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ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD


P.O. Box 115512


Juneau, Alaska 99811-5512

	TRANT G. RANDOLPH, 

                                                   Employee, 

                                                     Petitionerr,

                                                   v. 

FULLFORD ELECTRIC INC,

                                                  Employer,

                                                   and 

ALASKA NATIONAL INSURANCE CO.,

                                                  Insurer,

                                                     Respondents.
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	FINAL DECISION AND ORDER

ON RECONSIDERATION 

AND

ERRATA SHEET 

AWCB Case No.  200607271
AWCB Decision No. 07-0367  

Filed with AWCB Fairbanks, Alaska

on December 7, 2007


We heard the employee’s Petition for Reconsideration concerning attorney fees and legal costs on December 6, 2007, in Fairbanks, Alaska, on the basis of the written record.  Attorney Robert Beconovich represented the employee.  Attorney Theresa Hennemann represented the employer and insurer (“employer”).  We heard this matter with a two-member panel, a quorum under AS 23.30.005(f).  We closed the record when we met to consider the petition on December 6, 2007.

ISSUE

Shall we reconsider the award of attorney fees and legal costs in decision and order, AWCB Decision No. 07-0339 (November 9, 2007), under AS 44.62.540?

BRIEF CASE HISTORY AND SUMMARY OF THE RELEVANT EVIDENCE

In our November 9, 2007 decision we discussed the evidence and case history of the employee’s claim, as follows:

The employee reported injuring his upper back on May 16, 2006, while working as an electrician at the North Pole Powerhouse, by hanging from a support strut to stretch himself, attempting to relieve back pain developed over the week’s work.
   In the hearing on August 2, 2007, the employee testified he had been installing heavy 3 inch and 4 inch conduit, and tried to relieve his increasing discomfort during the morning break at his work site.  That day the employee saw Alena Anderson, M.D., who diagnosed a significant spasm of the upper back muscles, and referred the employee to John Joosse, M.D.
   Dr. Anderson noted the employee had long standing back discomfort from his years of heavy work.
  Because Dr. Joosse was not available, the employee saw orthopedist Richard Cobden, M.D., on May 19, 2006.
  Dr. Cobden diagnosed cervical strain syndrome, with probable C5, 6, &7 nerve root irritation.
  An X-ray revealed narrowing at C6-7 and osteophyte formation.
  He prescribed medication and a cervical collar,
 and restricted him from work for two weeks.
  On June 1, 2006, Dr. Cobden restricted the employee to light duty for six weeks.
  

The employee was incarcerated at the Fairbanks Correctional Center from June 17 through 26, 2006, from July 3 through 10, 2006, and from October 12 through 13, 2006.
 

In the hearing on August 2, 2007, the employee testified he requested light duty work from his employer following Dr. Cobden’s examination on June 12, 2006, but was told that none was available.  He requested reemployment benefits from the Reemployment Benefits Administrator (“RBA”) in a form filed on October 30, 2006.
   The employer filed a Controversion Notice dated August 15, 2007, alleging the employee’s injury did not occur within the course and scope of his work, and that reemployment benefits were denied.

The employee filed a Workers’ Compensation Claim on September 18, 2006, claiming TTD benefits from May 16, 2006 continuing, PPI benefits when rated, medical benefits, medical transportation, penalty, interest, attorney fees, legal costs, and a finding of frivolous and unfair controversion.
  The employer filed a Controversion Notice and Answer dated August 15, 2006, denying the employee’s claims.

On referral, Larry Stinson, M.D., performed epidural steroid injections on June 9, 2006, August 3, 2006, and September 29, 2006.
  Dr. Cobden continued to treat the employee conservatively, but on November 8, 2006, referred him to orthopedic surgeon Davis Peterson, M.D., for consideration of cervical surgery.

