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ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD
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	PETER WILLIAMS, 

                                        Employee, 

                                                  Respondent,

                            v. 

ALASKA POWER & TELEPHONE CO.,

                                        Employer,

                          and 

AIG CLAIM SERVICES,
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	INTERLOCUTORY

DECISION AND ORDER

ON RECONSIDERATION
AWCB Case No. 200700821
AWCB Decision No. 08-0063
Filed with AWCB in Juneau, Alaska

on April 2, 2008


On January 15, 2008 at Juneau, Alaska, we heard the employer’s September 13, 2007 petition to dismiss or assess alternative sanctions for the employee’s failure to execute releases, and the employer’s September 24, 2007 and October 3, 2007 petitions appealing the Reemployment Benefits Administrator’s (“RBA”) decisions finding the employee eligible for reemployment benefits.  The employee appeared and represented himself.  Attorney Joseph Pollock represented the employer and attended by telephone. We held the record open for the parties to consider and respond to our reorganization and marking of the exhibits admitted, and closed the record when we next met on February 13, 2008.  We issued an interlocutory decision and order on March 3, 2008.
  On our own motion under AS 44.62.520(a)(1), AS 44.62.540(a); and AS 23.30.125 we have reconsidered that decision, hereby vacate it, and issue this revised decision in its place, correcting typographical errors, clarifying certain conclusions of law and procedure, and changing our decision on forfeiture of benefits during the period of suspension of benefits.
ISSUES

(1) Whether the Board should dismiss, or assess an alternate sanction, for the employee’s failure to execute releases and respond to informal discovery questions as ordered by the Board’s designee?
(2) Whether the Board should reverse and remand the RBA’s decision to refer for eligibility evaluation? 

I. SUMMARY OF THE RELEVANT EVIDENCE
We recite the evidence most relevant to the pending petitions. The employer completed a report of injury stating that the employee’s right wrist was fractured on January 5, 2007. The report of injury listed the employee’s residence address on Lee Smith Drive in Juneau. At the time of injury, the employee was not quite 22 years of age (DOB in January 1985).
  No claim has been filed by the employee in this case. 

The employee filed a petition seeking a protective order regarding a medical release in May 2007.

 The employer filed an Answer to Employee’s Petition dated May 9, 2007, which in part cited and quoted AS 23.30.107 and 23.30.108(a) for the proposition that if the employee failed to file a petition for a protective order and failed to provide written releases within 14 days of a request, that “the employee’s rights to benefits under this chapter are suspended until the written authority is delivered.”
 A pre-hearing conference was scheduled and held on June 22, 2007, at which Mr. Williams and a representative of the employer each attended. At that conference the employee informed of his new address on Glacier Highway in Juneau, and the employer’s representative withdrew the release that was the subject of the employee’s May 9, 2007 petition.
  

The file reflects that, despite the prehearing conference summary noting the employee’s new address, the summary was incorrectly mailed to the employee’s former mailing address on Lee Smith Drive, and was returned on July 27, 2007 to the board undelivered.

On June 22, 2007, the employer’s attorney Ms. Nuenke-Davison addressed to the employee, at the Glacier Highway address in Juneau, a letter seeking signature of a new set of releases. 
Ms. Nuenke-Davison’s letter transmitting the release also posed nine interrogatory questions to the employee, but did not direct the employee to answer the questions under oath, and stated, “please provide your responses as quickly as possible, but no later than 30 days from receipt of this letter.”  The letter gave notice to the employee of his right to file a petition for a protective order within 14 days as to any objection to signing the enclosed releases.

On July 17, 2007, the employee filed another petition seeking another protective order, again
listing the former Lee Smith Drive address as his then-current address, with Ms. Nuenke-Davison’s June 22 letter and tendered releases attached to the petition.
 

On July 18, 2007, the RBA technician wrote a letter to the insurer inquiring whether the employee had returned to work, and whether 90 days had passed since the employee was injured on the job.

By notice dated July 23, 2007, a prehearing conference was scheduled for August 24, 2007. This July 23, 2007 notice was addressed to Mr. Williams at his former Lee Smith Drive address, and was returned to the board undelivered.

On August 6, 2007, the RBA technician mailed a notice to the employee confirming verification by the insurer that the employee he had not returned to work after January 4, 2007, more than 90 consecutive days. This RBA letter, addressed to the employee at his Glacier Highway address in Juneau, advised that the employee’s case had been referred to Larry  R. Knickerbocker for an eligibility evaluation.
  

A prehearing conference was held on August 24, 2007, attended by a representative for the employer and insurer, but not by the employee. At this prehearing conference, the board's designee reviewed the discovery questions and releases, and determined that each appeared to be reasonable and calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The board’s designee denied the employee’s petition for a protective order, and directed the employee to sign the releases and respond to the interrogatory questions within 15 days of the August 24, 2007 prehearing conference. However, the pre-hearing conference summary was not served until August 27, 2007, suggesting a response was due by September 14, 2007.
  The Board’s file does not identify which address the prehearing conference summary was sent to the employee, but our file also does not contain a copy of this second prehearing conference summary returned undelivered, either.

The pre-hearing conference summary contained the following admonition in bold letters:

Claimant is reminded that per AS 23.30.108 – If a party refuses to comply with an order by the board’s designee or the board concerning discovery matters, the board may impose appropriate sanctions in addition to any forfeiture of benefits, including dismissing the party’s claim[,] petition, or defense.

If the claimant does not agree with my decision regarding the releases I have ordered her [sic] to sign she [sic] has 10 days from the date of service of the PH summary to file a Petition appealing my decision to the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Board.

The employee filed a third petition, dated September 3, 2007, appealing the August 24, 2007 prehearing summary. This third petition also listed the employee’s address on Lee Smith Drive, not Glacier Highway. The portion of the petition for certification of service on the employer is blank.
  There is no evidence that the employee filed a request for conference or affidavit of readiness on this September 3, 2007 petition.

On September 5, 2007, Mr. Knickerbocker submitted an eligibility evaluation checklist, which was filed with the board on September 7, 2007. The attachments include a prediction by the employee’s physician Dr. Reiswig, a Juneau orthopedist, that due to the wrist fracture coupled with a pre-existing non-union fracture and open-reduction, internal fixation (ORIF) of the same wrist, the employee’s right wrist would likely be permanently impaired and preclude the employee from returning to his former occupations, each of which involved heavy duty lifting. This checklist included proof of service on the employee (at the Glacier Highway address), the insurer, and the employer's/insurer's attorney. Mr. Knickerbocker recommended that the employee be found eligible for reemployment benefits.

