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OPINION AND ORDER

The respondents appeal an administrative law judge’s

opinion filed October 28, 2013.  The administrative law

judge found that the claimant proved she sustained a

compensable injury.  After reviewing the entire record de

novo, the Full Commission affirms the administrative law

judge’s finding that the claimant proved she sustained a

compensable injury.    
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I.  HISTORY

Christina Paul, age 33, was treated at University of

Arkansas for Medical Sciences on August 26, 2009, at which

time an emergency triage note indicated, “Pt jumped off

horse and injured right knee.”  The clinical impression was

“R knee sprain.”  Dr. John H. Yocum reported on September 1,

2009, “She reports injuring the right knee jumping off a

horse on August 26th.  She said she landed and felt a pop

and went to the ground....X-rays showed no fracture or

dislocation.  It is my impression that she has suffered an

ACL tear.  We will get MRI for further evaluation.”  The

claimant followed up with Dr. Yocum on September 8, 2009:

“She reports the knee is feeling better....She had an MRI

which suggested ACL tear and medial meniscus tear....She

reports that she is at a point in her life right now where

she just cannot be down to have surgery.  I told her as long

as she is not having mechanical symptoms that her risk of

further injury is probably pretty small.  I have discussed

strengthening as a cornerstone of minimal continuing

symptoms.  She plans to proceed with meniscal and/or ACL

surgery at some point within the next year.”  
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Dr. Scott Walsh began treating the claimant on March

19, 2012: “She is here for evaluation of her right knee. 

She apparently had an injury about 3 years ago where she had

an MRI that showed an ACL tear and meniscal tear.  She never

got it fixed.  She didn’t have insurance at the time and she

has been living with it.  The knee continues to give away

and about 3 weeks ago this flared back up....At this point I

do think that she is going to struggle unless she has an ACL

reconstruction or meniscal debridement....We will get a new

MRI and I will see her back in a few days and we will put

our plan together for surgery.”  An MRI of the claimant’s

right knee on March 22, 2012 showed the following: “1.  A

partial thickness vertical tear in the posterior root of the

medial meniscus with mild peripheral subluxation of the body

of the meniscus.  2.  Partial thickness tiny tear in the

inferior surface of the body of the lateral meniscus.  No

displaced meniscal fragment.  3.  Chronic proximal ACL

rupture.  4.  Grade I chondromalacia patella with tiny joint

effusion.”  

The claimant followed up with Dr. Walsh on March 26,

2012: “Her MRI confirmed what we thought was our problem,

which was an ACL tear and a meniscal tear.  I have talked to
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her at length about surgical reconstruction.  She is

understanding and agreeable.”  Dr. Walsh performed surgery

on March 30, 2012: “1.  Right knee arthroscopy with ACL

reconstruction.  2.  Partial lateral meniscectomy.  3. 

Abrasion chondroplasty patellofemoral joint.”  The pre- and

post-operative diagnosis was “Right ACL tear.  Right lateral

meniscal tear.  Degenerative joint disease right knee.”  Dr.

Walsh provided follow-up treatment after surgery.    

The record indicates that the claimant became employed

as a housekeeper for the respondent-employer, Best Western,

on June 11, 2012.  The claimant testified that her

employment duties included cleaning bathrooms, changing

beddings, vacuuming floors, and wiping down surfaces.  The

claimant followed up with Dr. Walsh on July 9, 2012: “She

had an ACL reconstruction.  It’s been a little over three

months.  She has not been able to do therapy for lack of

insurance.  She continues to make slow, steady progress. 

PLAN: We’ll get her a brace to help support the knee as she

goes back to work.  I’ll check her on down the road.”

The parties stipulated that the employment relationship

existed on or about September 13, 2012.  The claimant

testified on direct examination:
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Q.  And on September 13, 2012, did you sustain an  
          injury?

A.  Yes, sir, I did.

Q.  Tell me what happened.

A.  I was cleaning a room upstairs, and I was      
          going downstairs to get more towels, and I had     
          found some food so I was taking it down when I     
          went, and I slid and fell between room 103 and     
          104....

Q.  Where would you go to get those clean towels?

A.  The laundry room, which is on the first        
          floor....

Q.  Okay, on the particular day of the accident,   
          let’s be real definitive on this, what happened to 
          you?

