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The claimant was represented by HONORABLE WILLIAM C. FRYE,
Attorney at Law, North Little Rock, Arkansas.

Respondent No. 1 was represented by HONORABLE JASON LEE,
Attorney at Law, Little Rock, Arkansas.

Respondent No. 2 waived appearance.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

A hearing was held in the above-styled claim on

November 12, 2013, in Little Rock, Arkansas.  A Prehearing

Order was entered in this case on October 21, 2013.  The

following stipulations were submitted by the parties and are

hereby accepted:

1. The employer-employee-carrier relationship existed
on May 8, 2003, and at all pertinent times hereto. 
Respondents accepted this claim as compensable and
paid indemnity benefits through March 23, 2009, at
which time the Permanent and Total Disability
Trust Fund took over the indemnity benefits.  

2. Respondents No. 1 previously purchased a handicap
accessible van for the claimant in 2003.  

3. The claimant was involved in a motor vehicle
accident on April 1, 2013, which totaled his van.
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By agreement of the parties, the issues to be litigated

and resolved at the present time were limited to the

following:

Claimant:

1. Reimbursement for the new 2013 Chrysler Town &
Country Van with modifications that totaled
$50,343.00, as well as reimbursement for
modifications to the 2006 Newmar Canyon Star RV.

Respondent No. 1:

1. Whether claimant is entitled to reimbursement for
the purchase of a 2013 Chrysler Town and Country
modified van as well as reimbursement for
modifications to a 2006 Newmar Canyon Star RV.

The record consists of the November 12, 2013, hearing

transcript and the exhibits contained therein.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The employer-employee-carrier relationship existed
on May 8, 2003, and at all pertinent times hereto. 
Respondents accepted this claim as compensable and
paid indemnity benefits through March 23, 2009, at
which time the Permanent and Total Disability
Trust Fund took over the indemnity benefits.  

2. Respondents No. 1 previously purchased a handicap
accessible van for the claimant in 2003.  

3. The claimant was involved in a motor vehicle
accident on April 1, 2013, which totaled his van.

4. A modified van is a reasonable and necessary
medical apparatus for Mr. Ruckle.

5. The claimant is not barred from seeking
reimbursement by his failure to contact Farmers
Insurance Exchange prior to purchasing and
modifying his recreational vehicle or by his
failure to contact Farmers Insurance Exchange
prior to purchasing the modified van also
currently at issue.
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1Mr. Ruckle testified that the first van was a 2002
Dodge. (T. 14, 28) Ricky Garrison, the adjuster handling
this claim at the time of the 2013 hearing, relayed a
history from notes suggesting that the first van was a
Chrysler Town and Country. (T. 60) Neither party introduced
any documentation regarding the first van.

6. The claimant has established by a preponderance of
the evidence in the record that the 2013 Town &
Country van that the Ruckles purchased with the
conversion selected by the Ruckles is a suitable
van and is reasonably necessary under the
circumstances.

7. The claimant has failed to establish by a
preponderance of the evidence that the
modifications to his motor home to make it
compatible with his specific needs, or the
modifications to his van to make it towable behind
his motor home, are reasonably necessary as either
apparatus or ambulatory devices within the context
of Arkansas Code Annotated section 11-9-508(a). 

DISCUSSION

This case involves the respondents’ additional

liability, if any, related to three vans and a recreational

vehicle that the Ruckles have owned or purchased after Mr.

Ruckle’s compensable debilitating injuries sustained in

2003.  The relevant sequence of events that have occurred in

this case are not in dispute.  

Farmers Insurance Exchange, the workers’ compensation

insurance carrier for Mr. Ruckle’s 2003 compensable

injuries, purchased a handicap accessible van for Mr. Ruckle

in 20031. (Comm. Exh. 1 p. 2) 

Mr. Ruckle testified that he traded in the first van in

2007 for a 2005 Chrysler Town and Country van. (T. 14, 28)

Mr. Ruckle testified that he traded vans because he could
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not see out of the first van and it leaked water. (T. 13)

Mr. Ruckle did not contact Farmers Insurance Exchange before

trading in the first van for the second van. (T. 14) 

On April 1, 2013, Mrs. Ruckle was driving when the

second van was involved in a two vehicle accident. (R. Exh.