By petition dated September 12, 2007, the employer through counsel requested that the board dismiss “the claimant’s claim”
 under AS 23.30.108(c) for failure to execute the releases and respond to questions posed by the employer, in violation of the Board designee’s order contained in the August 24, 2007 pre-hearing conference summary. This petition was served on the employee at the Glacier Highway address. 
  The employer filed a Controversion Notice dated September 13, 2007, received by the board on September 17, 2007 that controverted on the same basis.

By letter dated September 19, 2007, addressed to the employee at the Glacier Highway address, the RBA designee gave notice that the employee had been found eligible for reemployment benefits.
  

By petition dated September 24, 2007, the employer sought a reversal of the RBA's determination of eligibility, arguing that the suspension of benefits under AS 23.30.108(b) precluded a determination of eligibility, and that the RBA's designee's decision during the period of suspension was an abuse of discretion.
  An affidavit of readiness for hearing on that September 24, 2007 petition was filed the same day.
  The employer's counsel also on September 24, 2007 requested the RBA's designee to reconsider the September 19, 2007 eligibility determination, making the same argument as in the petition, and requested that the RBA “suspend vocational rehabilitation benefits.”

By letter dated September 26, 2007, citing certain Alaska Supreme Court and board decisions, the RBA’s designee concluded that “to suspend reemployment benefits for issues other than course and scope is an abuse of discretion,” that specialist Knickerbocker supplied “fundamental information” enabling an eligibility determination, and that “rehabilitation benefits should not be stalled while the parties litigate other issues before the Board.”  The RBA designee declined to grant the employer’s request for reversal of the eligibility determination.

On October 3, 2007, and the employer filed an additional petition, identical in substance to the September 24, 2007 petition, again seeking reversal of the RBA designee's finding of eligibility of the employee for reemployment benefits. An affidavit of readiness for hearing on that petition was filed on October 3 as well.

On October 4, 2007 a prehearing conference was set for October 17, 2007, this time addressed to the employee’s address on Glacier Highway in Juneau.
  On October 10, 2007 the employer filed an affidavit of readiness for hearing on the employer's September 13, 2007 petition.
  

On October 16, 2007 the employee filed in the Fairbanks office of the board a written change of address, reciting his new address at 3143 Gold Hill Road, Fairbanks, AK. This notice contains a notation from staff of the Fairbanks office that the change of address was put into the board’s computerized case record.
  Also on October 16, 2007 the Fairbanks office of the board filed a copy of the employee's answers to the employer’s informal discovery questions and completed medical and other releases. The signature on these documents is dated October 12, 2007.

A prehearing conference was held on October 17, 2007, with the employer's representative appearing personally, and the employee appearing by telephone. The prehearing conference summary recited that the employee had relocated to Fairbanks, and recited the employee's new current address at that time on Gold Hill Road in Fairbanks and identified the employee's cell phone number.
  The prehearing conference summary recited: (1) the parties disagree on venue, with the employee expressing preference for a Fairbanks venue, and the employer expressing a preference for an Anchorage venue; (2) the employee attempted in his September 3, 2007 petition to appeal the August 24, 2007 prehearing conference summary ordering responses to informal discovery questions and execution of releases, but no ARH was on file and the employer's representative denied receiving the appeal petition; (3) the parties agreed to setting the employer's petitions dated September 13, September 24, and October 3, 2007 for hearing on November 13, 2007; (4) the employee was confused about procedure before the board; (5) his petition attempting to appeal the WCO’s discovery order had not been acted upon because no affidavit of readiness had been filed; and (6) after explaining the petition process to the employee, the employee was instructed to contact the Juneau office for further assistance.
  

The October 17 pre-hearing conference summary does not discuss the employee’s having executed releases and answered the employer’s discovery questions five days earlier on
October 12, 2007, filed with the Fairbanks office of the board on October 16, and thereby mooting the employee’s September 3, 2007 petition seeking review of the WCO’s discovery order.

The board file does not indicate the address of service on the employee of the October 17, 2007 prehearing conference summary. The board file does not contain a copy of the notice of hearing ordinarily served upon the parties, as required by AS 23.30.110 and 8 AAC 45 .072 (f).

On October 19, 2007, employer’s counsel filed a letter withdrawing the controversion dated September 13, 2007, reciting receipt of the executed releases and answers to informal discovery questions on October 19, 2007.

On October 31, 2007, the employer filed its hearing brief for the November 13 hearing, arguing the employee’s benefits from September 13 to October 19, 2007 should be forfeited, and that the RBA designee's decision on eligibility should be reversed as an abuse of discretion for failure to recognize the suspension of benefits under AS 23.30.108(b).

The employee did not appear at the November 13, 2007 hearing, and it was verbally cancelled by the board under AS 23.30.110(c), 8 AAC 45.060(e), and 8 AAC 45.082(b)(1)(L), due to lack of evidence of service of a notice of the hearing on the parties.

At a pre-hearing conference held to discuss the now-withdrawn November 30, 2007 petition to terminate reemployment benefits for non-cooperation, the employee asserted that he did not receive notice of the November 13, 2007 hearing, and that he was unable to get information about his case because the file was in transit between Anchorage and Juneau. The parties were advised of the setting of a hearing before the board for January 15, 2008.
  The board’s hearing notice was served on the parties on December 18, 2007.

The employer served its January 4, 2007 hearing brief, with 16 exhibits. Among those exhibits is a report of medical evaluation by Stephen Schilperoort, MD, which noted that post-injury, the employee’s dominant right wrist remains symptomatic with a screw (emplaced during the 2002 ORIF
) in the navicular (aka scaphoid bone) now projecting into the joint between the navicular and radius. Dr. Schilperoort identified four (4) medical options for the employee, post-injury, for treatment of this injured, right-hand dominant wrist:
(a) Live with pain and do nothing, with support brace as needed, which he noted would “pretty much guarantee pain;”

(b) Proximal row carpectomy and distal radial styloidectomy, with projected “reasonably well preserved” range of motion in the right wrist, but with “sacrifice of strength;”

(c) Wrist arthrodesis (fusion), with maximum wrist strength but limitation in pronation, supination of the wrist;

(d) Wrist arthroplasty/total wrist replacement, with strong risk of component failure, a choice usually limited to individuals with low wrist demands and progressed rheumatoid arthritis.

On January 10, 2007, the RBA designee replied to an earlier letter from the employer’s counsel, stating that the RBA designee’s September 26, 2007 letter was incorrectly sent to a former address of the employee, was returned undelivered on October 19, 2007, re-sent on October 22, 2007, and the employee faxed a copy of his reemployment specialist selection on November 1, 2007. This letter expressed the view that the Division’s computer system, which appeared to have defaulted to one or more of the employee’s former addresses, was at least partly to blame for delays in notice and election of benefits by the employee, and expressed the RBA designee’s view that the employee had been fully cooperative in the reemployment process.

