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BEFORE THE ARKANSAS WORKERS' COMPENSATION COMMISSION

CLAIM NO. G601074   

CARMEN CARRANZA, EMPLOYEE                       CLAIMANT

KENNAMETAL, INC., EMPLOYER                   RESPONDENT

SENTRY INSURANCE COMPANY,
INSURANCE CARRIER/TPA                      RESPONDENT

OPINION FILED JUNE 30, 2017

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

Claimant represented by the HONORABLE EVELYN E. BROOKS,
Attorney at Law, Fayetteville, Arkansas.

Respondents represented by the HONORABLE CAROL LOCKARD
WORLEY, Attorney at Law, Little Rock, Arkansas.

Decision of Administrative Law Judge:  Affirmed and
Adopted.

OPINION AND ORDER

Claimant appeals an opinion and order of the

Administrative Law Judge filed January 30, 2017.  In

said order, the Administrative Law Judge made the

following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

1. The stipulations agreed to by the parties
at a pre-hearing conference conducted on
November 2, 2016 and contained in a pre-
hearing order filed that same date are hereby
accepted as fact.

2. Claimant has failed to meet her burden of
proving by a preponderance of the evidence
that she suffered a compensable gradual onset
injury to her right shoulder while working for
respondent.
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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. 

Therefore we affirm and adopt the January 30, 2017

decision of the Administrative Law Judge, including all

findings and conclusions therein, as the decision of the

Full Commission on appeal. 

IT IS SO ORDERED.

SCOTTY DALE DOUTHIT, Chairman

CHRISTOPHER L. PALMER, Commissioner

Commissioner Hood dissents.

DISSENTING OPINION

After my de novo review of the record in this

claim, I dissent from the majority opinion finding that

the claimant has failed to meet her burden of proving by
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a preponderance of the evidence that she suffered a

compensable gradual onset injury to her shoulder while

working for the respondent.

Factual and Medical Background

The claimant is a forty-seven year old female

who began working for the respondent in 2002.  The

claimant worked for the respondent as a machine

operator.  As a machine operator for the respondent, the

claimant operated three machines and cleaned those

machines once per week.  The claimant was also

responsible for operating a chamfer machine.  The

chamfer machine puts a notch on the carbide part.  The

claimant also rotated to the inspection and packing

department, inspecting finished parts and placing a

rubber band around the parts and packaging them into a

box.  The claimant rotated on a weekly basis between

these three job stations.

The claimant testified about how her duties

were performed.  The claimant specifically testified

that turning a wheel to open the machine caused pain to

her shoulder.  The following exchange occurred regarding

this job function:

Q. On the video, when it shows a man
turning a wheel, what does that
depict?
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A. It shows him opening the machine
so that he can do the setup, but it
doesn’t show what a setup is or what
you have to do to set up.

Q. What does it not show?

A. It does not show inside the
machinery.  It does not show how
dirty the machinery is on the inside
when you open it to look into it. 
And it doesn’t show how heavy it is
to turn this wheel and even open it.

Q. How does how dirty the machine is
inside impact what you have to do?

A. That does not show how difficult
it is to turn the –- it makes
turning the wheel very difficult,
because there’s these guides that
are the ones that hold onto the
blade, and it makes the whole blade
very, very tight in the position
that it has to be moved and cleaned. 
And this forces me to use my arms
going upward, and it hurts my
shoulders and it hurts this part of
my shoulder.

Q. What part of your shoulder?

A. This one.

Q. Can you describe that with words?

A. When you pull things that are
hard, it exerts a force here. And I
believe that that is what, over
time, hurt me.

Q. What I’m asking is: Can you
describe with your words what part
of your arm you’re referring to?

A. I’m talking about what they call
a rotator, the muscles that are
around the rotator.
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The claimant testified that she began feeling

soreness in her right shoulder at the end of the summer

of 2014.  An x-ray of the claimant’s shoulder was taken

on October 3, 2014 with the stated reason of acute

frontal sinusitis.  On October 20, 2014, Dr. Corwin

Petty diagnosed the claimant with rotator cuff syndrome

referred her to physical therapy and prescribed Ultram

for her shoulder pain.  The claimant underwent physical

therapy; however, her pain did not resolve.

Next, the claimant saw Dr. Andrew Heinzelmann

on February 9, 2015 for her shoulder pain complaints. 

Dr. Heinzelmann ordered an MRI which revealed a rotator

cuff tear with impingement.  Dr. Heinzelmann performed

two surgeries on the claimant’s right shoulder.  The

first surgery was performed on February 26, 2015 and the

second was performed on November 8, 2016.  At the time

of the hearing, the claimant was still undergoing

physical therapy.

Opinion

The preponderance of the evidence supports a

finding that the claimant suffered a compensable gradual

onset injury to her right shoulder.  A.C.A. §11-9-

102(4)(A)(ii)(a) states:

(4)(A) ‘Compensable injury’ means:
(ii) An injury causing internal

or external physical harm to the
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body and arising out of and in the
course of employment if it is not
caused by a specific incident or is
not identifiable by time and place
of occurrence, if the injury is:

(a) Caused by rapid repetitive
motion. ...

The Arkansas Court of Appeals explained the necessary

elements for establishing a gradual onset injury as

compensable in Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. Leach, 74 Ark.

App. 231, 48 S.W.3d 540 (2001) as follows:

A claimant seeking benefits for a
gradual-onset injury must prove by a
preponderance of the evidence that:
(1) the injury arose out of and in
the course of his or her employment;
(2) the injury caused internal or
external physical harm to the body
that required medical services or
resulted in disability or death; and
(3) the injury was a major cause of
the disability or need for
treatment.  Furthermore, objective
medical evidence is necessary to
establish the existence and the
extent of an injury but, it is not
essential to establish the causal
relationship between the injury and
the job.

The claimant’s right shoulder injury satisfies

the criteria for a gradual-onset compensable injury. 

The claimant testified that when she first felt the pain

in her shoulder she was performing employment services

at work.  Additionally, the claimant testified that when

she was at work is when she felt the pain in her

shoulder and that this is what she told her medical
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providers.  Also, there was no evidence of any other

possible causes for the claimant’s injury.

Objective findings of an injury are present in

this matter in the form of a torn rotator cuff as

evidenced by an MRI of the claimant’s right shoulder. 

This work-related injury was the sole reason for the

claimant to seek treatment for her shoulder.

Finally, the claimant’s injury was caused by

rapid repetitive motion.  The claimant described one of

her duties as a setup position where she had to turn a

wheel.  The amount of times this duty had to be

performed was governed by the work orders.  According to

the claimant, this setup process took up to an hour. 

The claimant explained that there were three machines

that she worked on each day.  The claimant testified

that her work was repetitive and that the movements were

also performed rapidly.

I find that the claimant’s duties required

rapid repetitive motion and this motion caused her right

shoulder injury. Thus, I find that the claimant

sustained a compensable, gradual-onset injury.

For the foregoing reasons, I must dissent from

the majority opinion.

PHILIP A. HOOD, Commissioner