1 p. 3) Mr. Ruckle testified that the second van was

declared totaled after the accident. (T. 18)

Mrs. Ruckle leased a handicap accessible van from ASI

for 19 days in April of 2013, and the Ruckles purchased a

new Chrysler Town and Country van from ASI. (C. Exh. 2 p.

22, 26) The Ruckles paid $50,343.00 for the 2013 Chrysler

Town and Country conversion van and incurred additional

expenses to install a tow bar and transmission pump

necessary to tow the 2013 van behind the couples’

recreational vehicle. (C. Exh. 1 p. 26, 28) The Ruckles did

not contact Farmers Insurance Exhcange about the 2013

accident, rental and new van purchase until on or about

April 23, 2013, when Mrs. Ruckle telephoned and spoke to Mr.

Garrison. (R. Exh. 1 p. 1)

Mr. Ruckle testified that the Ruckles purchased their

2007 year model recreational vehicle in 2009, and that the

price included $92,000 for the RV itself and $38,000 for

modifications necessary for Mr. Ruckle to use the vehicle.

(T. 22) 

Mr. Ruckle seeks to have Farmers Insurance Exchange

reimburse him the cost of purchasing his 2013 conversion van
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and the costs incurred for Mr. Ruckle to use his 2007

recreational vehicle. (Comm. Exh. 1 p. 2) In addition, Mr.

Ruckle contends that, as per his case manager in 2003,

Farmers Insurance Exchange has already agreed to replace his

van every 10 years if he needed a new van, and 2013 is the

tenth year since Farmers Insurance Exchange last purchased a

van for him. (T. 12-13)

Farmers Insurance Exchange contends that the Ruckles

were responsible for adequately insuring their van in case

of accident, and that to the extent that either the other

driver was at fault in the 2013 accident or that the Ruckles

did not adequately insure their 2005 van, Farmers Insurance

Exhange is not responsible for replacing their van.  Farmers

Insurance Exchange contends that it has no liability to

reimburse the Ruckles for a 2013 van that the Ruckles

purchased without first notifying Farmers Insurance Exchange

of the need to replace the 2005 van.  (Comm. Exh. 1 p. 3)

Farmers Insurance Exchange also contends that Arkansas

Code Annotated section 11-9-508(a) does not provide for the

purchase of a recreational vehicle for the claimant, and

that Farmers Insurance Exchange complied with their

obligations under the statute when they provided Mr. Ruckle

with a modified van. (Comm. Exh. 1 p. 4)

In this regard, as amended by Act 796 of 1993, Arkansas

Code Annotated section 11-9-508(a)(Repl, 2012) now provides

that:



ROBERT RUCKLE - F305086 6

(a) The employer shall promptly provide for an injured
employee such medical, surgical, hospital,
chiropractic, optometric, podiatric, and nursing
services and medicine, crutches, ambulatory devices,
artificial limbs, eyeglasses, contact lenses, hearing
aids, and other apparatus as may be reasonably
necessary in connection with the injury received by the
employee.

In reviewing the Commission’s award of a hand-

controlled, wheelchair-accessible van, for a worker who

became permanently and totally disabled in 1979 (i.e.,

before the amendments of Act 796), the Arkansas Court of

Appeals in Public Employee Claims Division v. Keys, 99 Ark.

App. 77, 257 S.W.3d 570 (2007) noted that the term

“ambulatory devices” in Section 508(a) was added by Act 796

of 1993, so that the law that existed prior to 1993 did not

contain a requirement to provide such ambulatory devices as

a hand-controlled wheelchair-accessible van.

In Keys, an adjuster testified that a prior adjustor

had written a $7000.00 check to Mr. Keys in 1991 to purchase

a van that Mr. Keys had located.  At the time of a hearing

conducted on February 2, 2005, regarding in part a request

for a replacement van, Mr. Keys testified that the van

presently had been driven 189,000 miles, and had mechanical

problems.  In affirming an award of a suitable replacement

van with hand controls and wheelchair-accessibility, the

Full Commission relied in part on the testimony of Terry

Kee, the owner of Arkansas Conversion Center, who indicated

that providing the claimant with a new physically
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appropriate vehicle would cost less money than attempting to

refurbish the claimant’s 1991 van.  Keys v. Arkansas Highway

& Transportation Department, Full Workers’ Compensation

Commission, Opinion filed January 24, 2006 (C907639).        

