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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On January 11, 2012, the above captioned claim came on for a hearing

in Texarkana, Arkansas.  A prehearing conference was conducted in this

matter on November 8, 2011, and a Prehearing Order was entered on that

same date.  A copy of the Prehearing Order was marked as Commission

Exhibit  1, and made a part of the record herein without objection, subject to

any modifications made at the full hearing.  

The parties stipulated to the following at the January 11, 2012, full

hearing:

1) The Arkansas Workers’ Compensation Commission has

jurisdiction of this claim.
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2) The employee-employer-carrier relationship existed at all

relevant times, including January 7, 2002, when the claimant

sustained a compensable left knee injury.

3) Compensation rates are $280.00 per week for temporary total

disability and $210.00 per week for permanent partial disability.

4) The prior Opinions filed in this matter on August 10, 2004, and

April 3, 2006, are res judicata and the law of the case.

5) Respondents have paid a 37% impairment to the claimant’s left

knee.

6) All issues related to permanency with regard to the claimant’s

right knee will be reserved.

7) Respondents will pay temporary total disability benefits from

November 16, 2010, through June 22, 2011, when the claimant

reached maximum medical improvement on the left knee.

At the full hearing, the parties agreed to litigate the following issues:

1) Whether the claimant sustained a compensable right knee injury

as a compensable consequence of his stipulated compensable

left knee injury.

2) If compensability is overcome with regard to the claimant’s right

knee, it must be determined whether the claimant is entitled to all

medical treatment associated with his right knee from August 13,

2008, through a date to be determined and/or temporary total

disability benefits from August 13, 2008, through May 18, 2009.

3) Whether the claimant re-entered a treatment phase with regard

to his left knee on January 11, 2010, would entitle the claimant

to temporary total disability benefits from January 11, 2010,

through November 16, 2010.

4) Whether the medical treatment to the claimant’s left knee since

January 11, 2010,  has been reasonable, necessary, and related

such that respondents should pay.
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5) Permanent partial disability benefits with regard to the claimant’s

left knee.

6) Attorney’s fees.

At the full hearing, claimant contended he has suffered compensable

injuries to his right knee as a result of the overuse of his left knee,  including

give away symptoms which have caused him to fall  on numerous occasions,

ultimately resulting in injuries to his right knee which now require treatment.

The claimant contends his right knee would not require the care and treatment

but for the compensable left knee injuries.  Claimant contends that as a result

of the right knee symptoms which have developed, and is entitled to

temporary total disability benefits from August 13, 2008, through May 18,

2009.  Claimant also contends he re-entered a new healing period with regard

to his left knee on or about January 11, 2010, and is entitled to temporary total

disability benefits  with regard to his left knee from January 11, 2010, through

November 16, 2010.  Claimant contends he did reach maximum medical

improvement  with regard to the left knee on or about June 22, 2011.

Claimant contends he is entitled to an additional 38% impairment rating

associated with the anatomical impairment he has suffered to his left lower

extremity.  Respondents have previously accepted and paid a 37%

anatomical rating, and claimant contends he is now entitled to an additional

38% impairment rating associated with left knee for a total of 75% impairment
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to the left knee.  Claimant contends all the medical treatment he has received

on his left and right knees for any periods in which respondents are disputing

or controverting care, that the treatment was reasonable, necessary, and

related, and associated with his compensable injuries such that respondents

should be ordered to pay for the same.  Claimant contends respondents

should be ordered to pay attorney’s fees as provided by law.  Claimant further

contends the AMA Guides are simply determined to be guides only.  They are

not set in stone, and case law and determinations have concluded the Guides

are simply a starting point to give the Commission the authority to determine

what the full extent of the impairment is.  

At the full hearing, respondents contended the claimant has not

sustained a compensable right knee injury as a compensable consequence

of his left knee injury or condition.  Respondents contend claimant is not

entitled to an award of medical or weekly benefits for his right knee condition.

Respondents deny the claimant is entitled to an award of additional temporary

total disability benefits for the period of January 11, 2010, through

November 16, 2010.  Respondents contend the claimant is not entitled to an

additional 38% permanent physical impairment rating for his left knee

condition.  Respondents deny liability for any medical care for which

respondents have not previously paid, and respondents deny liability for
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attorney’s fees.  Respondents contend that Dr. DeHaan has provided legal

opinions in his medical reports and respondents request the Commission

disregard the legal opinions from Dr. DeHaan.  Respondents contend, in

summary, that the doctor who assigned an additional 38% impairment rating

to the claimant’s left knee did not property apply the AMA Guides, Fourth

Edition.  Specifically, respondents contend the impairment rating by Dr.