The employee testified he currently is unsure who is his treating physician, as orthopedist Dr. Reiswig has announced his retirement.
  The employee was referred by Dr. Reiswig back to Dr. Alan Gross, a Juneau orthopedist who had performed the 2002 non-union ORIF. Dr. Gross referred the employee to Leslie Dean, MD of Anchorage, who saw the employee but referred him to the Bone and Joint Clinic at University of Washington/Harborview Medical Center in Seattle.
  The employee testified that he was unable to afford the travel to the Seattle clinic, and the insurer had not yet agreed to pay for that consultation.
  The medical records coupled with the employee’s testimony regarding these referrals, suggest that surgical treatment of the employee may require services of a specialist, with uncertain outcome.
  It remains an open and unresolved question whether the current condition of the employee’s wrist, including the position of the fixation screw projecting into a joint space, was caused by the industrial accident, pre- or post-accident factors.

At hearing, the board advised the employee of Dr. Schilperoort’s report, which the employee testified he had not received or reviewed. Although it, as well as the rest of the employer’s exhibits, were served to the employee’s Fairbanks address of record, the employee had returned to Juneau for the holiday season.
  The board admonished the employee of the importance of keeping the board and employer apprised of his current mailing address, of regularly checking for mail, of making fully-informed medical decisions regarding the employee’s condition, and the importance from the Act’s perspective that the employee not lose the opportunity for effective medical care for the fractured wrist to return the employee to as fully-employable status as possible. AS 23.30.095(b) was read to the employee during the hearing, and a copy of the statutes and regulations were provided to the employee.

The parties agreed to the admission of printouts from the board’s computer record system screens entitled “Injury Events”
 and “Rehab.”
  These screens indicate the employee first contacted the Fairbanks office on June 19, 2007, informed that office by telephone on June 29, 2007 of his move to Fairbanks, noted the July 17, 2007 address change (which in contrast was to the Glacier Highway address in Juneau, as noted during the June 22, 2007 pre-hearing conference).
  Subsequent correspondence by the RBA designee was returned undelivered due to incorrect addresses.
  The employee testified at hearing that he was unable to advise of a new Fairbanks address earlier than October 2007 because it took some time to find permanent lodging, due to his unemployed status. The employee testified he now lives in a household of unrelated adult roommates, who lack the ability to pick up mail at the post office if it is addressed to the employee and requires a signature.

Based on certain exhibits that required reorganization, and in order to independently paginate the exhibits for specificity of reference, we re-marked Exhibits 1 through 16, provided a copy of the two new exhibits (Exhibits 17 and 18) admitted at the January 15 hearing that the employer’s counsel attended by telephone, took notice of the RBA’s January 10, 2008 letter, and kept the record open for the parties to express any objections regarding these actions on the exhibit record.
  No objections were received from either party, and we closed the record when we next met on February 13, 2008.

II. ARGUMENT OF THE PARTIES
A. The employer’s arguments
At hearing, the employer argued that the board should enter an order of forfeiture of all benefits for the time period of September 13, 2007 to October 19, 2007 due to the employee’s delay in providing executed releases and in responding to the written informal questions. The employer also argued for reversal of the RBA’s determination under AS 23.30.041 of the employee’s eligibility for reemployment benefits. The employer argued that no prior board decision had ruled on the precise issue of whether the suspension of benefits under AS 23.30.108(b) includes reemployment benefits under AS 23.30.041, that the statute is clear on its face that “benefits under this chapter” includes suspension of reemployment benefits, and that the board should rule on this legal question. The employer argued that, although the discovery has now been provided, the board should still rule on this mooted issue because it is important, and capable of repetition yet escaping administrative review. The employer’s argument was procedural, and did not go to the merits of the RBA designee’s finding of eligibility, and did not address any of the substantive factors for eligibility for reemployment benefits.

B. The employee’s arguments
The employee appeared pro se at the January 15, 2008 hearing, and expressed continued uncertainty as to how to proceed. The employee identified no lesser sanction that he felt would be appropriate for the delay in submitting responses to discovery, and stated that he delayed in executing releases because he was uncertain about the implications of signing the forms. The employee testified that he was told by Division personnel, and understood, that his benefits likely would be forfeited during the period of his delay in providing the written releases and responses to the employer’s informal discovery questions.

III. PREVIOUS DECISION
By decision and order on March 3, 2008, we granted in part the employer’s petition, ordering a forfeiture of the employee’s suspended benefits for the time period of September 14, 2007 to October 19, 2007 on the basis of the delay in the employee’s provision of signed releases as ordered by the board designee, declined to rule on the employer’s petition to the extent based on the delay during the same time period in the employee’s responses to the employer’s interrogatory questions, and declined to rule on the moot question of the propriety of the RBA designee’s ordering of an eligibility determination under AS 23.30.041 during a period that benefits had been suspended under AS 23.30.108 for failure to comply with a discovery order.


FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
I. FORFEITURE OF BENEFITS FOR DELAY IN RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY

AS 23.30.107 provides, in part:  

Upon request, the employee shall provide written authority to the employer . . . to obtain medical and rehabilitation information relative to the employee's injury. . . .

AS 23.30.108(b) provides, in part:

At a prehearing conducted by the board’s designee, the board’s designee has the authority to resolve disputes concerning authority and if the employee refuses to deliver it within 10 days after being ordered to do so, the employee’s rights to benefits under this chapter are suspended until the written authority is delivered. During any period of suspension under this subsection, the employee's benefits under this chapter are forfeited unless the board…determines that good cause existed for the refusal to provide the written authority.

AS 23.30.108(c) provides, in part:

At a prehearing on discovery matters conducted by the board’s designee, the board’s designee shall direct parties to sign releases or produce documents, or both, if the parties present releases or documents that are likely to lead to admissible evidence relative to an employee’s injury. If a party refuses to comply with an order by the board’s designee or the board concerning discovery matters, the board may impose appropriate sanctions in addition to any forfeiture of benefits, including dismissing the party’s claim, petition, or defense. . . .

The board finds that the releases involved here are a standard method for allowing the employer to conduct discovery regarding the issues involved in this case.
  The signed releases allow the employer “…to properly investigate, administer and defend the employee's claims….”
  

The statute at AS 23.30.107(a) is mandatory, an employee must release all evidence “relative” to the injury.   Regarding medical evaluation and discovery process generally, we have long recognized that the Alaska Supreme Court encourages “liberal and wide-ranging discovery under the Rules of Civil Procedure.”
  AS 23.30.108(c) provides procedure and authority for the board and its designees to control discovery and resolve discovery disputes.  Under AS 23.30.108(c) discovery disputes are initially decided at the level of a prehearing conference by a board designee.
  Although the first sentence of that subsection specifically refers to “releases” and “written documents,” the subsection uses the broader term “discovery matters” as the subject matter of the prehearing conference. We interpret AS 23.30.108 to apply to the general subject of discovery.
  We also interpret AS 23.30.108 to apply to disputes concerning any examination, medical reports or other records held by the parties.
   We note at least one panel has viewed a perfected appeal of a discovery order as effectuating an automatic stay during board review of that order.
 