     However, since Mr. Keys’ injury occurred before the

effective date of Act 796 of 1993, and since the Court of

Appeals concluded that the Commission had no statutory

authority to award a hand-controlled wheelchair accessible

van to a worker whose injuries occurred prior to the

effective date of Act 796 of 1993, the Court did not address

the Commission’s finding that a replacement van was

reasonably necessary under the facts of the case. 

Specifically, the Court held “In light of the restriction of

benefits [under pre-Act 796 law] for mechanical apparatus in

the applicable statute to those necessary for treatment of

the injury, we hold that the provision of a private vehicle

without restrictions on the use thereof cannot reasonably be

deemed necessary for the treatment of appellee’s injury.”

Keys, 99 Ark. App. 77, 80 (2007).

In Liberty Mutual Insurance Co. v. Chambers, 76 Ark.

App. 286, 64 S.W.3d 775 (2002), the Arkansas Court of

Appeals addressed potential liability for a suitable van for

a worker whose injuries, including amputation of both legs,

occurred in 1999, i.e., after the effective date of Act 796

of 1993.  In Chambers, the respondents had paid to have Mr.

Chambers’ 1986 Lincoln Continental car equipped with a
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wheelchair rack and hand controls, but these modifications

proved to be insufficient as both a prosthetic laboratory

and Baptist Health Rehabilitation had both previously

predicted.

The respondents in Chambers did not dispute their

liability for converting a van to wheelchair accessibility,

but the respondents contended that (1) the respondents are

not liable under the Arkansas law for the cost of the van

itself, and (2) the respondents are entitled to a credit for

the expenses they previously incurred in providing hand

controls and a wheelchair rack to Mr. Chambers’ car.  

The Full Commission in Chambers modified an ALJ’s award

of a new van with conversion.  To the extent that the

respondents contended that the respondents are not liable

for the cost of the van itself, the evidence indicated that

Mr. Chambers could not afford to purchase a van himself, so

that an award of only converting a van, without respondent

liability for the van itself, would essentially eliminate

any recovery at all for Mr. Chambers.  The Court of Appeals

affirmed the Commission’s statutory interpretation finding

the respondents liable for the cost of a suitable van, in

addition to the costs of converting the van. Chambers, 76

Ark. App. 286, 288. 

However, the Court in Chambers also reversed the

Commission’s finding that the respondents were entitled to a

credit for the present value of Mr. Chambers’ 1986 Lincoln
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Continental, which included the cost of modifying the

automobile.  The Court held that the Commission’s

interpretation of Arkansas Code Annotated section 11-9-

508(a) to award such a credit was clearly wrong since the

statute requires the employer to promptly provide such

apparatus as may be reasonably necessary in connection with

the injury and since the respondents knew or should have

known that their expenditures modifying the Lincoln

Continental would not meet Mr. Chambers’ needs. Chambers, 76

Ark. App. 286, 288-289.

In the present case, there is no dispute at present

that a modified van is a reasonable and necessary medical

apparatus for Mr. Ruckle. (T. 63; Comm. Exh. 1 p. 4) 

Issue 1: Purchases Without Prior Notice To And               
         Agreement Of Farmers Insurance Exchange.

Mr. Garrison testified that Farmers Insurance Exchange

pre-authorizes medical care, and in this case the carrier

was not permitted to do so. (T. 65) There appears to be no

dispute in this case that Mr. Garrison is correct that

Farmers Insurance Exchange pre-authorizes medical care and

that the Ruckles purchased a replacement van in 2013 without

first notifying Farmers Insurance Exchange before doing so. 

In addition, as discussed above, there appears to be no

dispute that a modified van is a reasonable and necessary

apparatus for Mr. Ruckle within the meaning of Arkansas Code

Annotated section 11-9-508(a).
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My research suggests two provisions of the Arkansas

Workers’ Compensation Law which could bear on the

respondents’ right to direct Mr. Ruckles’ medical care and

to pre-authorize at least some of his medical expenses: (1)

Arkansas Code Annotated section 11-9-514(c)(3)[addressing

unauthorized medical expenses] and (2) Commission Rule

099.30 Part I. Section S [addressing preauthorization]. 

However, for the reasons discussed below, I find that

neither the statute nor the rule bar an award of

reimbursement of the expenses at issue incurred by the

Ruckles without prior notice to Farmers Insurance Exchange.