On referral from Dr. Stinson, on July 13, 2006, the employee saw psychologist Carol Slonimski, Ph.D., who noted the employee reported increasing upper back pains for the previous six months, and intermittent severe neck pain.
  Dr. Slonimski recommended a course of health psychology treatment, addressing stress coping, pain sensitivity, and autonomic self regulation.
 

The employee saw Dr. Peterson on April 5, 2007.
  Dr. Peterson reviewed magnetic resonance imaging (“MRI”) studies from May 26, 2006, and January 9, 2007, and diagnosed degenerative changes C5-6 and C6-7, with a herniation at C6-7.
  He attributed the disc rupture to the employee’s May 16, 2006 injury.
  He noted that the employee was anticipating retraining into lighter-duty construction management, and indicated that if he can manage his condition conservatively, surgery can be delayed.
  He anticipated the employee may eventually benefit from disc replacement surgery.
 

In a prehearing conference on May 15, 2007, the employee’s Workers’ Compensation Claim was set for hearing on August 2, 2007. . . .  

On May 29, 2007, rehabilitation specialist Carol Jacobsen wrote to Dr. Joosse, asking whether the employee’s May 16, 2006 injury from hanging from the I-beam strut was “the substantial cause” of the employee’s cervical condition.
  Dr. Joosse responded by checking “yes.”
  On June 29, 2007, Ms. Jacobsen wrote to Dr. Cobden, asking whether the employee’s May 16, 2006 injury from hanging from the I beam was “the substantial cause” of the employee’s cervical condition.
  Dr. Cobden also responded by checking “yes.”
  On July 26, 2007, the employer’s attorney wrote to Dr. Peterson, asking whether the employee was medically stable when he was examined on April 5, 2007, and able to work in a light duty capacity.
  Dr. Peterson responded by checking “yes.”
  

In the hearing on August 2, 2007, Dr. Cobden testified he treated the employee following his referral from the emergency room.  He testified he believed the employee’s herniated disc was caused by his hanging / stretching at his work.  He testified the employee may be a candidate for disc fusion or disc replacement surgery.  He testified the employee should change his profession.  On questioning, he testified the employee cannot perform the actual duties of a forklift operator, but could do office work, such as dispatcher or office clerk.

In the hearing, Ricky Olin testified he is an inside electrician and wireman, and worked near the employee in the powerhouse project.  He testified the employee had no difficulties performing his work before his injury on May 16, 2006.  He said the employee had developed some discomfort in his back, and attempted to stretch it out with simple traction, by hanging from a support.  He testified that is a common practice at work.  He testified he heard the employee cry out when he attempted stretching during the 10:00 am break, which the employees had to take at the worksite.  Fellow workers offered to pick up the employee’s tools, so he could go to get care for his injury.

In the hearing on August 2, 2007, the employee testified he had worked for the employer approximately three times since 1999.  He testified he received a call out from the IBEW union hall to work for the employer at the powerhouse project.  He testified he had been working with very heavy conduit, and he developed soreness at work during the week before his injury. He testified that after Dr. Cobden released him to light work on June 1, 2006, went by the employer’s office three times, and left two messages, seeking light duty work.  He testified Mike Fullford told him no light work was available, but to collect unemployment benefits and “wait in the weeds” until he would be able to return to his work.  He testified he is taking a contract management course at the Tanana Valley Campus to try to stay in the electrical trade.  He testified he believes he received 14 to 20 days of unemployment benefits around the end of June into July 2006.  He testified he incurred approximately $400.00 in costs when traveling to Anchorage to see Dr. Peterson: for air fare, hotel, meals, and rental car.
  In the employee’s deposition on April 25, 2007, he testified consistently with his hearing testimony.

Medical records in the file indicate he injured his mid back on June 24, 2003 when he fell against a forklift.
  Dr. Joosse provided conservative treatment for that injury.  However, in the hearing the employee testified that the supposed injury to his back in 2003 was eventually diagnosed and treated as broken ribs, simply mimicking a back injury.  