AS 23.30.108(b) is clear on its face: all benefits under Chapter 30 of Title 23 of the Alaska Statutes are forfeited during any period of suspension of benefits for failure to comply with a discovery order for submission of a written release by the board’s designee, unless the board determines that good cause existed for the employee’s refusal to provide the written authority for discovery that the employer sought.
  The wording of the statute places the burden on the employee to adduce evidence of good cause.

Under AS 23.30.108(c), we have the specific authority to order compliance with discovery, and to order sanctions for the refusal to comply with discovery orders by the board or board’s designee.  In extreme cases, the board may dismiss a claim for willful obstruction of discovery,
 although exercise of the extreme sanction of dismissal has been reversed as an abuse of discretion where the board has failed to consider and explain why a sanction short of dismissal would not be adequate to protect the parties’ interests.
  We exclude cumulative, repetitious, irrelevant, or non-material evidence from the record.
  We also refuse to order discovery that will not assist us in ascertaining the rights of the parties, or in the resolution of the claim.

AS 23.30.108(c) requires the board to review appeals of discovery orders on the written record, and to decide the appeals “within 30 days.”  The statute does not identify the trigger for this statutory time deadline.  Consistent with the short time deadlines elsewhere in Section .108, this panel interprets that the thirty day review period runs from the date an appeal petition is perfected (including evidence of proper service on the parties).  The statute is clear that the board reviewing a discovery appeal “shall determine the issue solely on the basis of the written record” presented to the board’s designee, and “may not consider any evidence or argument that was not presented to the board’s designee.”  Thus in the case of a well-briefed discovery dispute, sufficient facts and argument should be in the record for a panel to decide the matter swiftly.  That may not be the case, as here, if one or both parties are acting pro se and are unskilled in presenting the law, or following the board’s procedures.  Here, the only written discussion of the merits of the disputed releases was contained in a few brief phrases of the August 24, 2007 pre-hearing conference order itself, which we find was improvidently entered without correctly-served notice and an opportunity for the employee to be heard on his protective order petition.

A reviewing panel faced with an inadequate record may have no choice but to vacate a discovery order founded on an inadequate record, and to remand the matter to the board’s designee for development of an adequate record for review, including briefing by the parties and discussion by the pre-hearing officer on the applicable law.  Because such a remand might frustrate the very purpose of quick disposition of discovery disputes under Section .108, in an individual case the parties may choose to stipulate to submit supplemental briefing to the board panel instead. 

In this case, the board designee issued discovery orders in the Pre-hearing Conference Summary dated August 24, 2007.  The employee attempted to appeal that order to us, but did not perfect the appeal by serving a copy of it upon the opposing party.  The employer asserted it was not served with the employee’s September 3, 2007 petition seeking appeal, and the certificate of service portion of the petition itself is blank.  Based on the limited record available, the board finds that the employee failed to serve the September 3, 2007 petition on the employer.
  We conclude that the attempted September 3, 2007 appeal of the board designee’s discovery order is not properly before us to decide.  Moreover, by executing the releases and providing responses to the employer’s interrogatories, the employee has mooted his September 3, 2007 petition.
Under the board’s regulations, the defective September 5, 2007 appeal petition should have been returned to the employee for correction.  Under 8 AAC 45.070(b)(3), the board designee could have set an appeal for hearing at his or her discretion.    Our record does not establish that the defective petition was returned to the employee with instructions on how to cure the defect,
 nor does the record reflect why a hearing on the employee’s petition to appeal the discovery order was not calendared for hearing.  
The process of bringing a petition to hearing before the board may appear to the uninitiated as mystical, tortuous, or even byzantine. 
  However, it serves the important purposes of helping the parties, with the oversight of a pre-hearing officer (the “board’s designee”), to resolve disputes short of more expensive litigation, and reserves limited board hearing time for bona fide disputes.
  
To fulfill the intent of AS 23.30.108 for expedited appeals of discovery orders, however, the board has in practice set discovery petitions on for hearing without requiring the filing of a RFC or an ARH, and without requiring the 20-day delay for the opposing party to file an answer to the appeal petition.  Ordinarily, an additional pre-hearing conference before the same pre-hearing officer who issued the discovery order has not been required.  Similarly, appeals of an administrator’s decision regarding eligibility for reemployment benefits under AS 23.30.041(d) are expedited by dispensing with the device of an answer, and a petitioner may ensure expedited board review by filing an ARH with the review petition.  8 AAC 45.070(b)(1)(A).  The board’s practice of expediting review of these disputes is authorized under 8 AAC 45.070(b)(3).  For such appeals, the hearing issue is framed by parties’ arguments as presented at or before the pre-hearing or other informal conference, the argument of the parties as memorialized in the decisional document, and the reasons for decision as stated in the decisional document.
In this case, there is no evidence that the Division staff followed the procedure of 
8 AAC 45.050(b)(8).  The panel concludes this was a failure of the board’s duty to instruct a party of its rights and obligations under the Act.
  At the October 17, 2007 pre-hearing conference, the employee was instructed about the defect in failure to serve the appeal petition.  That conference was held long after the employee filed his appeal petition.  From this record, we cannot find that the employee, acting pro se, was instructed as to how to correct this defect.  Service of a corrected petition showing certificate of service,  would likely have been found to have been timely as relating back to the original, inadvertently defective appeal petition.

The August 24, 2007 pre-hearing conference went forward in the employee’s absence despite record evidence that the notice setting the conference had been addressed incorrectly and returned to the board undelivered on July 17, 2007.  In these circumstances, it was procedurally unfair to go forward with the pre-hearing conference in the employee’s absence.

To compound these procedural flaws, the employee was incorrectly informed at the October 17, 2007 pre-hearing conference that to effectuate appeal of the August 24, 2007 discovery order, he needed to have filed a RFC and ARH for his appeal to be brought before the board.  This instruction is contrary to past board practice on appeals of a board designee’s discovery order.

Two linchpins of resolution of any dispute before the board are that parties must serve each other with the documents they file with the board, and the parties must keep the board and each other apprised of current mailing addresses by which to communicate.  A party must also regularly check for mail.  A party’s failure to inform of a current mailing address, or to regularly check for mail, can mean the party misses an important notice or set of documents served by mail.  That occurred at least twice in this case when the employee missed notice of the setting of the November 15 hearing, and, while on vacation in Juneau for the holidays, the employee failed to receive the employer’s properly served pre-hearing briefs and exhibits.
  A corollary is that the board must update its addresses of record for litigants.  That did not occur here, to the employee’s prejudice with regard to the August 24, 2007 pre-hearing conference.