A.  I was going downstairs to get the clean        
          towels, and I went down the stairs and turned to   
          the left, and the next thing I know I’m on the     
          ground....I slid and went down.

Q.  Okay.  What caused your fall?  Did you slip?   
          Did you trip?  What did you do?

A.  I slipped - I slipped in water....

Q.  So when you fell, what happened?

A.  I went down on my right knee....

Q.  Did your right knee hit the concrete?

A.  It hit the concrete full force, all weight on  
          it....I sat on the ground for a few minutes to     
          see, you know, just get my bearings, and then I    
          got up, I pulled myself up by a pole.  

The respondents’ attorney cross-examined the claimant:
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Q.  Now, your job as a housekeeper involved        
          cleaning the rooms.  Right?

A.  Yes, sir.

Q.  Carrying some towels and some linens.  Is that 
          right?

A.  Yes, sir....

Q.  And if you were doing something of a personal  
          nature or of a nature such as carrying food out of 
          a room or other items that had been left, you      
          would have done that on your own, that wasn’t part 
          of your job, was it?

A.  It was part of my job, sir.  

Q.  Okay.  If you were taking food or drinks out   
          of a room that had been left there for your own    
          personal use, that wasn’t part of your job, was    
          it?

A.  I never took stuff out of the room for my own  
          personal use.  

Q.  Okay.  If you took food out of the room, what  
          did you do with it?

A.  Put it in the refrigerator in the laundry room 
          for whomever....

Q.  So you never took anything out of a room for   
          your own personal use?

A.  Never, sir.  

Q.  On the date that you fell, did you have any    
          food items that you had taken out of the room?

A.  Yes, sir....

Q.  Do you remember whether it was anything that   
          you were taking for yourself?
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A.  None of it was for myself. 

Q.  Okay.  Who was it for?

A.  It was to put in the - it come out of the room 
          that some of the construction guys were in.  I was 
          taking it to the - I was going downstairs to get   
          clean towels, and I was taking their food down     
          there to put in the refrigerator, so when they

come back, they could claim their food.

The claimant’s attorney questioned the claimant on re-

direct:

Q.  Mr. Murphy asked you about taking food         
  downstairs, and you said you were taking food to a 
          refrigerator?

A.  Yes, sir.

Q.  Okay.  Where is the refrigerator located?

A.  In the laundry room.

Q.  Is that where you would go to get your clean   
          towels?

A.  Yes, sir.

Q.  And what was the primary purpose you had in    
          going downstairs?

A.  Getting clean towels.  

Q.  Okay.  And was that for a room that you were   
          cleaning?

A.  Yes, sir.  
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The claimant testified that she reported the accident

to the hotel manager, Jan Leach.  Jan Leach testified for

the respondents:

Q.  Now, on the date of this incident that we are  
          here today to discuss, September 13, 2012, did you 
          have a conversation with Ms. Paul?

A.  Yes, I did.  

Q.  And what exactly did she tell you?

A.  That she had fallen....

Q.  And does Best Western have a surveillance      
          video camera?

A.  Yes, they do....

Q.  Did you have an opportunity to review the      
          videotape?

A.  Yes, I did....

Q.  What were you able to actually see on the      
          videotape?

A.  That she had fallen....and that she had        
          dropped food....

Q.  And you heard Ms. Paul testify that she was    
          carrying food to a refrigerator.  Is that policy,  
          when somebody leaves a room, to put food in the    
          refrigerator?

A.  No.  These guests may never come back....We    
          don’t save their food.  

Q.  All right.  And if she was carrying food for   
          reasons for herself, would that be something that  
          was part of her job?
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A.  No, it’s not.  

Linda Swayk, a housekeeper employed with the

respondents, wrote a statement on September 13, 2012: “I

Linda Swayk on 9-13-12 saw Tina sitting out side of the

laundy (sic) she said she feel (sic) I help her up.  She was

on the side walk.”  Linda Swayk testified for the

respondents:

Q.  Did you see her fall?

A.  No, I didn’t see her fall....

Q.  Tell us what you saw?

A.  I heard her first screaming, and I went        
          outside the laundry room and she was in between    
          102 and 103, and trying to help her up.  And she   
          had food in her hands.  