A.  Arkansas Code Annotated Section 11-9-514(c)    

     Arkansas Code Annotated section 11-9-514(c) provides:

(1) After being notified of an injury, the employer or
insurance carrier shall deliver to the employee, in
person or by certified or registered mail, return
receipt requested, a copy of a notice, approved or
prescribed by the commission, which explains the
employee’s rights and responsibilities concerning
change of physician.

(2) If, after notice of injury, the employee is not
furnished a copy of the notice, the change of physician
rules do not apply.

(3) Any unauthorized medical expense incurred after the
employee has received a copy of the notice shall not be
the responsibility of the employer. (Emphasis added) 

The appropriate notice has been prescribed by the

Commission on a Commission Form AR-N. St. Joseph’s Mercy

Medical Center v. Redmond, 2012 Ark. App. 7, 388 S.W.3d 45;

Stephenson v. Tyson Foods, Inc., 70 Ark. App. 265, 19 S.W.3d

36 (2000).  In interpreting Section 514(c)’s notice



ROBERT RUCKLE - F305086 11

requirement, the Arkansas Court of Appeals has held that the

notice must be in writing, and verbal notification does not

comply with the statutory requirements. Stephenson, 70 Ark.

App. 265, 272.

In the present case, documentary evidence submitted at

the hearing conducted on November 12, 2013, does not contain

a Form AR-N purportedly signed by or delivered to Mr.

Ruckle.  I therefore find that Arkansas Code Annotated

section 11-9-514(c)(3) is not a bar to Mr. Ruckle’s

requested reimbursements at issue in this case 

B. Commission Rule 099.30 Part I Section S.

Commission Rule 099.30 Part I Section S provides:

S.  Preauthorization

    Preauthorization is required for all nonemergency
hospitalizations, transfers between facilities, and
outpatient services expected to exceed $1000.00 in
billed charges for a single date of service by a
provider. 

Commission Rule 099.30 Part I Section F(48) defines

“Outpatient service” as “ a service provided by the

following, but not limited to, types of facilities:

physicians’ offices and clinics, hospital emergency room,

hospital outpatient facilities, community mental health

centers, outpatient psychiatric hospitals, outpatient

psychiatric units, and freestanding surgical outpatient

facilities.” 

Because neither a recreational vehicle modification or

a modified van is a hospitalization, a transfer between



ROBERT RUCKLE - F305086 12

facilities, or an outpatient service, as the term

“outpatient service” is defined by Rule 099.30, I find that

the preauthorization provision of Rule 099.30 is also not a

bar to Mr. Ruckle’s requested reimbursements at issue in

this case. 

Consequently, for the reasons discussed herein, I find

on this record that Mr. Ruckle is not barred from seeking

reimbursement from his failure to contact Farmers Insurance

Exchange prior to purchasing and modifying his recreational

vehicle or from his failure to contact Farmers Insurance

Exchange prior to purchasing the modified van also currently

at issue.

Issue 2: Reasonable And Necessary Ambulatory                 
         Device/Apparatus.  

A.  Cost Of Van And Conversion

In Chambers v. Film Transit, Full Workers’

Compensation, Opinion filed February 26, 2001 (E910061), the

Full Commission found in relevant part that the respondents

are liable for the costs of a suitable van, not necessarily

a new van. 

In the present case, Mr. Ruckle did not have a suitable

van for transportation after the 2005 Town and Country van

was totaled in a motor vehicle accident.  The only record

for any type of van cost and/or conversion that the

respondents offered into evidence was a document listing the

sale price and conversion cost for the van that the Ruckles
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purchased in 2013. (R. Exh. 1 p. 13) I understand this to be

a new 2013 van.  I understand this 2013 van to be the same

model as their earlier 2005 van, and if I understand Mr.

Garrison’s testimony correctly, this would also appear to be

the same model of van (Town and Country) that the

respondents originally paid for in 2003. (T. 60)

Given the Ruckles’ prior experience with the Town and

Country, and absent any evidence in the record that any

other make, model, or year of van, or any alternative type

of conversion equipment would have been more suitable than

the 2013 Town & Country and its conversion equipment, I find

that the claimant has established by a preponderance of the

evidence in the record that the 2013 Town & Country van with

the conversion selected by the Ruckles is a suitable van and

is reasonably necessary under the circumstances.