Although there is evidence of delay and miscommunication with regard to the employee’s mailing address, the board finds that the pending discovery and petitions were received by the employee, and that delay in the employee’s responses to pending discovery was not caused by the failure of the employee to inform the employer or the board of his current mailing address, and was not caused by the failure of the board’s personnel or its computer system to correctly note the employee’s address changes.  The board finds that the employee’s delay in receiving notice of the January 15 hearing, and in receipt of the employer’s exhibits and pre-hearing brief, did not prejudice the employee’s ability to address the questions before the board for the January 15 hearing.

Instead, the board finds that the employee failed to comply with the discovery order to execute the releases because he was uncertain as to the implications of signing the releases, had not received notice of and so was deprived of the opportunity to be heard at the August 24, 2007 pre-hearing conference, had attempted to appeal the board designee’s August 24 discovery order, and was not informed of the status of that attempted appeal.
  The board finds that the Division failed to follow procedure with regard to informing the employee of his defective appeal petition, and otherwise failed to act on it.  The board finds that the record shows “good cause” for the employee’s failure to execute releases under these circumstances.  Even though the employee was aware that his delay in providing the releases risked forfeiture of benefits during the period of delay, the record is also clear that the employee thought he had appealed the board designee’s order, and was not informed of the status of that appeal until after the employee had mooted the appeal by signing the sought-after releases and provided the interrogatory responses. 

On reconsideration, we find that no sanction is merited on the unique facts of this case.  Even if a sanction were warranted, we find that dismissal would be too harsh a sanction in this case involving a young,  pro se employee.   The board has in past cases such as Thoeni v. Consumer Electronics
 and Purdy v. Pacific Log & Lumber, Ltd.
 found sufficient grounds for forfeiture of benefits during the period of non-compliance with a board’s discovery order.  Here, on reconsideration, we find the circumstances of this case more analogous to the circumstances in our previous decisions declining to find a forfeiture of benefits.
  Accordingly, under AS 23.30.108(b) we find good cause has been shown, and we deny the employer’s petition for forfeiture during the time period of September 14, 2007
 through October 19, 2007
 (the period of time the employee delayed in providing written releases under the board designee’s discovery order).

We are next posed with the question of whether we may dismiss a claim, order a forfeiture, or issue another sanction for a party’s failure to comply with a discovery order compelling answers to interrogatories, when the employee has filed no claim.  Previous board decisions have found an employer has no right to engage in the formal discovery (such as interrogatories and depositions) before a claim has been filed,
 although AS 23.30.107 and AS 23.30.108 clearly afford the pre-claim right to obtain releases and documents that are “relative to the employee’s injury.”

The question of a board designee’s authority, prior to the filing of a claim, to compel responses to interrogatories, and thus the board’s authority to sanction the failure to comply with such an order,  has not been briefed by the parties.  Accordingly, we deny without prejudice the employer’s petition for forfeiture of benefits, to the extent based on the employee’s delay in providing interrogatory responses for the time period of September 14, 2007 to October 19, 2007.  If the employer wishes the board to rule on this issue, the panel will consider it either on the employer’s petition for reconsideration of this decision and order no. 08-0063, on a new petition, or on a stipulation between the parties, supported by appropriate supplemental briefing on the issue.

II. SUSPENSION OF The administrator’s eligibility determination is now moot
at hearing, the employer argued that, despite the employee having now submitted executed releases and responses to written discovery, nevertheless the board should reverse the administrator’s determination of eligibility and remand with instruction that the administrator cannot lawfully issue a determination of eligibility for reemployment benefits during a period of time that benefits are suspended by operation of AS 23.30.108, even though that period of suspension is now over. The employer argued that while this question might appear mooted by the employee’s late submission of the releases and responses to the employer’s informal discovery, is an important legal question capable of repetition while escaping review.

The board finds that the question of the validity of the administrator’s eligibility determination, issued during a period of suspended benefits under AS 23.30.108, is now mooted by the employee’s compliance with the discovery order. Ordinarily, the board will not act on a moot question.

Although we have found no decision of the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Commission or the board describing a standard for exception from the rule against considering a moot question, the Alaska Supreme Court has described a public interest exception, using three criteria:
(1) Whether the disputed issues are capable of repetition;

(2) Whether the mootness doctrine, if applied, may repeatedly circumvent review of the issues; and,

(3) Whether the issues presented are so important to the public interest as to justify overriding the mootness doctrine.

Assuming these criteria were applied here, we agree with the employer that the question is capable of repetition, but not likely in this case. We doubt that this particular employee will fail to comply with a future discovery order; but even if he does, such an unlikely event is also unlikely to occur during a period of the administrator’s evaluation of eligibility for reemployment benefits. Thus we find the first prong is not met here.

Second, the gravamen of the employee’s delay – the employer’s delayed access to information which might have better informed the administrator’s decision on eligibility – may be remedied under the board’s procedures. Now that the employer has access to the discovery that was delayed, the employer may seek to modify under AS 23.30.130 if it discovers new, otherwise undiscoverable evidence, not earlier discovered due to the employee’s delay.
  Also, if the issue is repeated in another case, those parties will be able to bring the issue before the board under ordinary procedures. We therefore find that the second prong of the public interest exception is not present here, given the existing procedures in place to provide meaningful review.

Finally, the third prong requires a compelling public interest. The narrow question presented here, whether the suspension of benefits under AS 23.30.108 deprives the administrator of the authority and mandate to determine eligibility for reemployment benefits, including compliance with the statutory timeframes, is no more compelling than the questions presented in O’Callaghan or Hayes, in which our Supreme Court declined to rule on mootness grounds.
We therefore decline to invoke the public interest exception, as described by the Alaska Supreme Court, as a basis for varying from our past practice of declining to rule on a moot question.

III. REMAND TO THE BOARD’S DESIGNEE FOR REMAINING ISSUES
The procedural history of this case is an argument in favor of more active case management. Nine (9) petitions so far have been filed, the employer’s discovery was delayed for nearly 4 months, and the pro se employee has yet to follow up on a referral to a specialty clinic for a definitive opinion on his treatment options, more than a year after the fracture event. Besides the short-term forfeiture due to the employee’s delay in responding to discovery, the employee is at risk of a longer-term forfeiture for failure to follow up on the medical referral. AS 23.30.095(d) provides:

If at any time . . .the employee unreasonably refuses to submit to medical or surgical treatment, the board may by order suspend the payment of further compensation while the refusal continues, and no compensation may be paid at any time during the period of suspension, unless the circumstances justified the refusal.

The federal District Court for Alaska noted:

the law contemplates that the injured workman will do everything humanly possible to restore himself to his normal strength so as to minimize his damages, and where he fails to do so, the consequent disability results from the voluntary conduct of the employee, and not the injury.

