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ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD

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

	BRUCE BROWN, 

                                             Employee, 

                                                Applicant,

                                                   v. 

ASRC ENERGY SERVICES, INC.,

                                             Employer,

                                                    and 

ASRC Service Center,
                                             Adjuster,

                                                  Defendants.                       
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)
	INTERLOCUTORY

DECISION AND ORDER

AWCB Case No. 200820295
AWCB Decision No.  12-0048
Filed with AWCB Fairbanks, Alaska 

on March 8th, 2012


ASRC Energy Services and ASRC Service Center’s (Employer) October 10, 2011 Petition to Dismiss Bruce Brown’s (Employee) December 20, 2010 workers’ compensation claim (WCC) was heard on February 16, 2012, in Fairbanks, Alaska.  Vicki Paddock represented Employer and appeared by telephone.  Employee represented himself and appeared and testified by telephone.  The record closed at the hearing’s conclusion on February 16, 2012.

ISSUES

Employer contends Employee has refused to comply with the board designee’s August 8, 2011 order requiring him to sign and return releases to Employer and contact Employer to arrange to have his deposition taken.  Employer contends it has “gone above and beyond” to ensure Employee receives the releases, and requests a decision ordering Employee to sign the releases and appear for his deposition, and warning Employee sanctions may be imposed if he fails to comply.

Employee apologized for failing to sign and return the releases and admitted he had “mailing issues” and “didn’t get my mail promptly.”  When asked if he had received the releases or his deposition notice, he indicated he “didn’t think so.”

1) Shall Employee’s December 20, 2010 WCC be dismissed for his failure to sign and return releases to Employer, and for failing to attend his properly noticed deposition?

2) What is an appropriate remedy?

FINDINGS OF FACT

1) On December 25, 2008, Employee experienced breathing problems while working as a mechanic for Employer at Northstar Island and was medivaced to Anchorage for treatment.  Upon arrival at Providence Hospital, Employee was coughing up blood and was admitted and intubated.  (Report of Occupational Injury or Illness, undated).

2) On January 5, 2011, Employee filed a WCC seeking temporary total disability (TTD) benefits from December 25, 2008 through “about April 09,” permanent partial impairment (PPI) benefits, medical costs, transportation costs, compensation rate adjustment, penalty, interest, a finding of unfair or frivolous controversion, and attorney’s fees and costs.  Employee indicated on his claim form he was diagnosed with “E. Coli and Influenza A” and suffered respiratory failure and septic shock.  He was in a coma for approximately 3-4 weeks and hospitalized for four months.  (WCC, December 20, 2010).

3) Employee listed his mailing address as “127 Hillcrest Ave., Soldotna, AK 99669.”  (WCC, December 20, 2010).

4) On January 25, 6011, Employer filed an Answer and Controversion Notice based on a lack of medical evidence linking Employee’s illness to his work for Employer.  (Answer and Controversion Notice, January 25, 2011).

5) On February 10, 2011, Employer mailed various releases of information to Employee via certified mail to his Soldotna address.  (R. Bredesen letter to Employee, February 10, 2011).

6) On March 2, 2011, Employer mailed a second set of releases to Employee via first class mail to his Soldotna address.  (R. Bredesen letter to Employee, March 2, 2011).

7) On March 25, 2011, Employer filed a Controversion Notice denying all benefits based on Employee’s failure to sign releases and a Petition to Compel Employee to sign the releases.  (Controversion Notice, Petition to Compel, March 23, 2011).

8) On June 1, 2011, the parties attended a prehearing conference (PHC).  The PHC summary reflects the following discussion:
ER inquired about EE’s treating doctor.  EE could not remember.  Maybe it was “Anderson.”  ER stated he will send EE a transportation worksheet for EE to complete, and suggested that the worksheet will also facilitate the retrieval of medical records.  The parties agreed that a compensation rate has never been determined.  ER inquired as to EE’s medical insurer.  EE could not remember.  ER inquired about copies of medical bills.  EE stated that he has had to move in with his sister, and he doesn’t have access to any of his documents.  EE doesn’t know when he might be unpacked.  ER reminded EE to keep the board informed of his address.  ER then inquired about attorney fees and costs.  EE stated that he hasn’t paid anything yet out of pocket.  ER then advised EE of the $300 out of pocket maximum, and of provisions for ER paying fees for the services of EE’s attorney.  ER inquired about obtaining signed releases since unclaimed mail had been returned to ER.  EE stated that “some other lawyer had them, and he took off.”  ER advised EE to be on the look-out for releases in the mail.  ER then confirmed EE’s mailing address.  EE confirmed the 127 Hillcrest Avenue is a good address for him, and that he should be there for another 30 days, at least.