To the extent that the respondents contend that the

respondents should not bear financial responsibility for an

accident caused by another, or by the Ruckles’ failure to

adequately insure the conversion equipment on their 2005

van, I note that the only evidence of record regarding the

2013 value of the van that the respondents paid for in 2003

is contained in a letter that the respondents requested from

Mrs. Ruckles on or about April 23, 2013 and that the

respondents placed into evidence.  In that letter, Ms.

Ruckles advised Mr. Garrison that the original van would
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presently be worth between $6,000 and $8,000. (R. Exh. 1 p.

2) 

Since the respondents did not present any evidence in

conflict with the $6,000 to $8,000 range that Mrs. Ruckles

identified in April of 2013, and since the Ruckles have

agreed that the respondents should receive a credit in

insurance proceeds of more than $8,000 against their

liability for the 2013 van, this examiner cannot say on this

record that the respondents have been prejudiced in any way

by the insurance payments that have been made or will be

made in this case.  Since the respondents stand to recover

by credit more than the present maximum value of the van

that they purchased in 2003, it would appear that any

financial loss at present associated with purchase and/or

under-insurance of the 2005 van and its conversion equipment

will be borne totally by the Ruckles, and not at all by

Farmers Insurance Exchange. 

Finally, in finding the purchased and converted new

2013 Town & Country van both suitable and reasonably

necessary, for three reasons I have not relied at all on Mr.

Ruckle’s testimony that a case manager in 2003 told him that

Farmers Insurance Exchange would replace his van every ten

years if he needed one or Mrs. Ruckles’ stipulated testimony

that Farmers had informed her in 2003 that Farmers would

only purchase new vans. (T. 12-13)
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First, neither party presented any evidence that any

make, model, or year of used van would be any more suitable

than the 2013 Town & Country van which I have found suitable

herein, so I do not find the testimony even relevant to my

analysis.

Second, to the extent that the Ruckles perhaps intend

the testimony to suggest that they relied on the information

in buying a new van, so that Farmers Insurance Exchange

should be estopped from denying liability for a new van

(versus a used van), a note that estoppel was not listed as

a hearing issue, and I note again that I have found the new

2013 Town & Country van suitable without consideration of

these purported communications.

     Third, I agree with Mr. Lee that the contested

testimony on page 13 of the hearing transcript is hearsay

and purports to come from a nurse case manager that Mr.

Ruckle could not name fully at the hearing.  Mr. Frye

presented no evidence to support his allegation that the

partially named individual is an agent of the insurance

company, and I cannot take judicial notice of this purported

fact.      

B.  Recreational Vehicle Conversion Costs    

The claimant also seeks reimbursement of the costs that

he incurred associated with converting a recreational

vehicle to meet his needs and to make his new van towable

behind his recreational vehicle.  Mr. Ruckle testified that
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he and his wife are in the recreational vehicle three months

per year. (T. 23) Mrs. Ruckle testified that the RV travel

gives her husband a tremendous feeling of freedom

considering that he has lost so much of what he can do. (T.

50)

The Alabama Supreme Court in considering a mobility

issue in the workers’ compensation context has previously

noted that “human concern would cause one to wish that a

disabled person would reach the maximum possible level of

independent functioning....”  City of Guntersville v.

Bishop, 718 So. 2d 611 (Ala. 1998) The Court nevertheless

also concluded that allowing vehicle reimbursement under the

Alabama workers’ compensation law “would stretch the

workers’ compensation statute beyond its intended meaning.”

Id. at 616.

Assuming that modifications to a motor home to render

it accessible and more effectively useable to a wheel chair-

bound traveler can under some conceivable circumstances be

an ambulatory device or apparatus that is reasonably

necessary in connection with an injury within the meaning of

Arkansas Code Annotated section 11-9-508(a), I do not find

the respondents liable for the motor home and van-towing

modifications at issue in this case where: (1) the

respondents have previously made wheelchair accessibility

modifications first to the claimant’s home, and then to his

apartment after he moved; (2) the respondents have
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2This examiner could locate only one published opinion
addressing the issue of liability for modifying a
recreational vehicle in workers’ compensation.  In Hilton v.
Truss Systems, Inc., 524 N.Y.S.2d 881 (1988), the court held
that a claimant is not entitled under New York law to
reimbursement for the expenses of outfitting his
recreational vehicle. However, that decision rested on a
previous conclusion in Kranis v. Trunz, Inc., 458 N.Y.S.2d
10 (1982) that an automobile can never, as a matter of law,
be a medical apparatus within the meaning of the New York
workers’ compensation statute. Clearly, the Arkansas Court
of Appeals reached a different conclusion regarding the
Arkansas Workers’ Compensation Law as amended by Act 796 of
1993 in Chambers, supra.    

