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OPINION AND ORDER

Claimant appeals from a decision of the

Administrative Law Judge filed June 5, 2013.

The Administrative Law Judge entered the

following findings of fact and conclusions of law: 

1. The Arkansas Workers’
Compensation Commission has
jurisdiction over this claim.

2. The stipulations agreed to by the parties
are hereby accepted as fact.

3. The claimant has failed to prove, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that he
sustained any additional injuries beyond
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the admitted left knee injury as the
result of the September 19, 2012,
traumatic injury.

4. The claimant has failed to prove that he
sustained an injury to his right thigh,
right hip, and back either as the result
of the September 19, 2012, incident or a
compensable consequence thereof by
medical evidence supported by objective
findings.

5. In the event there is medical evidence
supported by objective findings
reflecting injuries to the claimant’s
right thigh, right hip, and back, the
claimant has failed to prove that they
are causally related to the September 19,
2012, left knee injury.

6. Respondents have not controverted any
benefits, to date, related to the
admitted left knee injury.

We have carefully conducted a de novo review

of the entire record herein and it is our opinion that

the Administrative Law Judge's decision is supported by

a preponderance of the credible evidence, correctly

applies the law, and should be affirmed. Specifically,

we find from a preponderance of the evidence that the

findings of fact made by the Administrative Law Judge

are correct and they are, therefore, adopted by the Full

Commission.

Thus, we affirm and adopt the decision of the

Administrative Law Judge, including all findings and
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conclusions therein, as the decision of the Full

Commission on appeal.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

                                   
A. WATSON BELL, Chairman

                                   
KAREN H. McKINNEY, Commissioner

Commissioner Hood dissents.

DISSENTING OPINION

After my de novo review of the record, I must

respectfully dissent.  I would award benefits for the

claimant’s right thigh, right hip, and back injuries as

a result of his September 19, 2012, injury.

The claimant has asserted that the compensable

injury to his knee caused an alteration to his gait,

which caused injury to his right thigh, hip, and back. 

The elements of compensability in question here are

objective findings and the causal connection between the

work-related event and the need for treatment.  When the

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

course of the employment, the employer is responsible
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for any natural consequence that flows from that injury;

the basic test is whether there is a causal connection

between the two episodes.  Jeter v. B.R. McGinty Mech.,

62 Ark. App. 53, 968 S.W.2d 645 (1998); Heptinstall v.

Asplundh Tree Expert Co., 84 Ark. App. 215, 137 S.W.3d

421 (2003); K II Construction Company v. Crabtree, 78

Ark. App. 222, 79 S.W.3d 414 (2002); Wackenhut Corp. v.

Jones, 73 Ark. App. 158, 40 S.W.3d 333  (2001).

The claimant has proven the existence of

objective findings of a back injury with the results of

an MRI performed on February 22, 2012, which showed disc

bulges at L2-3 and L3-4. These findings, of course, pre-

date his injury, which brings the analysis to the

presence of a causal connection. 

The claimant’s complaints in February 2012, at

the time of that MRI, were mid- and low-back pain with

numbness and burning in the left lower extremity.  The

claimant testified that the pain and numbness was

related to the kind of footwear he was using at that

time.  The claimant injured his knee in September 2012,

which caused excruciating pain and disabling

instability. The claimant testified that, prior to his

surgery, his left knee was so unstable that he had
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problems “rolling” his right ankle, because his right

leg had to bear all of his weight.  At the time of his

injury, that weight was substantial, at about 400

pounds.  The claimant testified that pain from his back

through his right hip into his right calf started a few

weeks after the injury.  The record shows no back

problems from February 2012 until after his work-related

accident.  In November 2012, Dr. Guinn noted right hip

pain radiating into his groin, which was new since his

September accident.  At that time, an MRI scan of his

hip was normal.  In January 2013, Dr. Guinn opined that

the claimant’s right thigh, hip, and back pain could be

related to the work-related incident.  Back pain which

was exacerbated by physical therapy was noted in the

physical therapy and medical notes in March 2013.

There is no evidence of an actively

symptomatic pre-existing condition affecting the

claimant’s lower back and right hip and leg.  There is

no evidence of any independent intervening event.  The

claimant’s lower back, right hip, and right leg were

asymptomatic until the work-related injury, when he was

forced to use his right leg to compensate for the

disability and uselessness of his left knee, which was
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compounded by his very heavy weight and which markedly

altered his gait.  There is no question that the

claimant’s pre-existing back condition became a

symptomatic condition as a result of this altered gait

and strain which was a direct result of the compensable

knee injury.

I find that the claimant has established a

causal link between the original injury and the

subsequent complications.  In regard to the credibility

issue, the claimant does not have to be able to explain

how or why his back, right hip, and right leg were

injured.  He had a significant injury to his knee,

without question, and developed pain in his back and

into his hip and leg, which logically makes sense.  I do

not find that there is any question of credibility which

interferes with my above conclusions.

For the foregoing reasons, I must respectfully

dissent from the majority opinion.

                                   
PHILIP A. HOOD, Commissioner