Employer agreed to postpone seeking a ruling on its Petition to Compel releases until the next PHC.  (PHC Summary, June 1, 2011).

9) On June 8, 2011, Employer sent Employee a notice of deposition to his Soldotna address, notifying Employee his deposition was to be taken in Kenai on July 13, 2011.  (Notice of Taking Deposition, June 7, 2011).

10) In the week preceding his scheduled deposition, Employer attempted to contact Employee seven times to confirm his attendance at deposition.  Employer spoke with Employee directly twice during that time period.  Employee did not inform Employer he would be unable to attend his July 13, 2011 deposition.  Employee notified Employer his address had changed to P. O. Box 8149, Nikiski, Alaska 99635.  (Paddock; R. Bredesen Affidavit, July 18, 2011).

11) Employee did not appear for his deposition on July 13, 2011.  (PHC Summary, August 8, 2011).

12) On July 20, 2011, Employer filed a petition to compel Employee to attend a properly noticed deposition and for reimbursement for missed deposition costs.  (Employer Petition, July 18, 2011).

13) On August 8, 2011, a PHC was held.  Employee did not attend, though the board designee attempted to contact him at his telephone number of record.  The board’s designee continued in Employee’s absence and made the following rulings on Employer’s March 23, 2011 and July 18, 2011 petitions:

At the last PH on June 1, ER agreed to forgo the Board ruling on its Petition to Compel (releases) since it was the first PH that both parties participated in.  ER also confirmed EE’s mailing address and advised EE to be alert to releases sent via mail.  Since then, EE has not returned the releases.

EE is claiming injury to his “lungs, bloodstream, basically the whole body.”  At the last PH, EE explained he is also having problems involving his breathing, weight loss, fine motor skills and memory loss.  Given the broad nature of medical issues EE is claiming benefits for, atypically broad releases would not be inappropriate in this case.  Virtually any and all medical information might be “relative” to EE’s injury at this point, and until such time as EE chooses to again participate in the prosecution of his claim, neither ER nor the Board have any basis for limiting the scope of the medical releases.

The board designee ordered Employee to sign and return the releases or to file a petition for protective order within 14 days of issuance of the PHC summary. He also ordered Employee to contact Employer to arrange to have his deposition taken.  (PHC Summary, August 8, 2011).

14) On August 24, 2011, Employer sent another set of releases to Employee via certified mail to P. O. Box 8149 in Nikiski.  (R. Bredesen letter to Employee, August 24, 2011).

15) On October 24, 2011, Employer filed a petition to dismiss Employee’s December 20, 2010 WCC for failure to sign releases and contact Employer to schedule his deposition.  (Employer’s Petition, October 20, 2011).

16) On December 13, 2011, the parties attended a PHC.  Employee notified the board designee his address had changed to P. O. Box 8149 in Nikiski.  The board designee informed Employee he should file a written change of address with the board and Employer.  The designee agreed to mail copies of the June 1, 2011 and August 8, 2011 PHC summaries, the board’s attorney list, and the proposed releases to his Nikiski address.  The parties agreed to set Employer’s October 20, 2011 Petition to Dismiss for hearing on February 2, 2012.  (PHC Summary, December 13, 2011; V. Paddock letter to M. Kokrine, January 24, 2012).

17) Though she did send a copy of the December 13, 2011 PHC summary to Employee at his Nikiski address, the board designee did not mail copies of the June 1, 2011 and August 8, 2011 PHC summaries, the board’s attorney list, and the proposed releases to Employee.  (PHC Summary, January 30, 2012).