In the hearing on August 2, 2007, rehabilitation specialist Carol Jacobsen testified she prepared labor market surveys for the employer, finding viable labor markets for office clerks and hotel clerks positions in the Fairbanks area.  She testified these two jobs are within the employee’s physical limitations, as identified by Dr. Cobden on June 1, 2006, and that the employee has transferable skills for these positions.  On cross examination, Ms. Jacobsen testified a journeyman electrician makes $33.67 per hour, plus an $11.00 per hour benefit package.  She testified the clerk and hotel clerk positions make between $8.00 and $16.00 per hour.

In the hearing on August 2, 2007, Jim Fullford testified he runs the employing company.  He testified the employer had 75 to 80 people working at the time of the employee’s injury.  He testified the employee’s work was very heavy industrial work.  He testified the employee completed a pre-employment Health Questionnaire on April 25, 2006, disclosing a prior knee surgery, but denying any neck or back problems, failing to disclose his pre-existing back problems.
  He testified that if the employee had disclosed his back problems, he would not have been placed in the powerhouse project.  He testified neither the employer nor the foremen instructed the employee to do the stretching that injured him.  Mr. Fullford testified that no office work was available for the employee after his injury.  He testified that if the employee had disclosed his back injury, he would have discussed the matter with his son, Jim Fullford, because they frequently switched employees from job to job.  He testified the employee attempted to contact his son, Mike, about light duty work at least once by telephone and at least once in person.  He testified Mike told the employee to get information on his specific restrictions from his physician.  He testified the employer had a lot of work at that time.

In his deposition on September 19, 2007, Mike Fullford testified he is the project manager for the employer.
  He testified the employer was recruiting for the powerhouse project when the employee was hired.
  He testified that if the employee had disclosed his pre-existing back problems in the Health Questionnaire, the employer would not have placed him in the powerhouse project.
  He testified the employee could have been “swapped out” for other employees  working in lighter duty projects.
  He testified the employee came to him seeking work after his injury, based on a light duty release from his physician, but was told the physician would need to clarify what the employee’s specific restrictions were.
  He testified that once the employee completed his paperwork, including the Health Questionnaire, he was hired and being paid.

In his deposition on September 20, 2006, Dr. Peterson testified consistently with his April 5, 2007 report and his July 26, 2007 “check the box” response letter.
  He testified he recommended only light duty work for the employee.
  He testified the employee should not return to his trade as an electrician.
  He testified the employee should not overextend his neck or perform overhead work, not even light overhead work.
  

These panel members reconvened on September 27, 2007.  In the reconvened hearing, and in his brief, the employee argued he injured himself while attempting to relieve discomfort caused by his heavy work during the two weeks preceding the injury.  He argued he injured himself in the course and scope of his work, resulting in uncontested medical needs, and in disability.  He argued the employer has produced no evidence to rebut the presumption of compensability for his injury.  He argued he is entitled to medical benefits to pay the over $17,000.00 in treatment of his cervical injury to date.  He argued medical transportation costs, as documented in his Documents in Aid of Hearing,
 should be awarded.  He argued he is entitled to TTD benefits through the date Dr. Cobden found him medically stable, April 5, 2007.  He argued his earnings in 2005, $56,071.08 plus $11,902.16 pension contribution, entitle him to the maximum compensation rate of $875.00 per week.  He noted he received a short period of unemployment benefits, but requests temporary partial disability (“TPD”) benefits during that period.  He also noted, however, he had a short period of incarceration in the middle of his entitlement to TTD.

. . . .  He requested an award on his legal costs, and an award of reasonable attorney fees under AS 23.30145(b), and statutory minimum fees under AS 23.30.145(a) when those exceed fees calculated under AS 23.30.145(b). 