The law has consistently held that an employee who unreasonably refuses to follow the medical advice of a treating physician, and by this failure prevents or delays recovery of the ability to return to work, thereby forfeits entitlement to compensation benefits during the period of unreasonable refusal of treatment.
  

At hearing the employee was informed of this point, including the procedural device under
AS 23.30.095(b) that may empower an employer to designate a treating physician if an employee needs one, and does not choose one himself. The employee was advised at hearing that he remains free to decide whether to undergo surgery, including the choice between different treatment options, but that the decision should be medically well-informed rather than by default through failure to consult with referred specialists.
  Accordingly, the board will remand this matter to WCO Betty Johnson, of our Juneau office, for prompting the employee to complete medical consultation, and to assist in furthering resolution of any remaining disputes between the parties. 


ORDER

1. AWCB Decision No. 08-0040 (Mar. 3, 2008) is vacated;
2. The employer’s petition for forfeiture of benefits from September 14, 2007 to October 19, 2007 for the employee’s delay in providing written releases is denied and dismissed;
3. The employer’s petition for forfeiture of benefits for the period of September 14 to October 19, 2007 for the employee’s delay in responding to interrogatories prior to the filing of any claim is denied without prejudice; 

4.
The employer’s petition for review of the administrator’s determination of eligibility for reemployment benefits is denied as moot, and on that basis dismissed;

5. We remand this matter to board designee Betty Johnson for scheduling of a pre-hearing conference within the next thirty (30) days to determine whether:

(a) the employee has designated a treating physician for his condition, and if not, whether the employer intends to designate a treating physician under AS 23.30.095(b);

(b) the employee’s transportation, lodging and per diem at employer expense to Seattle, WA for consultation at the University of Washington, is medically necessary and indicated, and if disputed, for setting on for hearing before the board at the earliest opportunity;

(c) any other disputes between the parties remain to be resolved either by the board designee or by setting of a hearing before the board;

6.   We remand this matter to the Reemployment Benefits Administrator for further reemployment benefits proceedings; 

7.
We reserve jurisdiction to resolve any other matters remaining in dispute between the parties.

Dated at Juneau, Alaska this 2nd day of April, 2008.
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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 Interlocutory Decision and Order on Reconsideration in the matter of PETER WILLIAMS employee/respondent; v. ALASKA POWER & TELEPHONE CO., employer; AIG CLAIM SERVICES., insurer/petitioners; Case No. 200700821; dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board in Juneau, Alaska, on April 2, 2008.






Ted Burkhart, Workers’ Compensation Technician
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� AWCB Dec. No. 08-0040 (Mar. 3, 2008).


� Another employer petition dated September 24, 2007 sought a change of venue in this proceeding from Juneau to Anchorage, opposed by the employee who has relocated from Juneau to Fairbanks to attend college. The employee argued in pre-hearing conference that if venue is changed, it should be changed to Fairbanks. The board found no affidavit of readiness on file on the petition to change venue, the pre-hearing conference summaries did not clearly identify the change of venue petition as one to be heard, and the parties did not brief the issue, so we do not decide the change of venue petition at this time. Another employer petition dated November 30, 2007 sought a board order terminating reemployment benefits on an allegation of the employee’s failure to cooperate in the reemployment process under AS 23.30.041(g), (n), and (o). Although this issue was properly brought to hearing on January 15, 2008, the employer withdrew that petition, and so we do not decide it.  Argument of Joseph A. Pollock.
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� 5/09/07 [Employee’s] Petition.


� 5/29/07 Answer to Employee’s Petition Dated 05/09/07 (filed 5/29/07), at page 2, paras. 2 and 3.


� 6/22/07 Pre-Hearing Conference Summary.


� 6/22/07 Letter, S. Nuenke-Davison, Davison & Davison, Inc. to P. Williams.


� 7/17/07 [Employee’s] Petition.


� 7/18/07 Letter, F. Stoll, WC Tech, RBA, to AIG Domestic Claims, Inc.


� 7/23/07 Letter, M.E. Walsh, WCO, to P. Williams, S. Davison, Davison & Davison, Inc., et al.


� 8/06/07 Letter, F. Stoll, WC Tech., RBA, to P. Williams


� By operation of 8 AAC 45.060(b), three days are added to any period by which an act is to be done, if the notice triggering the obligation to perform the act occurs via mail.


� 8/24/07 Pre-Hearing Conference Summary (served 8/27/07).


� Id.


� 9/3/07 [Employee’s] Petition [appealing 8/24/07 Pre-Hearing Conference Summary](filed 9/3/07).


� 9/05/07 L.R. Knickerbocker, Eligibility Evaluation Checklist, with attachments.


� At that time and up until of the date of issuance of this decision and order, the employee has filed no claim.


� 9/12/07 [Employer’s] Petition [requesting that Board “dismiss the claimant’s claim in it’s entirety”](filed Sept. 13, 2007). The employer filed a second, identical petition, dated one day later, seeking the same relief on the same legal grounds. 9/13/07 [Employer’s] Petition (filed 9/17/07).
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� 9/19/07 Letter, F. White, RBA, to P. Williams.


� 9/24/07 [Employer’s] Petition [to reverse RBA determination of eligibility](filed 9/25/07).


� 9/24/07 Affidavit of Readiness for Hearing (filed 9/25/07).


� 9/24/07 Letter, S. Nuenke-Davison, Davison & Davison, Inc., to F. White, RBA Designee, AWCB (filed 9/25/07).


� 9/26/07 Letter, F. White, RBA Designee, AWCB, to S. Nuenke-Davison, Davison & Davison, Inc.


� 10/3/07 [Employer’s] Petition [to reverse RBA determination of eligibility](filed 10/4/07); 10/3/07 Affidavit of Readiness for Hearing (filed 10/4/07).


� 10/4/07 Letter, M.E. Walsh, WCO, AWCB, to P. Williams and S. Nuenke-Davison, Davison & Davison, Inc.
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� 10/16/07 P. Williams, [Handwritten]  Notice of Change of Address (with marginalia, “Input KD”).


� 6/22/07 Letter, S. Nuenke-Davison, Davison & Davison, Inc. to  P. Williams (filed 10/16/07)(in board’s Fairbanks office), with marginalia responses to requests for information, attached list of medical providers and employers, other responses, and executed releases).


� 10/17/07 Pre-Hearing Conference Summary (served 10/19/07).


� Id. at page 1.


� See generally id.


� 10/19/07 Letter, S. Nuenke-Davison, Davison & Davison, Inc. to AWCB (filed 10/22/07)(served on employee at the Gold Hill Road address in Fairbanks).


� 10/31/07 Employer’s Hearing Brief.