18) On January 30, 2012, the parties attended a PHC.  The parties agreed because the board designee failed to send the PHC summaries, attorney list and proposed releases to Employee following the December 13, 2011 PHC, the February 2, 2012 hearing on Employer’s Petition to Dismiss should be continued.  The parties agreed to set Employer’s October 20, 2011 Petition to Dismiss for hearing on February 16, 2012.  The designee again informed Employee he must file a written change of address with the board.  (PHC Summary, January 30, 2012).

19) On January 31, 2012 the board designee mailed copies of the June 1, 2011, August 8, 2011, December 13, 2011, and January 30, 2012 PHC summaries; the board’s attorney list, and the proposed releases to Employee at his Nikiski address.  (Record).

20) Employee did not file a written change of address with the board.  (Record).

21) Employee has never filed a petition for a protective order concerning the releases. (Record).

22) Employee has never returned signed releases to either Employer or the board. (Record).

23) Employee credibly testified he is unsure if he has ever received the proposed releases or a notice of his deposition.  When directly asked if he had received the releases or would recognize them if he saw them, he responded “I don’t think so.”  Employee repeatedly apologized for failing to “take care of this paperwork,” and when asked to explain why he hadn’t signed and returned the releases, he stated “I don’t know what to say about it.  I’m sorry.”  While he did not assert he has a developmental delay or learning disability, Employee did state “sometimes it’s hard for me to get all the information.”  Employee’s sister has helped him with “paperwork” at times, and when asked if it would be helpful for his sister or someone else to assist him as a non-attorney representative in his workers’ compensation case, Employee agreed that would be helpful.  (Employee).

24) There is no evidence in the file Employee received the releases sent to him on February 10, 2011 or March 2, 2011.  (Record).

25) Employee demonstrated difficulty understanding the workers’ compensation claims process, the purpose and process of discovery, and his entitlements and obligations under the Act.  Employee demonstrated difficulty processing and expressing oral and written communication.  (Experience, judgment, observations, unique or peculiar facts of the case, and inferences drawn from all of the above).
26) Employee has not unreasonably refused to sign releases, refused to attend his deposition, or willfully obstructed the discovery process.  (Experience, judgment, observations, unique or peculiar facts of the case, and inferences drawn from all of the above).
27) At the conclusion of the February 16, 2012 hearing, Employer’s counsel clarified it was seeking an order requiring Employee to sign releases and “indicate to him that there are sanctions if he doesn’t comply.”  (Paddock).

PRINCIPLES OF LAW

AS 23.30.001.  Intent of the legislature and construction of chapter.  It is the intent of the legislature that 

(1) This chapter be interpreted so as to ensure the quick, efficient, fair, and predictable delivery of indemnity and medical benefits to injured workers at a reasonable cost to the employers who are subject to the provisions of this 
chapter. . . . 

The board may base its decision not only on direct testimony, medical findings, and other tangible evidence, but also on the board’s “experience, judgment, observations, unique or peculiar facts of the case, and inferences drawn from all of the above.”  Fairbanks North Star Borough v. Rogers & Babler, 747 P.2d 528, 533-534 (Alaska 1987).

AS 23.30.107. Release of Information.  (a) Upon written request, an employee shall provide written authority to the employer, carrier, rehabilitation specialist, or reemployment benefits administrator to obtain medical and rehabilitation information relative to the employee’s injury. The request must include notice of the employee’s right to file a petition for a protective order with the division and must be served by certified mail to the employee’s address on the notice of injury or by hand delivery to the employee. This subsection may not be construed to authorize an employer, carrier, rehabilitation specialist, or reemployment benefits administrator to request medical or other information that is not applicable to the employee’s injury. . . .

AS 23.30.108(c).  Prehearings on discovery matters; objections to requests for release of information; sanctions for noncompliance. . . .
. . . 

(c) 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. . . .

