
 

BEFORE THE ARKANSAS WORKERS' COMPENSATION COMMISSION
CLAIM NO. G207221

LUIS RODRIGUEZ, EMPLOYEE CLAIMANT

STELLAR MANAGEMENT GROUP IV, INC.,
EMPLOYER                RESPONDENT

AMERICAN ZURICH INS. CO., 
CARRIER/TPA RESPONDENT

ORDER FILED JULY 25, 2014

Upon review before the FULL COMMISSION, Little Rock, Pulaski
County, Arkansas.

Claimant appeared pro se.

Respondents represented by the HONORABLE MICHAEL C. STILES, 
Attorney at Law, Little Rock, Arkansas.

Respondent’s Motion for the Commission to Refuse to Treat
the Letter as a Notice of Appeal, and to Dismiss the
Purported Appeal: Denied 

ORDER

Presently before the Commission is Respondents’

Motion for the Commission to Refuse to Treat the Letter as a

Notice of Appeal, and to Dismiss the Purported Appeal. 

After consideration of Respondents’ Motion, claimant’s

response thereto, and all other matters properly before the

Commission, we find that Respondents’ Motion must be, and

hereby is denied.
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Arkansas Workers’ Compensation Law allows a party

to file a Notice of Appeal from a Full Commission order or

award to the Court of Appeals.  The applicable statute

governing the time for filing an appeal from the Full

Commission to the Court of Appeals states:

A compensation order or award of the
commission shall become final unless a
party to the dispute shall, within
thirty days from the receipt by him of
an order or award, file notice of appeal
to the Court of Appeals, which is
designated as the forum for judicial
review of those orders and awards.

Ark. Code Ann. §11-9-711(b)(1).  The procedural requirements

set forth in Ark. Code Ann. §11-9-711(b)(1) are mandatory

and jurisdictional, and consequently, must be strictly

complied with.  Cooper v. Industrial Products v. Meadows, 5

Ark. App. 205, 634 S.W.2d 670 (1986). 

Respondents contend through their motion that the

claimant’s letter is not a Notice of Appeal.  This

Commission has previously addressed whether correspondence

is sufficient to constitute a petition for review from an

administrative law judge order or award to the Full

Commission in Downing v. University of Arkansas, Full

Commission Opinion filed March 16, 1999 (E209360).  After

reviewing the Court of Appeal’s discussion in Cook v.

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, 21 Ark. App. 29, 727

S.W.2d 862 (1987), of the minimum requirements necessary for

correspondence to the Commission to constitute a claim for
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additional compensation for the purposes of tolling the

stature of limitation, the Full Commission concluded in

Downing v University of Arkansas, that if correspondence

identifies the claimant, the employer, the claim number, the

legal issue involved in the claim and that the claimant

disputes the analysis of the administrative law judge on

that issue, then the correspondence is an adequate notice of

appeal to the Full Commission.  We find that this standard

applies to appeals from the Full Commission to the Court of

Appeals, as well.

Because claimant’s letter dated June 12, 2014,

identifies the claimant, the claim number and thus

impliedly, the employer, and states that he wants to

continue his entire claim on the appeal, we find that this

is sufficient notice of the claimant’s appeal of the Full

Commission opinion to the Court of Appeals.  And, while we

do not ignore the requirements of the Arkansas Rules of

Appellate Procedure set forth in Ark. R. App. Pro. Rule

3(b), with regard to what information must be contained in

an Appeal to the Court of Appeals and the standard to which

the parties must adhere,(See, Garland v. Windsor Door, 19

Ark. App. 284, 719 S.W.2d 714 (1986), where the Court stated

that a pro se claimant is held to the same standards as

attorneys and must follow the same rules of appellate

procedure), we likewise cannot ignore the Court’s deference

to an agency’s statutory provisions for filing an appeal of
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an agency or administrative opinion and the relaxing of the

rules that provision appears to provide with regard to

administrative decisions.  See, In Re Amendments to Rules of

Civil Procedure, 2014 Ark. 119, Opinion Delivered March 13,

2014(Supreme Court of Arkansas); Rule 9(f)(1).

In this instance, we find that the claimant

substantially complied with the Rules of Appellate

Procedure, in that he identified the case, the court

appealed to, and paid to have the transcript prepared. Thus,

the Respondents’ Motion for the Commission to Refuse to

Treat the Letter as a Notice of Appeal, and to Dismiss the

Purported Appeal is denied. 

IT IS SO ORDERED.

                                                            
                             A. WATSON BELL, Chairman

                                                            
                             KAREN H. McKINNEY, Commissioner

                                       
                       PHILIP A. HOOD, Commissioner