� 12/18/07 Pre-Hearing Conference Order (served 12/18/07).


� 12/18/07 Hearing Notice. US Postal Service return receipts indicate the employer’s counsel received this notice on December 27, 2007, and the employee received this notice on January 18, 2008 (after the hearing that took place on January 15, 2008).


� Open reduction, internal fixation.


� Exhibit 1, 8/20/07 S. Schilperoort, MD, Impartial Medical Opinions, Inc., Letter Report to B. Chen, Adjuster, AIG Claim Services, at pages 14-15. Page references to exhibits are to the exhibits as paginated by the board. See 1/18/08 Letter, R. Briggs, H.O., to P. Williams and J. Pollock, Davison & Davison, Inc. (conveying paginated exhibits). 


� 1/10/08 Letter, F. White, RBA Designee, AWCB, to S. Nuenke-Davison, Davison & Davison, Inc. 


� Exhibit 2.


� 1/15/08 testimony of P. Williams. 


� 1/15/08 testimony of P. Williams;  see also 1/10/08 Deposition of P. Williams, at page 28, line 15 through page 31, line 22 (discussing lack of authorization by insurer for transport to Seattle).


� Id.


� 1/15/08 Testimony of P. Williams.


� 1/15/08 hearing proceedings (colloquy between P. Williams and R. Briggs, h.o., including referral to Alaska Workers’ Compensation Laws and Regulations Annotated (Lexis-Nexis 2007-08 Edition)).


� Marked for identification as Exhibit 17.


� Marked for identification as Exhibit 18.


� Exhibit 17, page 1.


� Exhibit 18, pages 1 and 2 (entries for 7/23/07, 10/19/07,  and 12/6/07).


� 1/15/08 testimony of P. Williams.


� 1/18/08 Letter, R. Briggs, H.O., AWCB, to P. Williams and J. Pollock, Davison & Davison, Inc. (with Exhs. 1-18 and 1/10/08 RBA designee letter attached).


� 1/4/08 Employer’s Hearing Br., passim; 1/15/08 oral argument of J.A. Pollack. 


� 1/15/08 testimony and oral argument of P. Williams.


� AWCB Dec. No. 08-0040, at page 18-22 (Mar. 3, 2008).


� Kokotan v. Muni. of Anchorage, AWCB Dec. No. 03-0164 (July 17, 2003); Granus v. Fells, AWCB Dec. No. 99-0016 (Jan. 20, 1999).


� Id. at 4.


� Schwab V. Hooper Electric, AWCB Decision No. 87�0322 at 4, n.2 (December  11, 1987); citing United Services Automobile Association v. Werley, 526 P.2d 28, 31 (Alaska 1974); see also, Venables v. Alaska Builders Cache, AWCB Decision No. 94-0115 (May 12, 1994). 


� See, e.g., Yarbrough v. Fairbanks Resource Agency, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 01-0229 (November 15, 2001).


� See also 8 AAC 45.065(a)(10).


� See, e.g., Stefano v. BP Exploration Alaska, Inc., AWCB Dec. No. 08-0111 at 11 (Jan. 9, 2008); Smith v. CSK Auto, Inc., AWCB Dec. No. 06-0134 at 9 (May 25, 2006); Palmer v. Air Cargo Express, AWCB Dec. No. 05-0222 (Aug. 30, 2005); Logan v. Klawock Heenya Corp., AWCB Decision No. 02-0078 (May 2, 2002).


� Jordan v. North Empl. Agency, Inc., AWCB Dec. No. 06-0309, at 6 (asserting without citation to authority that timely appeal of board designee’s discovery order “thereby stay[ed]” the employee’s obligation to comply with the order).


� AS 23.30.108(b).


� See, e.g., Sullivan v. Casa Valdez Restaurant, AWCB Decision No. 98-0296 (November 30, 1998); McCarrol v. Catholic Public Social Services, AWCB Decision No. 97-0241 (November 28, 1997). But, see, Erpelding v. AWCB, R&M Consultants, Inc., et al., Case No. 3AN-05-12979 CI (Alaska Superior Ct, April 26, 2007).


� E.g., Erpelding v. AWCB, R&M Consultants, Inc., et al., Case No. 3AN-05-12979 CI (Alaska Superior Ct, April 26, 2007), reversing Erpelding v. R&M Consultants, Inc., et al, AWCB Dec. No. 05-0252 (Oct. 3, 2006).


� 8 AAC 45.120(e).


� Austin v. Tatonduk Outfitters, AWCB Decision No. 98-0201 (August 5, 1998); AS 23.30.135(a).


� 10/17/07 Pre-hearing Conference Summary (reciting Ms. Shuttleworth’s assertion that the employer’s counsel did not receive a copy of the 9/3/07 petition); 9/3/07 Petition (lacking proof of service on the employer).


� 8 Alaska Admin. Code (AAC) 45.050(b)(8): “The petitioner must provide proof of service of the petition upon all parties.  The board or its designee will return to the petitioner a petition which is not in accordance with this paragraph, and the board will not act on the petition.”


� The usual procedure of 8 Alaska Admin. Code (AAC) 45.065 and 45.070 is summarized as follows: 


a petition is filed, with a copy of the petition served on the opposing party;


after 20 days or the filing of an answer to the petition by the opposing party, whichever occurs first, or as soon thereafter as a party filing a petition is ready, a request for conference (RFC) and an affidavit for readiness for hearing (ARH) are ordinarily required to be filed (and also served on the opposing party);


a pre-hearing conference is scheduled, at which the parties will meet, discuss the issues of the petition(s), and attempt to resolve them with the assistance of the pre-hearing officer;


if the parties are unable to resolve at the pre-hearing conference the subject of the pending petitions, the pre-hearing officer sets the matter for hearing on the board panel’s calendar, which setting triggers dates for submission of any additional evidence, witness lists, and pre-hearing briefs;


the issues for hearing are described in the pre-hearing conference summary, which the parties may seek to revise by filing objections after the summary is served.


� That occurred once in this case, where the employee’s first (May 9, 2007) petition for a protective order was resolved at the pre-hearing conference by the employer’s representative agreeing to withdraw the objectionable releases.


� Richard v. Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co., 384 P.2d 445 (Alaska 1963).


� See 8 AAC 45.050(e)(amendment of pleading arising out of the same occurrence of original pleading relates back to the date of the original pleading). 


� The employee also failed to pick up the written notice of the hearing, served by certified mail, until after the hearing occurred, although the employee received actual notice of the hearing, since he appeared personally before the board panel on January 15, 2007.


� 1/15/08 testimony of P. Williams.


� AWCB Dec. No. 05-0096 (Apr. 6, 2005), at page 44, nn. 148-49 and accompanying text.