The employee argued he had no history of neck problems before his work injury, and there was nothing about his neck to disclose to the employer in the Health Questionnaire.  He argued AS 23.30.022 should be strictly construed.  He argued the employer did not rely on any false statement concerning his neck and there was no causal connection between the Health Questionnaire and his injury

In the hearing on September 27, 2007, and in its brief, the employer argued the employee’s injury while chinning himself to stretch his back was a purely personal exercise, during a break, not reasonably incidental to his employment and not in the course and scope of his work.
  It argued the employee deceived his employer when he denied back and neck problems in the employer’s health questionnaire, and that the employer relied on that deception. . . .  It argued the employee would not have been assigned to the powerhouse project, but could have been assigned to light work.  Therefore, the employer argued, the employee’s claim should be barred under AS 23.30.022.  

The employer also argued the employee voluntarily abandoned his job, because the employer had light duty work which could have been provided to the employee if he had obtained clarification of his work restrictions from his physician.  However, the employee failed to provide this information to the employer.  The employer additionally argued the employee was not entitled to TTD benefits, because he had been released to light duty work, but failed to mitigate his damages by not seeking or securing the light duty work available in the job market.  

The employer also argued the employee obtained unemployment benefits by certifying he was available and able to work, and should not be deemed disabled or provided TTD benefits.  It also argued the employee is not entitled to TTD benefits while incarcerated.   The employer argued the employee has not been referred to an eligibility evaluation by the RBA, so no reemployment benefits are due. . . .

The employee filed an Affidavit of Counsel re: Attorney Fees and Costs dated June 27, 2007.
  At the parties’ request, we kept the record open to receive a supplemental affidavit of fees and costs, as well as the employer’s response.  The employee filed a Supplemental Affidavit of Counsel re: Attorney Fees and Costs dated October 2, 2007.
  In the two Affidavits, the employee itemized 29.9 hours of attorney time at $250.00 per hour, 72.1 hours of paralegal assistant time at $100.00 per hour, and $534.50 in legal costs.

The employer filed an Objection to Supplemental Claim for Fees and Other Legal Costs on October 9, 2007.
  In the Objection, the employer indicated that both the employee’s counsel and the paralegal billed for hearing preparation on August 1, 2007: 4.1 hours for the attorney and 3.1 hours for the paralegal assistant.
  The employer argued this billing is duplicative, and that no more than 4 hours total preparation is reasonable.  It also argued the travel time billed for the employer’s counsel to attend the deposition of Dr. Peterson in Anchorage should be disallowed, because the attorney could have attended by teleconference.
   We closed the record when the members of the Board panel next met, October 25, 2007.

In our November 9, 2007, decision and order, we found the employee’s claim compensable.  We ordered:

ORDER

1.
The employer shall provide the employee ongoing medical benefits related to his work injury, under AS 23.30.095(a), as discussed in this decision.

2.
The employer shall pay the employee $397.62 in transportation reimbursement, under 8 AAC 45.082(d) and 8 AAC 45.084. 

3.
The employer shall pay the employee TTD benefits under AS 23.30.185, from May 16, 2006 through April 5, 2007, except for those days in which the employee received unemployment benefits or was incarcerated during that period.  
4.
We retain jurisdiction over the employee’s claim for PPI benefits, under AS 23.30.190, pending a rating of permanent impairment.

5.
The employee’s claim for reemployment benefits is referred to the RBA, to proceed under AS 23.30.041.

6.
The employee’s claim for penalties, under AS 23.30.155(e), is denied and dismissed.

7.
The employer shall pay interest under AS 23.30.155(p) and 8 AAC 45.142, on all late-paid benefits awarded in this decision, from the date each installment of benefits was due.  

8.
The employer shall pay the employee $7,475.00 in fees for his attorney, $7,210.00 in paralegal assistant costs, and other legal costs of $534.50, under AS 23.30.145(b).

9.
The employer shall pay the employee statutory minimum attorney fees under AS 23.30.145(a) on all benefits awarded, if and when the statutory minimum amount exceeds the attorney fee awarded under AS 23.30.145(b).

10.
Under As 23.30.130, we retain jurisdiction over any disputes that may arise over the specific amounts of benefits awarded in this decision.