If a party demonstrates informal means of developing medical evidence have failed, the board “will consider the relevance of the requested information and the method of discovery to be authorized.”  Brinkley v. Kiewit‑Groves, AWCB Decision No. 86‑0179 at 5 (July 22, 1986).  If an employee unreasonably refuses to release information, AS 23.30.135 and AS 23.30.108(c) grant the board broad discretionary authority to make orders that will assure parties obtain the relevant evidence necessary to litigate or resolve their claims.  See, e.g., Bathony v. State of Alaska, D.E.C., AWCB Decision No. 98-0053 (March 18, 1998).  In extreme cases, the board has authority to dismiss claims if an employee willfully obstructs discovery.  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). 

Exercising the extreme, dismissal sanction has been reversed as an abuse of discretion where the board failed to consider and explain why a sanction short of dismissal would be inadequate to protect the parties’ interests.  Erpelding v. R&M Consultants, Inc., Case No. 3AN-05-12979 CI (Alaska Superior Ct., April 26, 2007), reversing Erpelding v. R&M Consultants, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 05-0252 (October 3, 2006).  “While we have recognized that the trial court need not make detailed findings or examine every alternative remedy, we have held that litigation ending sanctions will not be upheld unless ‘the record clearly indicate[s] a reasonable exploration of possible and meaningful alternatives to dismissal.’”  Hughes v. Bobich, 875 P.2d 749, 753 (Alaska 1994).  “A conclusory rejection of all sanctions short of dismissing an action does not suffice as a reasonable exploration of meaningful alternatives.”  Denardo v. ABC Inc. RV Motorhomes, 51 P.3d 919, 926 (Alaska 2002).

AS 23.30.135.  Procedure before the board.  (a) In making an investigation or inquiry or conducting a hearing the board is not bound by common law or statutory rules of evidence or by technical or formal rules of procedure, except as provided in this chapter.  The board may make its investigation or inquiry or conduct its hearing in the manner by which it may best ascertain the rights of the parties. . . .

AS 23.30.155.  Payment of compensation.


. . . 


(h) The board may upon its own initiative at any time in a case in which payments are being made with or without an award, where right to compensation is controverted. . . . make the investigations, cause the medical examinations to be made, or hold the hearings, and take the further action which it considers will properly protect the rights of all parties.

Teel v. J.E. Thornton General Contracting, et. al, AWCB Decision No. 09-0091 (May 12, 2009) provided a comprehensive explanation of the workers’ compensation system in general and the policies governing the discovery process under the Act.  This explanation is repeated here verbatim for the parties’ benefit in this case:

The purpose of the Alaska Worker’s Compensation Act (Act) is to provide injured workers with a simple and speedy remedy to compensate them for work related injuries.  Misunderstandings about rights and obligations can slow the process down considerably.  Assuming an employee has ‘slight’ or ‘minimal’ evidence to support his claims, he is presumed to be entitled to benefits under the Act.

Employers have a statutory duty to adjust workers’ compensation claims promptly, fairly and equitably.  Employers must begin paying benefits within 14 days after receiving knowledge of an employee’s injury, and continue paying all benefits claimed, unless or until it ‘controverts,’ i.e., denies liability.  The Act gives employers a direct financial interest in making timely benefit payments.  Employers have a right to defend against claims.  However, because injured employees who have minimal evidence supporting their claims are presumed to be entitled to benefits, before an employer may lawfully and in good faith controvert a benefit, it must have substantial evidence sufficient in the absence of additional evidence from the employee, to warrant a Board decision the employee is not entitled to the benefit at issue.

We have long recognized it is important for employers to thoroughly investigate workers’ compensation claims to verify information provided by the claimant, properly administer claims, effectively litigate disputed claims, and detect any possible fraud.  We find Employers’ statutory duty to adjust claims fairly and equitably, necessarily implies a responsibility to conduct a reasonable investigation.  An employer’s right to develop evidence that may support a good faith controversion serves its direct financial interest.  However, we also find Employers’ resistance to unmeritorious claims is essential to maintaining the integrity of the benefits system under the Act.