previously paid for a wheelchair accessible van for the

claimant’s transportation needs in 2003; (3) I have found

the respondents liable for the majority of the cost of the

most recent wheelchair accessible van that the Ruckles

purchased in 2013; and (4) the motor home at issue has been

used for purely recreational travel by Mr. and Mrs. Ruckle

with the assistance of a traveling companion.

Several courts addressing the appropriateness of

employer liability in workers’ compensation for wheelchair

accessible vans2 have quoted various portions of the

following analysis of the Iowa Supreme Court identifying a

wheelchair accessible van as an extension of the wheelchair

rather than as a frill or a luxury:

The key question remains: whether the modified van
constituted medical care, appliance, or transportation
as contemplated by the statute.  Although factual
situations supporting such a finding would be extremely
rare, we, like the district court, agree that the
commissioner found one here.

We begin with the unusually strong medical evidence of
necessity and of the record that Miya’s family status
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and past lifestyle reveal no other use for the van. 
That evidence refutes any contention that the van is a
frill or luxury and reveals what can be described as an
appliance, not greatly different from crutches or a
wheelchair.  The point is that the van is necessary in
order to make Miya’s wheelchair fully useful.

In another context, like other courts, we have agreed
with the dictionary definition that describes the term
“appliance” as “a means to an end.” Murray v. Royal
Indem. Co., 247 Iowa 1299, 1301, 78 N.W.2d 786, 787
(1956).  The “end” of the van is merely an extension of
Miya’s 300-pound wheelchair.  Without a van she is,
more than need be, a prisoner of her paralysis, The
commissioner could thus reasonably view the van as an
appliance, a necessary part of Miya’s care.

Manpower Temporary Services v. Sioson, 529 N.W.2d 259, 264

(Iowa 1995) quoted in part in Stone Container Corp. v.

Castle, 657 N.W.2d 485 (Iowa 2003); and in Wilmers v.

Gateway Transportation Co., 575 N.W.2d 796, 800 (Mich. Ct.

App. 1998) [overruled by Weakland v. Toledo Engineering Co.,

Inc., 656 N.W.2d 175 (Mich. 2003)].

While there is no dispute in the present case that a

wheelchair accessible van is a reasonably necessary

apparatus for Mr. Ruckle, I find that the same cannot be

said for vehicle modifications associated with the Ruckles’

travels by motor home.  There is simply no persuasive

evidence in the record indicating that Mr. Ruckle requires

relocating from his residence in Conway for three months

each year.  Instead, it appears that the Ruckles simply

enjoy spending time traveling away from home for three

months each year and use the motor home to do so.   
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I find under these circumstances that Mr. Ruckle’s

purchase and modification of a motor home, and his and his

wife’s travels by motor home for three months per year,

would each best be characterized as a luxury.  I therefore

find that Mr. Ruckle has failed to establish by a

preponderance of the evidence that the modifications to his

motor home to make it compatible with his specific needs,

and the modifications to his van to make it towable behind

his motor home, are reasonably necessary as either apparatus

or ambulatory devices within the context of Arkansas Code

Annotated section 11-9-508(a).

AWARD

     The respondents are directed to pay benefits in

accordance with the findings set forth herein.  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, and Couch v. First

State Bank of Newport, 49 Ark. App. 102, 898 S.W.2d 57

(1995), and Burlington Industries, et al v. Pickett, 64 Ark.

App 67, 983 S.W.2d 126 (1998); reversed on other grounds 336

Ark. 515, 988 S.W.2d 3 (1999).

The respondents are directed to pay the court
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reporter’s fees and expenses within thirty (30) days of

billing.  

IT IS SO ORDERED.

                               
                              ________________________

     MARK CHURCHWELL
Administrative Law Judge