On November 26, 2007, the employee filed a Petition to Reconsider, under AS 44.62.540, our November 9, 2007 decision and order, asserting we erroneously calculated the attorney fees and legal costs from his two affidavits.
  In the petition, the employee asserted that the itemized attorney fees and legal costs, as reflected in the cumulative Supplemental Affidavit of Counsel RE: Attorney Fees and Costs statement of October 2, 2007, totals “$16,425.00 in attorney and paralegal fees, and $534.50 in costs, for a grand total of $16,959.50.”
  He noted that our total award was $15,219.50, and suggested that may be the result of clerical error or miscalculation.

We received no response to this petition by December 6, 2007, the final hearing date before the running of the 30 day reconsideration period, under AS 44.62.540.  Accordingly, we closed the record on that date to consider the petition.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

I.
RECONSIDERATION

The Alaska Administrative Procedure Act at AS 44.62.540 provides, in part:

(a) The agency may order a reconsideration of all or part of the case on its own motion or on petition of a party.  To be considered by the agency, a petition for reconsideration must be filed with the agency within 15 days after delivery or mailing of the decision.  The power to order a reconsideration expires 30 days after the delivery or mailing of a decision to the respondent.  If no action is taken on a petition within the time allowed for ordering reconsideration, the petition is considered denied.

(b) The case may be reconsidered by the agency on all the pertinent parts of the record and the additional evidence and argument that are permitted. . . .

The employee requests that we reconsider our decision under AS 44.62.540.  In response to the employer’s petition, we have examined the record of this case, including the hearing testimony, and our decision.  We find a discrepancy between the employee’s affidavits of attorney fees and costs, and our calculations.  Accordingly, we will reconsider our award of fees and costs in the November 9, 2007 decision, under AS 44.62.540.  We additionally not two errors of a clerical nature, and will incorporate correction of those errata in this decision.

II.
ATTORNEY FEES AND LEGAL COSTS 

AS 23.30.145 provides, in part:

(a) 
Fees for legal services rendered in respect to a claim are not valid unless approved by the board, and the fees may not be less than 25 per cent on the first $1,000 of compensation or part of the first $1,000 of compensation, and 10 percent of all sums in excess of $1,000.00 of compensation. . . . 

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

As noted in our November 9, 2007 decision, the payment of the benefits claimed by the employee, was resisted by the action of the employer.
  We have awarded the employee his claimed TTD benefits and medical benefits.  Consequently, we can award fees and costs under AS 23.30.145.
  The Alaska Supreme Court in Wise Mechanical Contractors v. Bignell
 held that our attorney fee awards should be reasonable and fully compensatory, considering the contingency nature of representing injured workers, to insure adequate representation.  In our November 9, 2007 decision, we considered the nature, length, and complexity of the services performed, the resistance of the employer, as well as the benefits resulting from the services obtained, when determining reasonable attorney fees for the successful prosecution of his claim.
    

Having re-examined the record and testimony in this case, we again find found the itemized hours, fees and costs listed in the employee’s affidavits are reasonable.  We here recalculate those hours and fees:  The employee’s of attorney fees and legal costs, itemize 41.5 hours of attorney time at $250.00 per hour, 60.5 hours of paralegal assistant time at $100.00 per hour, and $534.50 in legal costs.  We find the claimed hourly rate of $250.00 is within the reasonable range for experienced employees’ counsel, based on expertise and years of experience.
  The attorney fees claimed totaled $10,375.00, and paralegal assistant costs totaled $6,050.00.  Having considered the nature, length, and complexity of the services performed, the resistance of the employer, and the benefits resulting to the employee from the services obtained, we find the total claimed attorney fees and legal costs are reasonable for the successful prosecution of this claim.
  We conclude the employee is entitled to $10,375.00 in fees for his attorney, $6,050.00 in paralegal assistant costs, and other legal costs of $534.50, under AS 23.30.145(b).  