The Board has wide latitude to conduct its investigations, inquiries, and hearings in the manner which best ascertains the parties’ rights.  We have consistently construed our statutes and regulations to favor liberal discovery.  Process and procedure under the Act shall be as ‘summary and simple’ as possible.  Unnecessary disputes over discovery releases make our process and procedure lengthier and more complicated.  Because the Act does not permit the parties to engage in most formal discovery proceedings, unless a written claim for benefits is filed pursuant to 8 AAC 45.050(b), we must not unduly circumscribe the availability or effectiveness of less intrusive, less litigious discovery procedures, such as informational releases.  We have long recognized medical and other record releases are an important means by which an employer can investigate a claim.

In 1988, the legislature directed the Act be interpreted to ensure the ‘quick, efficient, fair, and predictable delivery of indemnity and medical benefits to injured workers at a reasonable cost to employers.’  Our duty to ensure a speedy and economical remedy requires the discovery process to move quickly.  An injured employee signing discovery releases assists in speedy claim resolution.  We have always encouraged parties to cooperate in the discovery process and to only seek our assistance when voluntary compliance is not forthcoming.

We take administrative notice thousands of Alaskan workers annually file notices of injury and receive workers’ compensation benefits.  Most of the cases of reported injury with time loss are never litigated.  In our experience, one reason employers pay many claims without dispute is because employees release sufficient information to verify the nature and extent of their injuries and their entitlement to benefits.  We find the prompt execution of reasonable releases plays a critical role in making it possible for employers to fulfill the Act’s intent to provide a speedy remedy to injured workers.  We also find demanding overly broad releases is destructive to the cooperative spirit on which informal discovery depends, delays the delivery of benefits, results in needless claim administration, and creates excessive litigation costs.  

Teel, at 11-13 (citations omitted).
AS 23.30.110. Procedure on Claims.

…
(d) At the hearing the claimant and the employer may each present evidence in respect to the claim and may be represented by any person authorized in writing for that purpose.

8 AAC 45.060. Service.

…

(f) Immediately upon a change of address for service, a party or a party’s representative must file with the board and serve on the opposing party a written notice of the change. Until a party or the board receives written notice of a change of address, documents must be served upon a party at the party’s last known address. 

8 AAC 45.178. Appearances and withdrawals. 

(a) A person who seeks to represent a party in a matter pending before the board shall file a written notice of appearance with the board, and shall serve a copy of the notice upon all parties. The notice of appearance must include the representative’s name, address, and phone number and must specify whether the representative is an attorney licensed to practice law within the State of Alaska. If the person who seeks to represent a party is not licensed to practice law within the State of Alaska, the notice of appearance must be accompanied by 

(1) the employee’s written authorization if the person represents the employee…

(b) A representative of a party may withdraw an appearance by filing with the board a written notice of withdrawal and by serving the notice upon all parties. The withdrawal becomes effective upon receipt by the board. 

ANALYSIS

1)
Shall Employee’s December 20, 2010 WCC be dismissed for his failure to sign and return releases to Employer and for failing to attend his properly noticed deposition?

AS 23.30.108(c) grants the board authority to impose appropriate sanctions against a party who refuses to comply with a board designee’s discovery order.  These sanctions are wide-ranging in severity, and in egregious cases, a party’s claim may be dismissed.  In this case, there is no question Employer acted in good faith in ensuring Employee received the releases and deposition notice, going so far as to contact Employee seven times in the week leading up to his July 13, 2011 deposition to ensure his attendance, and mailing Employee three sets of releases in addition to the releases attached to its two petitions.  However, there are a number of reasons sanctions are inappropriate.  First, Employee’s mailing address changed from Soldotna to Nikiski sometime in the spring of 2011.  It is possible he did not receive the releases Employer sent to his Soldotna address on February 10th or March 2nd, or the deposition notice sent on June 8th.  Second, given the change in address, it is unlikely Employee received the August 8, 2011 PHC summary, which ordered him to sign the releases and contact Employer to schedule his deposition.  The record demonstrates Employee did not likely receive copies of the June 1, 2011, August 8, 2011, or December 13, 2011 PHC summaries until early February 2012 at the earliest. Employee did not notify the board until the December 13, 2011 PHC his address had changed to the Nikiski address and the board designee inadvertently failed to send copies of the PHC summaries immediately following the December 13, 2011 PHC.  The designee did not send the documents to Employee at his Nikiski address until January 31, 2012.  