� AWCB Dec. No. 02-0236 (Nov. 14, 2002), at page 7, final decision and order, AWCB Dec. No. 02-0215 (Oct. 17, 2002), affirmed in part and reversed on other grounds, Thoeni v. Consumer Electronics Svcs., 151 P.3d 1249 (Alaska 2007).


� Veal v. Fred Meyer of Alaska, Inc., AWCB Dec. No. 04-0036 (Feb. 11, 2004)(“good cause” for failure to complete discovery found where employee failed to attend EME scheduled without notice to herself or her counsel, and agreed to attend “next-scheduled” EME); Kokotan v. Muni. of Anchorage, AWCB Dec. No. 03-0164, at 19-20 (July 17, 2003)(employee hospitalized with manic episode during period of failure to submit signed releases); Knack v. Sampson Steel Co., Inc., AWCB Dec. No. 03-0140, at 7 (June 19, 2003)(employee, who sustained closed head injury, was under pending petition for appointment of guardian during period of failure to submit signed releases; guardian submitted releases after appointment by superior court). 


� Under the board’s rules of procedure, September 14, 2007 was the latest possible time for the employee to have responded to the August 24, 2007 Pre-hearing Conference Summary, which was served on August 27, 2004.


� October 19, 2007 was the date the employer’s counsel received the package of signed releases and hand-written marginalia on a copy of its original written questions. 10/19/07 Letter, S. Nuenke-Davision, Davison & Davison, Inc. to AWCB (filed 10/22/07).


� E.g., Holley v. Alaska Green Connection, AWCB Dec. No. 07-0361, at 15-16 (Nov. 28, 2007), citing Arline v. Evergreen Int’l Aviation, Inc., AWCB Dec. No. 98-0221 (Aug. 24, 1998) and other cases; Talcott v. Municipality of Anchorage, AWCB Dec. No. 07-0042, at 8 (Mar. 1, 2007); Deatheredge v. City of Ketchikan, AWCB Dec. No. 06-0217 (Aug. 4, 2006); Cates v. Real Estate Services, Inc., AWCB Dec. No. 03-0145 (Jun. 24, 2003).


� AS 23.30.107(a).  AS 23.30.108(c) describes the authority of the board’s designee to order “parties to sign releases or produce documents, or both.”  AS 23.30.107(a) qualifies the right as limited to “medical and rehabilitative information.”  Once a claim has been filed, the board has interpreted AS 23.30.108 to confer authority on the board’s designee to manage discovery matters generally, with review by the board for abuse of discretion.  E.g., Yarbrough, supra, AWCB Dec. No. 01-0229 (Nov. 15, 2001), at pages 6-7.  However, before a claim has been filed, this panel views AS 23.30.109 and the board’s previous decisions as limiting the authority of the board’s designee to order signature of releases and production of documents prior to the filing of a claim.  Any discovery order by a board designee compelling a more formal discovery procedure, such as to attend a deposition or to respond to interrogatories would appear to be ultra vires under AS 23.30.107 and AS 23.30.109, in the absence of any other operative authority. 


� Skulavik v. Union Tire & Brake Svcs., AWCB Dec. No. 00-0186, at 7 (Aug. 30, 2000), citing O’Callaghan v. State of Alaska, 920 P.2d 1387, 1388 (Alaska 1996). See also Kleven v. Yukon-Koyukuk School Dist., 853 P.2d 518, 523 n. 8 (Alaska 1993), quoting Van Schaack Holdings, Ltd. v. Fulenwider, 798 P.2d 424, 426 (Colo. 1990)(“ ‘A case is moot when a judgment, if rendered, would have no practical legal effect upon the existing controversy.’ ”); Anchorage Sch. Dist. v. Delkettie, AWCAC Dec. No. 022, at page 10 (Oct. 19, 2006)(declining to grant extraordinary review in part because question might be moot). But see Cates v. Real Estate Services, Inc., AWCB Dec. No. 03-0145, at 6 (reaffirming Arline doctrine despite mootness of question). We note that language in the Skulavik decision, issued in August 30, 2000, to the effect that “The employer cited no authority for the proposition that we can order the RBA to suspend an eligibility determination,” in light of that panel’s finding of a moot question, is obiter dictum, and in any event does not address the question raised by the employer here as to whether AS 23.30.108 (which went into effect July 1, 2000) prevents the administrator’s determination under AS 23.30.041.


� O’Callaghan, supra, 920 P.2d at 1389; Hayes v. Charney, 693 P.2d 831, 834 (Alaska 1985); Doe v. State, 487 P.2d 47, 53 (Alaska 1971).


� See, e.g., Pineda v. Anchorage Sch. Dist., AWCB Dec. No. 05-0320 (Dec. 9, 2005)(modification of RBA decision on eligibility under AS 23.30.130); Hauenstein v. State of Alaska, AWCB Dec. No. 03-0042 (Feb. 21, 2003)(same).


� Phillips Petroleum Co. v. Alaska Indus. Bd., 17 Alaska 658, 663 (D. Alaska 1958).


� Lawrenson v. Blackstone Consulting, Inc., AWCB Dec. No. 07-0179, at page 1, quoting Phillips Petroleum Co.; see also Fondren v. Houston Contr’g Co., AWCB Dec. No. 89-0257, at page 11 (Sept. 20, 1989) (employee’s withdrawal from pain management program found reasonable); Metcalf v. Felec Services, 784 P.2d 1386 (Alaska 1990)(insurer may suspend benefits under AS 23.30.095(d) only upon Board order); Fluor Alaska, Inc. v. Mendoza, 616 P.2d 25 (Alaska 1980)(factors to decide reasonableness of employee’s refusal of treatment); Purdy v. Pacific Log & Lumber, Ltd., AWCB Dec. No. 05-0096 (Apr. 6, 2005)(denying suspension where employee resumed physical therapy); Gothing v. Gildersleeve, AWCB Dec. No. 93-0135 (June 1, 1993)(suspending benefits due to employee’s failure to attend medical appointments, physical therapy, and continue to consume alcohol against medical advice); LeMons v. Mayflower Catering, AWCB Dec. No. 92-0310 (Dec. 15, 1992)(failure to participate in physical therapy program); Ginele Hall v. University of Alaska, AWCB Dec. No. 92-0100 (Apr. 24, 1992)(same);� 1 A. Larson & L.K. Larson, Larson’s Workers’ Compensation Law, § 10.10[2], at page 10-32 to 10-33 (refusal of no-risk treatment as bar to compensation) and § 10.10[4], at page 10-34.1 (discussing refusal of exercise, weight reduction, and psychiatric treatment as bar to compensation) (2006).


� E.g., Fluor Alaska, Inc. v. Mendoza, 616 P.2d 25, 27-28 (Alaska 1980)(affirming board finding that employee’s decision to forego recommended laminectomy surgery was reasonable).
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