Holladay took into account pain which the statute prevents.  Respondents

contend that if the AMA Guides, Fourth Edition, are properly applied, the

claimant’s additional impairment rating would be 13% to the left knee and not

the 38% alleged by the claimant.

DISCUSSION

The claimant, age 45, sustained a compensable left knee injury in

January of 2002.  After litigation in 2004, the claimant was awarded a left total

knee replacement which was performed in December of 2004  The claimant

testified that following his 2004 total left knee replacement he had significant

muscle atrophy which lead to quite a bit of physical therapy needed after the

left total knee replacement.  (T. p. 20, lines 15-21)  The claimant further

testified that following his 2004 left total knee replacement he still had

instability and falling episodes.  

The claimant testified the instability of his left knee caused him to
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overuse his right knee.  The claimant further testified his left knee instability

would cause him to fall on his right knee on multiple occasions.  The claimant

contends the overuse and falling episodes caused him to injure his right knee

and that his right knee injuries are a compensable consequence  of his

stipulated left knee injury.  Claimant argues he is entitled to temporary total

disability benefits for his alleged compensable right knee injury from on or

about August 13, 2008, through May 18, 2009.  Further, claimant contends he

is entitled to all medical treatment associated with his right knee from

August 13, 2008, to a date to be determined.

Claimant testified there was a specific incident on January 11, 2010,

which caused him to re-enter a healing phase with regard to his left knee.  The

claimant testified as follows regarding the January 11, 2010, incident which

caused him to aggravate his compensable left knee injury and enter a new

healing period:

A I was walking across the yard to go get in the truck, and

my knees give  away and I fell, and I landed on the left knee

instead of the right knee and that’s when it caused me to . . . .

Then the left knee started hurting me really, really bad, and so

when I went in to see him, I told him of that, and he did some

tests and . . . .

Q Let me stop you there.

A Okay.

Q This fall that you were going across your yard and fell, do

you recall specifically which knee even gave away at that time?
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A No, sir.  I don’t.

Q But you had the fall and then, as you say, the left knee got

a lot worse.  What kind of symptoms progressed or what seemed

to get worse at that time?

A Well, it started swelling again and just started aching and

hurting me, you know, just all the time.  There was a whole lot

more pain in there than there was, you know, after I had come

out of my surgery and had got better and, you know, had got it

rehabilitated after my surgery.

Q So after you had these additional complaints, it looks like

Dr. DeHaan ordered you to have a bone scan.

A Yes, sir.

Q And did you have a second opinion with one of his

partners, a Dr. Alkire?

A Yes, sir.

Q Did Dr. Alkire draw some fluid off that left knee at that

time?

A Yes, sir.  He did.

Q Ultimately, as we agreed, you did have that revision and

had the re-do surgery November 16, 2010, is that right?

A That is correct.  Yes, sir.

(T. pp. 25-26, lines 14-25 & 1-24)

The medical report contained in Claimant’s Exhibit 1, page 41A, from

Christus St. Michael’s Health System shows the claimant underwent a revision

of his left total knee arthroplasty on November 16, 2010, by Dr. DeHaan.  As

a result of his January 11, 2010, fall, the claimant contends he is entitled to
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additional temporary total disability benefits because he re-entered a new

healing period on January 11, 2010, and is entitled to temporary total disability

from January 11, 2010, through November 16, 2010.  The claimant  testified

that after his revision surgery on November 16, 2010, the revision surgery was

“helpful.”  (T. p. 28, line 15)  Following the claimant’s left knee revision surgery

on November 16, 2010, Dr. DeHaan found the claimant at maximum medical

improvement for the left knee on June 22, 2011, but claimant testified he still

takes Hydrocodone.  Claimant contends all medical treatment to his left knee

since the fall ing episode on January 11, 2010, has been reasonable,

necessary, and related to his stipulated compensable left knee injury.  The

claimant also argues that due to the November 16, 2010, left knee revision

surgery that he is entitled to an additional permanent impairment rating of

38%.  

