall the employee ever having difficulty completing his job. (Id. at 9).  Mr. Robinette recalls the employee working with Jim Frary commercial fishing on the Sea Hunter after the season closed in August. (Id. at 13, 14).

Jamin Jones, a member of the employer’s dock crew for three years, testified by deposition on May 30, 2006, and was a co-worker of the employee in 2004.  He testified that he has no recollection of the employee ever complaining about his elbows.  (Jones dep. at 5).  He testified the employee went to work commercial fishing for Jim Frary in 2004 and 2005. (Id. at 8, 9).  He saw the employee pulling lines of the Sea Hunter several times in the summer of 2005.  Mr. Jones testified that in the Summer of 2005 he visited the employee at the lounge of the Alaskan Hotel’s bar.  He testified the employee’s arm was bandaged and he told him that he injured it working of Mr. Frary’s boat.  He testified that the employee told him that Mr. Frary was paying for his hotel until he could get a flight home, as he couldn’t stay the boat with his arm bandaged. (Id. at 13 - 14).  He testified he visited the employee at the Alaskan Hotel a couple of times, and considered him a friend. (Id. at 15).  

Dr. Van Wicker testified by deposition on January 11, 2006.  He stated he first saw the employee on September 24, 2004 with complaints of pain in his elbows; at that time he anticipated the employee’s condition would resolve within four to six weeks.  (Dr. Van Wicker dep. at 5, 7).  He testified that when the employee returned on June 30, 2005, the employee had recurrent problems from working “back at the same job as a crew member on a tender boat.”  (Id. at 10).  Dr. Van Wicker noted in his previous chart notes that the employee had heavily callused hands which would consistent with people who work as a boatman or crew member on a boat. (Id. at 16).  Dr. Van Wicker opined: “the activities [of working a crew member or boatman] as reported would be a substantial factor in aggravating his injuries, yes.”  

Dr. Duff testified by deposition on May 23, 2006, consistent with his EME Panel reports.  At page 33 Dr. Duff responded:  

Q.
So is it your opinion then, if Mr. Holman engaged in commercial fishing, that – and he had increased pain and symptoms in his elbows as was reported to the contemporaneous physicians in June through August 2005, that that work activities replaced any injury sustained at Ocean Beauty Seafoods as a substantial factor in his need for treatment and disability from that point forward?

A.
I think they would be a substantial factor.  I don’t know that they would entirely, 100%, negate the previous condition, but I suspect that they would be considerably more important than the previous occasional exposure, put it that way. 

Dr Denekas testified by deposition on May 26, 2006, consistent with his EME Panel reports.  At pages 40 – 41 he responded:  

Now, you know, just assuming Mr. Holman commercially fished, like we were talking about, at least in the summer of 2005, you opinion was that that was a substantial factor in causing his condition and that the work injury was no longer a substantial factor.  So if Mr. Holman were to have surgery to examine or repair the ulnar nerve or epcondyles, is it your opinion that any work injury is not a substantial factor in the need for the treatment at this stage?  . . .

If the data that we have is accurate that he’s been doing additional fishing, I mean, work probably is a factor.  I don’t know what your rules are on those kind of things.  But at least as far as the 8/21/04 date, I would agree with you, yes;  that is no longer the major cause of his need for treatment.  

At the June 1, 2006 hearing the employee summarized his claim and argued the following points:  He asserts he was injured while working for the employer from repetitively striking his elbows while pitching fish.  He asserts he did his best to report his condition, and believed that his supervisors would file the appropriate paperwork;  he believes Ms. Lamborn specifically had knowledge, but did not report it.  He “toughed it out” and continued to work through the end of the season.  He argues that the Sea Hunter did not go out long-lining until after he returned to Oregon in 2004, and that he did not work on the Sea Hunter in 2005.  He asserts that all the witness are biased in favor of the employer.  He argues that he’s been off work for two years and won’t be able to return to work until he’s had surgery for his elbow condition.  He asserts he is entitled to timeloss, medical and transportation, PPI and penalty and interest.  

The employer asks that we look at the evidence and credibility.  It argues that the employee’s condition is not a compensable, work-related condition, and if it was, it no longer is after his work commercial fishing, which is what precipitated his emergency room visits.  As it has raised a valid notice defense, the employee is not afforded the presumption of compensability, and the employee must prove his claims by a preponderance of the evidence;  the employer asserts his case fails on the merits.  Specifically, timeloss benefits are not due because the employee has had the same complaints since 2004, thus he is medically stable;  his own physician released him to work in 2004;  he collected unemployment until February of 2005;  and he has engaged in commercial fishing after his employment with the employer.  No PPI is due as there has been no rating.  No penalty or interest or finding of a frivolous controversion is due as the employer timely filed its notice defense and the employee failed to attend an EME.  The employer asks that we deny and dismiss the employee’s claims for benefits.   


FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
AS 23.30.100 provides:  

(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 must 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 behalf of the employee, or in case of death, by a person claiming to be entitled to compensation for the death or by a person on behalf of that person. 

(c) Notice shall be given to the board by delivering it or sending it by mail addressed to the board's office, and to the employer by delivering it to the employer or by sending it by mail addressed to the employer at the employer's last known place of business. If the employer is a partnership, the notice may be given to a partner, or if a corporation, the notice may be given to an agent or officer upon whom legal process may be served or who is in charge of the business in the place where the injury occurred. 

(d) Failure to give notice does not bar a claim under this chapter 

(1) if the employer, an agent of the employer in charge of the business in the place where the injury occurred, or the carrier had knowledge of the injury or death and the board determines that the employer or carrier has not been prejudiced by failure to give notice; 

(2) if the board excuses the failure on the ground that for some satisfactory reason notice could not be given; 

(3) unless objection to the failure is raised before the board at the first hearing of a claim for compensation in respect to the injury or death.