Q.  What kind of food?

A.  It was chicken and I know some bread and       
          ketchup.  

Q.  Okay.  Is it part of her job activity to carry 
          food down on the sidewalk like that?

A.  No....

Q.  Do you know where she was going with the food?

A.  Not really.  Probably to the laundry room.  

Q.  Okay.  All right.  If an employee is taking    
          food like that, is that something they just do on  
          their own?

A.  Yes.  
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According to the record, the claimant was seen at

Saline Memorial Hospital on September 13, 2012, where it was

reported, “Fell & reinjured R knee (had ACL repair March).” 

An x-ray of the claimant’s right knee was taken on September

13, 2012, with the following findings:

There is an orthopedic screw coursing through the  
          proximal tibial metaphysis.  A metallic anchor     
     coursing through the anterior aspect of the distal 
          femoral metadiaphysis.

This for ACL replacement as there is an osseous    
          tunnel through the medial aspect of the proximal   
          tibia and distal femur.  There are no fractures or 
          dislocations.  Very mild medial compartmental      
          height loss is present.

IMPRESSION: CHANGES RELATED TO ACL REPAIR.  MILD   
          MEDIAL COMPARTMENT HEIGHT LOSS CONSISTENT WITH     
          SOME EARLY DEGENERATIVE CHANGE.  

The claimant was diagnosed with “1.  Knee sprain.”  The

claimant was discharged from Saline Memorial and was

referred to Dr. Walsh.        

Dr. Walsh saw the claimant on September 17, 2012:

“She’s had a new injury.  She has fallen on a wet floor and

twisted the knee that we did the ACL reconstruction on. 

She’s got a lot of pain and swelling....She’s got 2+

effusion.  X-RAYS: I reviewed x-rays that show no bony

abnormality but I am worried about ACL re-tear.  PLAN: I

think an MRI is important for us to understand the extent of

this injury.  We’ll get the scan.  I’ll see her back after.” 
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The claimant’s testimony indicated that the respondent-

carrier did not approve the MRI recommended by Dr. Walsh on

September 17, 2012.  

On September 18, 2012, Jan Leach prepared a Workers

Compensation - First Report Of Injury Or Illness.  The First

Report Of Injury indicated that the body part affected was

the “knee,” and that the location of the accident was on the

employer’s premises “on outside sidewalk.”  The First Report

indicated that the claimant “was going to laundry room,” and

that the claimant was “cleaning rooms going to laundry room

for clean towels.”  Jan Leach wrote on the First Report,

“Tina came down the stairs, walked through water from clean

walkway & stairs there were signs out but she then turned

the corner and fell on her knee.”        

Cara Head, a housekeeper employed with the respondents,

wrote a statement on September 24, 2012: “On Thurs Sept.

13th I noticed Tina on the ground (sidewalk) between Rooms

#103 and #104.  She was bringing food down that she had

found in a room.  I went to her & asked her if she needed me

to help her up & she said no.  That she needed to wait just

a minute.  Then bout (sic) 2-3 minutes later she grabbed the

sidewalk pole & pulled herself up.  The sidewalk where she
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fell was not! wet.  She also said she had non-skid Converse

shoes on.  She then walked into the laundry room.”    

Cara Head testified for the respondents:

Q.  Did you actually witness a fall?

A.  No.

Q.  Did you see Ms. Paul after she fell?

A.  Yes.

Q.  Tell us what you saw.

A.  I saw her out of the corner of my eye, and I   
          kind of had to take a double look, and I looked    
          over and I seen her on the ground.  And that’s     
          when I went over to her....I asked her if she      
          needed help up, and she said no, just give her a   
          minute....

Q.  Did you observe was Ms. Paul was carrying when 
          she fell?

A.  I know she was carrying some food, but all I   
          remember is seeing a package of chicken....like a  
          package of frozen chicken or something....

Q.  Did you see any other items related to her     
          work activities, such as linens and towels, with   
          her at that time?

A.  No....

Q.  Is carrying food out of a room part of your    
          work activities at Best Western?

A.  No.

A pre-hearing order was filed on June 24, 2013.  The

claimant contended that she “sustained a compensable injury
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to her right leg and knee on September 13, 2012.  As a

result of the claimant’s injury, she is entitled to

appropriate medical treatment, temporary total disability

benefits from the date of the injury until a date yet to be

determined, and an attorney’s fee should be awarded as a

result of the respondents’ controversion of the claim.  The

claimant’s right to permanent disability benefits, as well

as other issues, is reserved.”  The respondents contended

that the claimant “did not sustain an injury within the

course and scope of her employment with the respondent-

employer on or about September 13, 2012.  The respondents

contend that any problems the claimant alleges she is

experiencing with her knee are not related to an on-the-job

injury.”  The parties agreed to litigate the issues of

compensability, temporary total disability benefits, medical

benefits, and fees for legal services.  