Respondents argue the claimant’s right knee condition is not a

compensable consequence of his stipulated left knee injury and that the

claimant is not entitled to temporary total disability benefits with regard to his

left knee for the period of January 11, 2010, through November 16, 2010.

Respondents argue that at most the claimant is entitled to an additional 13%

anatomical impairment with regard to the claimant’s left knee as a result of the

left knee revision surgery on November 16, 2010. 

ADJUDICATION
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Claimant argues his right knee injuries/problems are a compensable

consequence of his stipulated compensable left knee injury.  W hen the

primary injury is shown to have arisen out of and in the course of the

employment, the employer is responsible for every natural consequence that

flows from that injury.  McDonald Equipment Co. v. Turner, 26 Ark. App. 264,

766 S.W.2d 936 (1989).  The basic test is whether there is a causal

connection between the two episodes.  Jeter v. B.R. McGinty Mechanical, 62

Ark. App. 53, 968 S.W .2d 645 (1998).  The determination of whether the

causal connection exists is a question of fact for the Commission to

determine.  Carter v. Flintrol, Inc., 19 Ark. App. 317, 726 S.W.2d 337 (1986).

In the case at hand, I find that the claimant has failed to prove by a

preponderance of the evidence that his right knee problems/injuries were a

compensable consequence of his stipulated compensable left knee injury.

The claimant’s testimony and the medical reports seem to speculate as to the

cause of the claimant’s current right knee problems.  When the claimant was

questioned as to when he started falling due to his knee problems he could

not answer:

Q And as you sit here today, do you recall exactly when

those falls occurred?  If you had the total knee  in 2005, as we’ve

indicated back in January, do you recall when you got to the

point where you started falling as far as the give away sensations

were concerned?

A No, sir.  Not right off hand.
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(T. p. 21, lines 14-20)

When questioned about any specific episode that might have caused

the claimant’s right knee problems, again the claimant’s testimony was vague:

Q Now, in these fall-type episodes that are documented that

we’ve looked at back during the ‘06 to ‘08 time frame, do you

ever specifically recall in one of those episodes falling and,

specifically, thinking you hurt your right knee?

A Not particularly.  I mean, you know, I fell, and I would

always try to land  on the right knee if I fell all the way to the

ground, because I had the mechanical mechanism in the left

knee, and I tried to protect it as much as I could, because I didn’t

want to have to have another surgery.

(T. pp. 22-23, lines 19-25 & 1-4)

When continually pressed on direct examination as to why the claimant

felt his right knee problems were due to his compensable left knee injury the

claimant’s testimony again seemed to speculate:

A . . . .  I was having to put a whole lot of weight and support

on my right knee, because I was babying and pampering my left

knee so much until I think that I put too much weight and too

much support on that right knee, and the right knee just was

giving away on me, as well as the left knee, because I  had

overused it trying to pamper and baby the left knee. 

(T. p. 22, lines 8-14 - emphasis added)

The claimant is asking for temporary total disability benefits with regard

to his right knee from August 13, 2008, through May 18, 2009.  The medical

records of Dr. DeHaan found at Claimant’s Exhibit 1, page 23, shows that on

April 30, 2008, Dr. DeHaan reported, “He is having a little bit more problems
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with his right knee, which is I think more of a patellar tendinitis than anything

else.”  Dr. DeHaan then recommended an MRI of the claimant’s right knee

which showed “OLD NONDISPLACED SUBCHONDRAL PLATE FRACTURE

RELATED TO PRIOR TRAUMA.”  (Cl. Ex. 1, p. 25)  The claimant argues the

“old” trauma revealed by the right knee MRI is causally connected to his falls

as a result of his stipulated compensable left knee injury.  The claimant

testified “I think that I put too much weight and too much support on that right

knee”.   (T. p. 22, lines 10-12 - emphasis added)  The claimant clearly

speculates as to the cause of his right knee problems.  For this examiner to

opine as to when, where, or how the claimant’s “old” right knee trauma

occurred or to assign it to the claimant’s compensable left knee injury would

require conjecture and speculation.  Even the claimant, while testifying at the

full hearing, could not relate any of his specific falling episodes requiring

emergency medical treatment for his right knee.  Further, the claimant’s own

testimony revealed he could not attribute any fall to causing him a sudden

awareness of the right knee injury.