We find the first notice the employer received of any alleged injury to the employee was in January, 2005 when it received Dr. Van Wicker’s September bills and timely paid them. The employer then completed and filed a ROI on its own initiative, as required by law.  Because we find their testimony corroborates each other, we the testimony of Mr. Symmonds, Mr. Connick, Ms. Lamborn, Mr. Robinette, and Mr. Jones (the employee’s friend), that he never complained to them of arm or elbow pain throughout the 2004 season, to be credible.  We find that in the five months after the employee’s employment terminated, the employer was prejudiced by its inability to investigate the claim, including the employee’s alleged work as a commercial fisherman, as reported to Dr. Van Wicker.  We find the employer raised its section .100 defense in its first answer, and at the first hearing.  We find no other reason to excuse the employee’s failure to give notice.  Because the employer was prejudiced by not being able to timely investigate, we conclude this is a proper case to bar the employee’s claims;  the employee’s claims based on his alleged August 21, 2004 injury are denied and dismissed.  

We recognize that the Alaska Supreme Court has previously stated that the defense of statute of limitations is "generally disfavored," and that neither "the law [n]or the facts should be strained in aid of it."  Tipton v. ARCO Alaska, Inc., 922 P.2d 910, 911 (Alaska 1996).  Accordingly, we will also review the employee’s claims on the merits.  AS 23.30.120(b) provides:  “If delay in giving notice is excused by the board under AS 23.30.100(d)(2), the burden of proof of the validity of the claim shifts to the employee notwithstanding the provisions of (a) of this section.”  Thus, the presumption of compensability does not apply, and the employee must then prove, by a preponderance of the evidence, his work was a substantial factor which brings about the condition or aggravates a preexisting ailment. Veco, Inc. v. Wolfer, 693 P.2d 865, 870 (Alaska 1985).  "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). 

We now review the record as whole to determine whether the employee has proved his claim, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the alleged exposures ending August 21, 2004 is the cause of his alleged current disability and need treatment.  We find he has not. 

We give little weight to the employee’s testimony;  we find him to be a poor historian;  his deposition and hearing testimony differ, and both differ from what he has told his medical providers.  His friend, Mr. Jones, testified that the employee told him that he was staying at the Alaskan Inn, paid for by Mr. Frary, after he injured himself commercial fishing.  We find as his friend, Mr. Jones would have no reason to lie at his deposition.  Accordingly, we find the employee’s credibility to be somewhat suspect.  AS 23.30.122.  We find his subjective history provided to his medial providers that his work for the employer (not his work commercial fishing) was the cause of his arm/elbow complaints, suspect.  From a temporal perspective, it appears that both the employee’s visits to Dr. Van Wickle were after stints commercial fishing for Mr. Frary.  

We find the most cohesive, comprehensive and objective report to be the April 26, 2006 EME Panel report, concluding that the work up to August 21, 2004 is not the cause of his arm/elbow complaints.  The EME Panel noted problems with the employee’s subjective history of his complaints, in that he reported to Dr. Van Wicker that he worked commercial fishing in fall 2004 and during the 2005 season.  In their depositions, Drs. Duff and Denekas testified that his commercial fishing work, not his work for the employer, was the substantial factor causing his complaints and need for treatment.  In his deposition, Dr. Van Wicker testifies that work as a crewman would be a substantial factor in causing the employee’s conditions.    

Based on a preponderance of the medical evidence, in particular the objective record, we conclude that the employee suffered, at most, a temporary aggravation while working for the employer, for which he treated with aspirin and “aspir-cream.”  We conclude, based to the record as a whole, that any permanent aggravation to his condition to be related to his subsequent employment later in 2004 and 2005.  Because we’ve concluded the employee’s condition is not related to the work for the employer ending August 21, 2004, we find we need not address his individual claims.  Because the employer properly and timely raised a valid notice defense, we conclude the employer properly and legally controverted his claims;  the request for a finding a frivolous or unfair controversion is also denied and dismissed.  


ORDER
1. The employee’s claims are barred under AS 23.30.100.  

2. Had we excused the untimely notice under AS 23.30.100(d)(2), the employee failed to prove his claims by a preponderance of the evidence, and all claims for benefits are denied and dismissed.  

3. The request for a finding of frivolous or unfair controversion is denied and dismissed. 

Dated at Anchorage, Alaska on June 29, 2006.  






ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD






Darryl Jacquot,






Designated Chairman






Linda Hutchings, Member






Patricia Vollendorf, Member

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.  Effective November 7, 2005 proceedings to appeal must be instituted in the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Appeals Commission 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. If a request for reconsideration of this final decision is timely filed with the Board, any proceedings to appeal must be instituted within 30 days after the reconsideration decision is mailed to the parties or within 30 days after the date the reconsideration request is considered denied due to the absence of any action on the reconsideration request, whichever is earlier. AS 23.30.127

An appeal may be initiated by filing with the office of the Appeals Commission: (1) a signed notice of appeal specifying the board order appealed from and 2) a statement of the grounds upon which the appeal is taken.  A cross-appeal may be initiated by filing with the office of the Appeals Commission a signed notice of cross-appeal within 30 days after the board decision is filed or within 15 days after service of a notice of appeal, whichever is later.  The notice of cross-appeal shall specify the board order appealed from and the grounds upon which the cross-appeal is taken.  AS 23.30.128

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 45.160 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 BENTLEY W. HOLMAN employee / applicant; v. OCEAN BEAUTY SEAFOODS, INC., employer; LIBERTY NORTHWEST INSURANCE CO., insurer / defendants; Case No. 200422437; dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board in Anchorage, Alaska, on June 29, 2006.






Joy Tuttle, Clerk
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