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Decision of Administrative Law Judge:  Affirmed and
Adopted.

OPINION AND ORDER

Claimant appeals from a decision of the

Administrative Law Judge filed December 27, 2016.

The Administrative Law Judge entered the

following findings of fact and conclusions of law: 

1. The claimant proved by a preponderance of
the evidence that he sustained a
compensable crush injury to his right
middle finger on August 7, 2015; that all
of the medical treatment he received on
August 9, 2015, was reasonably necessary
for that injury; and that he provided the
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respondents timely notice of his finger
injury and his intention to seek medical
attention for that injury.

2. The claimant has failed to establish by a
preponderance of the evidence that any of the
medical treatment that he received after
August 9, 2015, was causally related in any
way to his compensable finger injury, and the
claimant has failed to establish by a
preponderance of the evidence that he
sustained any period of temporary disability
related to his compensable finger injury.

3. The claimant has failed to establish by a
preponderance of the evidence that he
sustained a compensable leg injury on July 29,
2015.

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

conclusions therein, as the decision of the Full

Commission on appeal.



Davis-G604343, G604344   3

IT IS SO ORDERED.

                                   
SCOTTY DALE DOUTHIT, Chairman

                                   
CHRISTOPHER L. PALMER, Commissioner

Commissioner Hood concurs and dissents.

CONCURRING AND DISSENTING OPINION

After my de novo review of the entire record,

I concur in part with but must respectfully dissent in

part from the majority opinion.  I agree with the

majority that the claimant proved by a preponderance of

the evidence that he sustained a compensable crush

injury to his right middle finger on August 7, 2015. 

Additionally, I am constrained to concur that the

claimant has failed to establish by a preponderance of

the evidence that he sustained any period of temporary

disability related to his compensable finger injury and

that the claimant has failed to establish by a

preponderance of the evidence that he sustained a

compensable leg injury on July 29, 2015.

However, I must dissent from the majority’s
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opinion finding that any medical treatment that the

claimant received after August 9, 2015 was not causally

related to the claimant’s compensable finger injury.  I

find that the medical treatment received on August 15,

2015 at Christus St. Michael was causally related to the

claimant’s compensable injury to his finger.

On August 7, 2015, the claimant sustained an

injury to the middle finger on his right hand.  The

claimant explained this injury as follows:

Q.  Okay.  I want to ask you some
general questions about your finger
injury, also.  Can you tell me what
happened on August 7, 2015?

A.  I was pulling back on the boring
machine, and I’d stuck my finger or
I’d reached to grab a rod.  I pulled
the rod out and another rod fell on
my finger.

Q.  Which finger?

A.  Middle finger, right hand.

Q.  Do you have a scar at this point
from where that was or did it heal
completely?

A.  It healed completely.  

The claimant went to Christus St. Michael’s

emergency room two days after the injury to his finger. 

The clinical impression was that the claimant’s finger

was fractured; however, the x-ray revealed no fracture
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or dislocation.  Despite this impression, the physician

still made the diagnosis of a contusion and fracture.

The claimant’s finger injury is clearly a

compensable injury.  The claimant injured his finger

while performing employment services on August 7, 2015. 

The objective findings of a fracture and contusion were

made by the treating physician after reviewing an x-ray

of the injury.  After initially receiving treatment at

Christus St. Michael, the claimant had an additional

problem with symptoms of swelling of the face, lips and

throat and itching to both legs which were attributed to

an allergic reaction1.  The claimant was prescribed

Tramadol for pain.  Tramadol has known side effects of

hives, difficulty breathing, swelling of face, lips,

tongue and throat.  Since the claimant reported to the

hospital with these symptoms just six days after he

started taking Tramadol, I find that a causal connection

existed between the treatment he received on August 15,

2015 and his compensable injury.  “When the primary

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

1 Although the majority, in affirming and adopting the
opinion of the Administrative Law Judge, indicated that the
allergic reaction was to antibiotics, antibiotics were not
specifically noted in the August 15, 2015 medical records as the
source of the reaction.
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of employment, the employer is responsible for any

natural consequence that flows from that injury; the

basic test is whether there is a causal connection

between the two episodes.”  See Wackenhut Corp. v.

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

Based on the aforementioned, I would reverse

the Administrative Law Judge’s finding that the claimant

has failed to establish by a preponderance of the

evidence that any of the medical treatment that he

received after August 9, 2015, was causally related in

any way to his compensable finger injury. 

For the foregoing reasons, I concur in part

and dissent in part from the majority opinion.

    
_______________________________
PHILIP A. HOOD, Commissioner