In making my determination that the claimant has failed to prove by a

preponderance of the evidence that his right knee injuries are a compensable

consequence of his stipulated compensable left knee injury, I do not totally

disregard the reports from Dr. DeHaan.  Dr. DeHaan in his May 22, 2009,
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report stated, “The radiologist felt this was post-traumatic and indeed it can

be from falls and that type of injury.  Since his falls were related to his work-

compensable left knee buckling on him, any injury to his right knee I would

think would be related to his work-compensable injury.”  (Cl. Ex. 1, p. 27 -

emphasis added)  W hen attempting to opine on the issue of compensability

with regard to the claimant’s right knee, Dr. DeHaan uses the terms “I think”

and “can”.  Medical opinions addressing compensability must be stated within

a reasonable degree of medical certainty.  Ark. Code Ann. § 11-9-102(16)(B).

Where a medical opinion is sufficiently clear to remove any reason for the trier

of fact to have to guess at the cause of the injury, that opinion is stated within

a reasonable degree of medical certainty.  Howell v. Scroll Tech., 343 Ark.

297, 35 S.W.3d 800 (2001).  I find that Dr. DeHaan’s expert opinion using the

terms “I think” and “can” lack the definiteness required to prove the causal

connection.  It is within the Commission’s province to weigh all the medical

evidence and to determine what is most credible.  Minnesota Mining & Mfg.

v. Baker, 337 Ark. 94, 989 S.W.2d 151 (1999).  

Based on the evidence now before the Commission, I find that the only

evidence connecting the claimant’s stipulated left knee compensable injury

with the claimant’s right knee injuries/problems are based on conjecture and

speculation.  Conjecture and speculation, however plausible, cannot be
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permitted to supply the place of proof.  Dena Const. Co. v. Herndon, 264 Ark.

791, 575 S.W .2d 155 (1979); Ark. Methodist Hosp. v. Adams, 43 Ark. App. 1,

858 S.W .2d 125 (1993).  Therefore, I find that the claimant has failed to prove

by a preponderance of the evidence that his right knee injuries are a

compensable consequence of his stipulated compensable left knee injury.  

Claimant contends entitlement to temporary total disability benefits with

regard to his stipulated compensable left knee injury from January 11, 2010,

through November 16, 2010.  The claimant testified that on January 11, 2010,

a specific falling event occurred which caused him to enter a new healing

period with regard to his stipulated compensable left knee injury.  The

claimant testified as follows regarding the incident that occurred on

January 11, 2010:

Q If you would, describe and explain to us what, specifically,

happened on January 11, 2010, that we’ve identified as the date

that we contend you re-entered a healing phase on your left

knee.

A I was walking across the yard to go get in the truck, and

my knees give away and I fell, and I landed on the left knee

instead of the right knee and that’s when it caused me to. . . .

Then the left knee started hurting me really, really bad, and so

when I went in to see him, I told him of that, and he did some

tests and. . . .

(T. p. 25, lines 10-20)

The medical reports show the claimant did in fact report to Dr. DeHaan

on January 11, 2010, with a report of falling on his left knee.  (Cl. Ex. 1, p. 28)
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The claimant testified that after his fall on January 11, 2010, his left knee

started swelling and aching all the time.  (T. p. 26, lines 5-10)  Following the

January 11, 2010, fall Dr. DeHaan ordered a bone scan and a second opinion

with Dr. Alkire.  The claimant testified Dr. Alkire had to draw some fluid off his

left knee when he treated with Dr. Alkire for the second opinion.  After

continued treatments with Dr. Alkire and Dr. DeHaan, ultimately it was agreed

the claimant needed a revision surgery for his left total knee.  The medical

records show that on November 16, 2010, the claimant underwent a left total

knee arthroplasty due to mechanical failure/femoral loosening failure.  (Cl. Ex.

1, p. 41A)

An employee who suffers a compensable scheduled injury is entitled to

benefits for temporary total disability during his healing period or until he

returns to work, whichever occurs first.  Ark. Code Ann. § 11-9-521(a).

Wheeler Const. Co. v. Armstrong, 73 Ark. App. 146, 41 S. W .3d 822 (2001).

The healing period continues until the underlying condition has become

stable, the employee is as far restored as the permanent character of his

injury will permit, and there is nothing further in the way of treatment that will

improve his condition.  Whether the healing period has ended is a question of

fact.