A hearing was held on August 27, 2013.  Counsel for the

claimant stated at that time, “We are limiting the issues as

far as the claimant is concerned to compensability of her

knee injury and entitlement to medical care.  As a result of

that, we will reserve the issues of other injuries and

reserve the issues of temporary total disability benefits or
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other issues that may arise in regard to the claimant’s

rights.”    

An administrative law judge filed an opinion on October

28, 2013.  The administrative law judge found that the

claimant proved she sustained a compensable injury, and that

the claimant proved that additional medical treatment was

reasonably necessary.  

The respondents appeal to the Full Commission.

II.  ADJUDICATION

A.  Compensability

Act 796 of 1993, as codified at Ark. Code Ann. §11-9-

102(4)(Repl. 2002), provides:

(A) “Compensable injury” means:
(i) An accidental injury causing internal or       

          external physical harm to the body ... arising out 
          of and in the course of employment and which       
          requires medical services or results in disability 
          or death.  An injury is “accidental” only if it is 
          caused by a specific incident and is identifiable  
          by time and place of occurrence[.]

***
(B) “Compensable injury” does not include:
(iii) Injury which was inflicted upon the employee 

          at a time when employment services were not being  
          performed[.]

An employee is performing employment services when she

is doing something that is generally required by her

employer.  Collins v. Excel Spec. Prod., 347 Ark. 811, 69
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S.W.3d 14 (2002).  The Court uses the same test to determine

whether an employee was performing “employment services” as

it does when determining whether an employee was acting

within “the course of employment.”  Id.  The test is whether

the injury occurred “within the time and space boundaries of

employment, when the employee [was] carrying out the

employer’s purpose or advancing the employer’s interests,

directly or indirectly.”  Id.  The issue of whether or not

the claimant was performing employment services depends on

the particular facts and circumstances of each case. 

Texarkana Sch. Dist. v. Conner, 373 Ark. 372, 284 S.W.3d 57

(2008).    

A compensable injury must be established by medical

evidence supported by objective findings.  Ark. Code Ann.

§11-9-102(4)(D)(Repl. 2002).  “Objective findings” are those

findings which cannot come under the voluntary control of

the patient.  Ark. Code Ann. §11-9-102(16)(A)(i)(Repl.

2002).

The employee must prove by a preponderance of the

evidence that she sustained a compensable injury.  Ark. Code

Ann. §11-9-102(4)(E)(i)(Repl. 2002).  Preponderance of the

evidence means the evidence having greater weight or
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convincing force.  Metropolitan Nat’l Bank v. La Sher Oil

Co., 81 Ark. App. 269, 101 S.W.3d (2003).    

An administrative law judge found in the present

matter, “1.  The claimant has established by a preponderance

of the evidence that she sustained a compensable right knee

injury on September 13, 2012.”  The Full Commission finds

that the claimant proved she sustained a compensable injury. 

The claimant first injured her right knee as the result of a

nonwork-related equine accident occurring in 2009.  The

claimant underwent a right knee arthroscopy in March 2012. 

The claimant became employed as a housekeeper with the

respondent-employer on June 11, 2012.  The claimant’s

employment duties included cleaning bathrooms, changing

beds, and vacuuming floors.  

The parties stipulated that the employment relationship

existed on or about September 13, 2012.  The claimant

testified that she was cleaning a room on that date, and

that she walked downstairs to get more towels from the

respondent-employer’s laundry room.  The claimant testified

that she slipped and fell on the way to the laundry room and

that her right knee “hit the concrete full force.”  The

claimant agreed on cross-examination that she was also
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carrying food at the time she slipped and fell.  The

claimant testified that food had been left in a room by

guests of the hotel, and “I was taking their food down there

to put in the refrigerator, so when they come back, they

could claim their food.”  The claimant testified on re-

direct examination that her “primary purpose” in walking

downstairs was “getting clean towels.”