While the mailing address confusion alone is sufficient to make sanctions inappropriate in this case, the panel has serious concerns about Employee’s ability to represent himself in this case.  Employee credibly testified “sometimes it’s hard for me to get all the information,” and he expressed sincere confusion throughout the process. He repeatedly apologized for failing to “take care of this paperwork,” and was genuine when he stated he did not believe he had received the releases.  It cannot be said Employee refused to comply with the designee’s discovery orders, as required under AS 23.30.108(c).  Employer’s petition to dismiss will be denied.

2)
What is an appropriate remedy?

While dismissal of Employee’s claims is not necessary to bring Employee into compliance with discovery orders, discretion will be exercised to order Employee to sign and return Employers’ proposed information releases and contact Employer to arrange to have his deposition taken, as ordered at the August 8, 2011 PHC, within 30 days of the date of issuance of this Decision and Order.  If Employee fails to comply with this order, the board will, on its own motion, schedule a procedural hearing on the issue of whether Employee’s December 20, 2010 claim should be dismissed, under AS 23.30.108(c).

Employee indicated at hearing he wished to designate his sister to help him with his claim.  Under 8 AAC 45.178, any person may represent a claimant at any level in the claims process if authorized in writing.  Enclosed with this decision is a Notice of Appearance form.  If Employee wishes to have his sister or any other person assist him with his claim, he is advised to fill out the form and file it with the board.  If Employee or his representative has any procedural question about the claims process, they are encouraged to contact a workers’ compensation technician at 907/451-2889.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1) Employee’s December 20, 2010 WCC will not be dismissed for his failure to sign and return releases to Employer and for failing to attend his properly noticed deposition.

2) Employee will be ordered to sign and return releases and contact Employer to arrange to have his deposition taken within 30 days of issuance of this decision.  If Employee fails to comply with the terms of this decision, the board shall, on its own motion, schedule a procedural hearing to determine whether Employee’s December 10, 2010 WCC should be dismissed, under AS 23.30.108(c).

ORDERS

1) Employer’s October 20, 2011 Petition to Dismiss Employee’s December 20, 2010 WCC is DENIED.

2) Employee shall sign the information releases attached to this Decision and Order and return them to Employer, as ordered at the August 8, 2011 PHC, within 30 days of the date of issuance of this Decision and Order.

3) Employee shall contact Employer within 30 days of the date of issuance of this Decision and Order to arrange to have his deposition taken.

4) Employer is instructed to notify the board if Employee does not return the signed releases within 30 days.

5) Employer is instructed to notify the board if Employee does not contact Employer within 30 days to arrange to have his deposition taken.

6) If Employee fails to comply with the terms of this decision, the board will, on its own motion, schedule a procedural hearing to determine whether Employee’s December 20, 2010 WCC should be dismissed or whether other sanctions are appropriate, under AS 23.30.108(c).

7) Jurisdiction over this matter is retained under AS 23.30.130.


Dated in Fairbanks, Alaska on March 8th, 2012.





ALASKA WORKERS‘ COMPENSATION BOARD


















________/s/_______________________





Amanda K. Eklund,





Designated Chair


















_______/s/________________________





Jeff Bizzarro, Member

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.

PETITION FOR REVIEW

A party may seek review of an interlocutory or other non-final Board decision and order by filing a petition for review with the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Appeals Commission.  Unless a petition for reconsideration of a Board decision or order is timely filed with the board under AS 44.62.540, a petition for review must be filed with the commission within 15 days after service of the board’s decision and order.  If a petition for reconsideration is timely filed with the board, a petition for review must be filed within 15 days after the board serves the reconsideration decision, or within 15 days from date the petition for reconsideration is considered denied absent Board action, whichever is earlier.
CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the Interlocutory Decision and Order in the matter of BRUCE BROWN, employee/applicant v. ASRC ENERGY SERVICES, employer; ASRC SERVICE CENTER, insurance adjuster/defendants; Case No. 200820295; dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers‘ Compensation Board in Fairbanks, Alaska, on  March 8th, 2012.






_____/s/___________________________
 
 Diahann Caulineau-Kraft


 Office Assistant II
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