It is undisputed the claimant had a stipulated compensable left knee

injury which required a total left knee replacement in 2004.  The evidence
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clearly shows the claimant fell on January 11, 2010, causing a mechanical

failure to his left knee replacement.  The claimant would not have needed a

revision surgery had the compensable left knee replacement not taken place

in 2004.  The evidence shows the claimant re-entered a healing period as a

result of the January 11, 2010, fall which continued at least up through the

date of his surgery on November 16, 2010.  The claimant credibly testified that

he did not work between the dates of January 11, 2010, and  November 16,

2010, and the respondents offered no evidence to refute the claimant’s lack

of work for that period.  Since the claimant suffered a compensable scheduled

injury he is entitled to temporary total disability benefits during his healing

period or until he returns to work, whichever occurs first.  The claimant has

proven by a preponderance of the evidence that he remained in his healing

period and did not return to work from January 11, 2010, through November

16, 2010.  Therefore, the claimant has proven by a preponderance of the

evidence that he is entitled to temporary total disability benefits from January

11, 2010, through November 16, 2010, for his stipulated compensable

scheduled injury.

The claimant has the burden of proving by a preponderance of the

evidence that he is entitled to additional medical treatment and that the

medical treatment is reasonable and necessary.  Stone v. Dollar General

Stores, 91 Ark. App. 260, 209 S.W.2d 445 (2005).  After reviewing the
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evidence in this case impartially, without giving the benefit of the doubt to

either party, I find that claimant has met his burden of proving by a

preponderance of the evidence that he is entitled to all medical treatment

related to the claimant’s left knee since January 11, 2010, contained in the

record herein.  I find that all medical treatment related to the claimant’s left

knee contained in the record herein since January 11, 2010, has been

reasonable, necessary, and related to the claimant’s stipulated compensable

left knee injury and as such is the responsibility of the respondents pursuant

to Commission Rule 99.30.

Dr. DeHaan performed a total left knee replacement surgery on the

claimant on December 2, 2004, as a result of that December 2004 left total

knee replacement surgery the claimant was assigned a 37% impairment

rating to the left lower extremity per Administrative Law Judge W hite’s

Opinion filed April 3, 2006.  As stated above, the claimant had to undergo a

revision left total knee arthroplasty surgery on November 16, 2010, which I

have found to be compensable.  Following the November 16, 2010, left total

knee revision surgery, Dr. Robert Holladay found the claimant to have an

additional 38% impairment to the left lower extremity as result of the

November 16, 2010, revision surgery, which gave the claimant a total of 75%

impairment to the left lower extremity as the result of both surgeries.

Respondents argue that Dr. Holladay’s impairment rating is invalid because
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it takes into account pain.

Permanent impairment is “any permanent functional or anatomical loss

remaining after the healing period has been reached.”  Johnson v. General

Dynamics, 46 Ark. App. 188, 878 S.W.2d 411 (1994).  Any determination of

permanent physical impairment must be supported by objective and

measurable physical or mental findings.  Ark. Code Ann. § 11-9-704(c)(1)(B).

Benefits for permanent impairment may be awarded only upon a showing that

the compensable injury was the major cause of the impairment.  Ark. Code

Ann. § 11-9-102(4)(F)(ii)(a).  Complaints of pain may not be considered in

determination of anatomical or physical impairment.  Ark. Code Ann. § 11-9-

102(16)(A)(ii)(a).

Dr. Holladay’s impairment rating found at Claimant’s Exhibit 1, page 70,

uses the various categories in Table 66 of the AMA Guides to the Evaluation

of Permanent Impairment, Fourth Edition.  Two of the components of Table 66

are pain and range of motion.  That stated, pain cannot be a  consideration in

the assignment of a permanent impairment rating.  Since the  largest

component of Table 66 is pain, I will not use Table 66 in my determination of

the claimant’s current impairment with regard to his left lower extremity.  Table

64 of the AMA Guides to the Evaluation of Permanent Impairment, Fourth

Edition, has three separate ratings with regard to a total knee replacement.
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For a good result, a 37% impairment rating is assigned.  For a fair result, a

50% impairment rating is assigned to the left lower extremity, and for a poor

result a 75% rating is assigned to the left lower extremity.  After taking all the

credible evidence into account, and not relying upon Table 66 which has a

significant basis for pain, I find the claimant has had a fair result following his

November 16, 2010, surgery and as such is entitled to a 50% impairment to

the left lower extremity.  After taking into account all the medical reports

following the claimant’s November 16, 2010, left total knee revision surgery,

I find that claimant is entitled to an additional 13% permanent impairment

rating to the left lower extremity over and above the previously adjudicated

37% impairment rating to the left lower extremity by ALJ Mark White on

April 3, 2006, for a total of 50% impairment to the left lower extremity.  Since

Dr. Holladay’s impairment rating found at Claimant’s Exhibit 1, page 70, relies

on pain, said rating cannot be relied upon under Arkansas Law.  