Jan Leach, the hotel manager, corroborated the

claimant’s testimony.  Ms. Leach prepared a First Report Of

Injury indicating that the claimant was “going to laundry

room” at the time she slipped and fell, and that the

claimant was “cleaning rooms going to laundry room for clean

towels.”  Ms. Leach testified that video taken from a

surveillance camera indicated that the claimant had fallen

on September 13, 2012.  The Commission recognizes that Ms.

Leach and two other hotel employees, Linda Swayk and Jan

Head, all testified that the claimant was carrying food at

the time she slipped and fell.  Nevertheless, the testimony

and statements of all three witnesses corroborated the

claimant’s testimony that the accident occurred while the

claimant was on her way to the laundry room for clean

towels.  The determination of the credibility and weight to
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be given a witness’s testimony are within the sole province

of the Commission.  Farmers Coop v. Biles, 77 Ark. App. 1,

69 S.W.3d 899 (2002).  In the present matter, the claimant’s

testimony was corroborated by the evidence of record and by

the testimony of the witnesses.  The evidence in the present

matter demonstrates that the claimant was carrying out the

employer’s purpose and advancing the employer’s interests in

walking to the laundry room for clean towels.  The evidence

in the present matter demonstrates that the claimant was

performing employment services at the time of the September

13, 2012 accident, whether or not the claimant was also

carrying food when she slipped and fell.

The Full Commission finds that the claimant proved by a

preponderance of the evidence that she sustained a

compensable injury.  We find that the claimant proved she

sustained an accidental injury causing physical harm to her

right knee.  The claimant proved that the injury arose out

of and in the course of employment and required medical

services.  The injury was caused by a specific incident and

was identifiable by time and place of occurrence on

September 13, 2012.  The claimant established a compensable

injury by medical evidence supported by objective findings
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not within the claimant’s voluntary control.  Dr. Walsh

examined the claimant’s right knee on September 17, 2012 and

reported a “2+ effusion.”  A medical report of “effusion”

can constitute an objective medical finding.  See Swifton

Pub. Schs. v. Shields, 101 Ark. App. 208, 272 S.W.3d 851

(2008).  The Full Commission finds that Dr. Walsh’s report

of effusion in the present matter was causally related to

the September 13, 2012 accident and was not the result of a

prior injury or pre-existing condition.  

Based on our de novo review of the entire record,

therefore, the Full Commission affirms the administrative

law judge’s finding that the claimant proved by a

preponderance of the evidence that she sustained a

compensable injury to her right knee.  The claimant proved

that the medical treatment of record provided following the

compensable injury, including the MRI recommended by Dr.

Walsh, was reasonably necessary in accordance with Ark. Code

Ann. §11-9-508(a)(Repl. 2002).  The respondents shall be

liable for the cost of the MRI recommended by Dr. Walsh on

September 17, 2012.    

For prevailing on appeal to the Full Commission, the

claimant’s attorney is entitled to a fee of five hundred
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dollars ($500), pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. §11-9-

715(b)(Repl. 2002).  

IT IS SO ORDERED.        

                                                       
                        A. WATSON BELL, Chairman

                                                       
                        PHILIP A. HOOD, Commissioner

Commissioner McKinney dissents.

DISSENTING OPINION

         I must respectfully dissent from the majority

opinion finding that the claimant has proven by a

preponderance of the evidence that she sustained a

compensable knee injury while performing work-related

activities for the respondent-employer on September 13,

2012.  My carefully conducted de novo review of this claim

in its entirety reveals that the claimant has failed to

prove that she sustained a compensable right knee injury on

or about September 13, 2012, while performing work-related

activities.  Therefore, compensation must be denied.

         The weight of the credible evidence in this claim

shows only that the claimant was advancing her own personal
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interests by going to the laundry room to put food in the

refrigerator when she fell, and, while there are other

possibilities, there is insufficient credible evidence to

support that she was going to the laundry room for any other

reason.

         The majority finds persuasive the claimant’s

testimony that she was going to the laundry room when the

incident occurred to get more clean towels.  I find that the

claimant’s testimony in this regard lacks credibility in

that it is unsubstantiated by witness testimony or by the

record in general.  Notwithstanding Ms. Leach’s, Ms.