The fees and costs we award in this decision total $16,959.50.  We note this is the total claimed by the employee in his petition.  Accordingly, we will grant the Petition for Reconsideration. 

In the hearing on September 27, 2007, the employee requested that we award the itemized attorney fees as an advance on any possible statutory minimum attorney fees due under AS 23.30.145(a) on all benefits awarded.  As noted above, we find the employer controverted the employee's claim.  AS 23.30.145(a) provides the minimum fees we are to award in the successful prosecution of an employee's controverted claim.  In our November 9, 2007 decision we awarded fees under AS 23.30.145(a), and we will here confirm that order.  The employer shall pay the employee statutory minimum attorney fees under AS 23.30.145(a) when, and if, the statutory minimum amount based on the payment of past and future medical, indemnity, and all other benefits, exceeds the attorney fee awarded under AS 23.30.145(b).

III.
ERRATA AND CORRECTIONS 

Upon re-examination of our November 9, 2007, Decision and Order, AWCB Decision No. 07-0339, we discovered the decision contained two errors, of a clerical nature:

Page 22-23, in the section “Attorney Fees and Legal Costs,” the final sentence of page 22, continuing through to the first sentence of page 23, presently reads: 

“Accordingly, the employer shall pay the employee statutory minimum attorney fees under AS 23.30.145(a) when, and if, the statutory minimum amount based on the payment of past and future medical, indemnity, and all other benefits related to her melanoma, exceeds the attorney fee awarded under AS 23.30.145(b).”  

Page 22-23, in the section “Attorney Fees and Legal Costs,” the final sentence of page 22, continuing through to the first sentence of page 23, is corrected to read: 

“Accordingly, the employer shall pay the employee statutory minimum attorney fees under AS 23.30.145(a) when, and if, the statutory minimum amount based on the payment of past and future medical, indemnity, and all other benefits, exceeds the attorney fee awarded under AS 23.30.145(b).” 

Page 2-25, the caption in the header for each page presently reads: 

“DAVID M. CHESSER  v. TIRE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS, INC.” 

Page 2-25, the caption in the header for each page is corrected to read: 

“TRANT G. RANDOLPH v. FULLFORD ELECTRIC, INC.”  

ORDER

1.
We grant the employee’s Petition for Reconsideration, under AS 44.62.540, concerning our award of attorney fees and costs in Orders #8 and 9 in AWCB Decision No. 07-0339 (November 9, 2007).  The attorney fee and legal cost award will now read:

8.
The employer shall pay the employee $10,375.00 in fees for his attorney, $6,050.00 in paralegal assistant costs, and other legal costs of $534.50, under AS 23.30.145(b).

9.
The employer shall pay the employee statutory minimum attorney fees under AS 23.30.145(a) on all benefits awarded, if and when the statutory minimum amount exceeds the attorney fee awarded under AS 23.30.145(b).

2.
The errata in AWCB Decision No. 07-0339 (November 9, 2007) are corrected in accord with the discussion in this decision.

3.
In all other respects, AWCB Decision No. 07-0339 (November 9, 2007) remains in full force and effect.


Dated at Fairbanks, Alaska this 7th day of  December, 2007.





ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD







____________________________                                






William Walters,






     
Designated Chairman







____________________________                                






Debra G. Norum, Member

If compensation is payable under terms of this decision, it is due on the date of issue.  A penalty of 25 percent will accrue if not paid within 14 days of the due date, unless an interlocutory order staying payment is obtained in the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Appeals Commission.  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.  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

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 on Reconsideration and Errata Sheet in the matter of TRANT G. RANDOLPH employee / petitioner v. FULLFORD ELECTRIC INC, employer; ALASKA NATIONAL INSURANCE CO., insurer / respondents; Case No. 200607271; dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board in Fairbanks, Alaska, on December 7, 2007.






Kelley J. DeGabain, Admin Clerk III
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