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

After reviewing the record as a whole, to include medical reports,

documents, and other matters properly before the Commission, and having

had an opportunity to hear the testimony of the claimant and to observe his

demeanor, the following findings of fact and conclusions of law are hereby

made in accordance with Ark. Code Ann. § 11-9-704:
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1) The Arkansas Workers’ Compensation Commission has

jurisdiction of this claim.

2) The stipulations agreed to by the parties and recited herein are

reasonable and are hereby accepted as fact.

3) The claimant has failed to prove by a preponderance of the

evidence that he sustained a compensable right knee injury as

the result of a compensable consequence of his stipulated left

knee injury.  Specifically, claimant has failed to prove by a

preponderance of the evidence that a causal connection exists

between the claimant’s left knee injury and his right knee

problems.

4) Since the claimant has failed to meet his burden regarding

compensability of his right knee, issue number two outlined

herein is rendered moot.

5) The claimant has proven by a preponderance of the evidence

that he is entitled to additional temporary total disability benefits

with regard to his stipulated compensable left knee injury from

January 11, 2010, through November 16, 2010.  The claimant

has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that he re-

entered a new healing period with regard to his stipulated

compensable left knee injury on January 11, 2010, that ran at

least through November 16, 2010.  Further, the claimant has

proven by preponderance of the evidence that he did not return

to work for the period between January 11, 2010, through

November 16, 2010; as such, respondents are directed and

ordered to pay temporary total disability benefits for the

claimant’s stipulated compensable left knee injury from

January 11, 2010, through November 16, 2010, plus maximum

statutory attorney fees.

6) The claimant has proven by a preponderance of the evidence

that all medical treatment related to his left knee since

January 11, 2010, has been reasonable, necessary, and related

to his stipulated compensable left knee injury such that

respondents should pay for all medical treatment to the

claimant’s left knee since January 11, 2010, that is contained in

the record herein pursuant to Commission Rule 99.30.
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7) The claimant has proven by a preponderance of the evidence

that he is entitled to additional permanent partial disability

benefits in the amount of 13% to the left lower extremity.  The

claimant had previously been found to have a 37% impairment

rating to the left lower extremity by ALJ Opinion filed April 3,

2006.  The claimant is hereby awarded an additional 13%

impairment rating to the left lower extremity as a result of his left

knee revision surgery on November 16, 2010, over and above

the previously adjudicated 37% impairment rating to the left

lower extremity for a total of 50% to the claimant’s left lower

extremity as a result of both surgeries.

8) Respondents have controverted all benefits sought herein, and

claimant’s attorney, the Honorable Gregory Giles, is entitled to

the maximum statutory attorney’s fees on all indemnity benefits

awarded herein.

AWARD

The claimant has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that he

is entitled to temporary total disability benefits from January 11, 2010, through

November 16, 2010, related to his compensable left knee injury.  Claimant

has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that he is entitled to additional

permanent partial disability benefits in the amount of 13% to the left lower

extremity.  Claimant has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that he

is entitled to all additional medical treatment contained in the record herein

related to his compensable left knee injury since January 11, 2010, as such

treatment has been reasonable, necessary, and related to his stipulated

compensable left knee injury.  

Respondents are hereby directed and ordered to pay benefits in
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accordance with the findings of fact and conclusions of law set forth herein.

Claimant’s attorney, the Honorable Gregory Giles, is hereby awarded

the maximum statutory attorney’s fees on all indemnity benefits controverted

and awarded herein, pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 11-9-715.

All accrued sums shall be paid in a lump sum without discount, and this

award shall earn interest at the legal rate until paid pursuant to Ark. Code Ann.

§ 11-9-809.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

S. DALE DOUTHIT

Administrative Law Judge

SDD/pjb