Swayk's, and Ms. Head's testimony reflecting that the

claimant was going to get clean towels when she fell, I note

that each could only testify as to what the claimant

reported to them as they had no independent knowledge of the

claimant's intent.  Ms. Leach acknowledged that she had no

way of knowing the claimant’s purpose in going to the

laundry room that day.  Likewise, neither Ms. Head nor Ms.

Swayk could corroborate anything other than the fact that

the claimant had food with her when she fell.

         Questions concerning the credibility of witnesses

and the weight to be given to their testimony are within the
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exclusive province of the Commission.  Powers v. City of

Fayetteville, 97 Ark. App 251, 248 S.W.3d 516 (2007). When

there are contradictions in the evidence, it is within the

Commission’s province to reconcile conflicting evidence and

to determine the true facts.  Cedar Chem. Co. v. Knight, 99

Ark. App. 162, 258 S.W.3d 394 (2007).  The Commission is not

required to believe the testimony of the claimant or any

other witness, but may accept and translate into findings of

fact only those portions of the testimony that it deems

worthy of belief. Id.  However, the Commission may not

arbitrarily disregard the testimony of any witness. 

Patchell v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 86 Ark. App. 230, 184

S.W.3d 31 (2004).  Uncorroborated testimony of an interested

party is always considered to be controverted.  Burnett v.

Philadelphia Life Ins. Co., 81 Ark. App. 300, 101 S.W.3d 843

(2003).

         In the present claim, while the claimant’s

uncorroborated testimony does not necessarily contradict the

testimony of witnesses regarding her actual purpose in going

to the laundry room, in that all witnesses agreed that

housekeepers are required to go to the laundry room for

clean towels, it fails to fully support the majority's
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assumption that this was the claimant’s primary purpose in

going to the laundry room that day.  In fact, the record is

clearly devoid of credible evidence, medical or otherwise,

to corroborate such an assumption.  And, while it is

undisputed that the claimant was carrying food from the room

she was cleaning to place in the laundry room refrigerator

when the incident occurred (the claimant, herself, admitted

as much), the claimant offers only her own self-supporting

testimony that this trip was also for the dual purpose of

retrieving towels.  And, while it is undisputed that clean,

replacement towels are located in the laundry room, the

claimant has simply offered no proof to substantiate that

she intended to retrieve clean towels once there, or even to

corroborate that she had a dual purpose in going there in

the first place.  Rather, the weight of the evidence merely

reflects that clean towels would have been available to the

claimant had she reached the laundry room.  Since she never

reached the laundry room, we would be forced to speculate

that this task was motivated in any part by her intention to

retrieve clean towels once there.  The evidence clearly

demonstrates, however, that the claimant was carrying food

when she fell, thus supporting the conclusion that she
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intended to place that flood in the laundry room

refrigerator, inasmuch as the claimant admitted that she was

carrying leftover food to store in the refrigerator in the

laundry room when she slipped and fell on September 13,

2012.  And, whether that food was meant for her own personal

consumption is irrelevant in that witness testimony

consistently reflects that doing anything other than

throwing left-over food away is contrary to company policy. 

Thus, reasonable minds could agree that the claimant was

knowingly violating work rules when she headed off with the

leftover food in order to place it in the laundry room

refrigerator, regardless of who that food was actually

intended for.  Because we are not allowed to resort to

speculation and conjecture in formulating our opinions, we

are foreclosed in this claim from assuming that the claimant

was on any mission other than storing left-over food in the

laundry room refrigerator for her own personal benefit when

she fell and banged her right knee on September 13, 2012. 

To conclude otherwise would be to go beyond the record and

place greater weight on the claimant’s biased testimony

rather than on the undisputed facts of this particular

claim.  The undeniable fact remains, however, that the
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claimant was admittedly carrying left-over food to the

laundry room refrigerator when she fell, and that the record

is devoid of verifiable, documented proof that her trip was

meant for any other purpose.  Since storing left-over food

in the laundry room refrigerator was entirely personal to

the claimant, and was, by all credible accounts, in

violation of company policy concerning left-over food, the

claimant has failed to prove that she was engaged in an

activity that benefitted the respondent-employer when she

fell allegedly re-injuring her right knee on September 13,

2012.  Therefore, I find that the claimant has failed to

prove by a preponderance of the evidence that she was

performing employment services at the time of her slip and

fall incident. 

                                                  
                      KAREN H. MCKINNEY, COMMISSIONER


