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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 

Based upon applications of the Employee and the Employer/Self-Insurer, a hearing was held in Atlanta, 
Fulton County, Georgia on January 21, 2016 to determine whether the Employee unjustifiably refused 
suitable employment, in connection with a compensable accident sustained on June 1, 2014. The 
Employer/Self-Insurer contends that, on three occasions, suitable employment was made available to the 
Employee, and that he unjustifiably refused the jobs. The Employee contends that the jobs offered to him 
were not suitable, and that because of his compensable injuries, he was justified in not working. 

 
As detailed below, I find that on the two occasions when the Employee attempted the proffered jobs, the 
initial job(s) provided to the Employee were not suitable. However, on the one occasion that the 
Employee refused to attempt the proffered job, the Employee was without justification, and income 
benefits may be suspended. 

 
 

ISSUES 
 
Whether the Employee unjustifiably refused suitable employment? 

 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
Based upon the stipulations of the parties, a consideration of all admissible evidence, and having 
observed the witnesses at the hearing, I find as fact and conclude as matters of law the following: 

 
1. I find, and the parties stipulate to the following: that the Employee sustained compensable bilateral 
carpal tunnel injuries to his wrists and hands on June 1, 2014; that temporary total disability (TTD) 
benefits have been paid, and continues to be paid; that the average weekly wage is $590.85; that venue is 
in Fulton County; and that the lien filed by the Employee’s Former Counsel, GK is protected. 

 
2. The Employee worked for the Employer as a Laborer. His injuries were sustained as a result of 
repetitive operation of a hammer drill, and other heavy duty vibrating tools. The medical evidence reflects 
treatment beginning with Dr. Stephen Dawkins, of Caduceus, in July 2014. Dr. Dawkins made diagnoses 
of bilateral wrist sprains/strains, tenosynovitis, and bilateral carpal tunnel syndrome. After undergoing 
several surgical consultation visits with Dr. Neil Negrin, and an Independent Medical Evaluation with Dr. 
Stephen McCollam, the Employee came under the care of Dr. Edward Hollinger, an orthopaedic surgeon 
with Lawrenceville Resurgens Orthopaedics, who performed a surgical right carpal tunnel release on 
March 20, 2015. Dr. Hollinger placed the Employee on a no- work status through May 4, 2015, and 
prescribed a physical therapy program. 
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3. On June 5, 2015, Dr. Hollinger completed the first section of a four-part Employer-created return 
to work form. The form, titled a “Four Phase Progressive Transitional duty [sic] Program,” noted in 
Phase One that the Employee was expected to be released after the next examination on June 16, 2015, 
with restrictions of no repetitive hand motions, no ladder climbing, and limited stairs. During the 
Employee’s June 16, 2015 examination, Dr. Hollinger noted ongoing complaints of left-sided carpal 
tunnel symptoms, and prescribed continued rehabilitation treatment. In the meantime, Dr. Hollinger 
opined that the Employee was capable of preforming very light work, and, on June 18, 2015, 
completed Phase Two of the Employer’s return to work form. The Employee’s restrictions remained 
the same, and Dr. Hollinger noted that the Employee was capable of performing the “Typical Tasks to 
be Assigned” under Phase One, involving clerical duties, but the Employee was not yet capable of 
performing the tasks assigned under Phase Two, involving light janitorial and office clean-up duties. 

 
4. On June 24, 2015, the Employer submitted a light duty job offer to the Employee, which had a 
start date of July 8, 2015, and was based on the June 18, 2015 restrictions from Dr. Hollinger of no 
repetitive use of both hands, no ladder climbing, and limited stairs. After also getting a phone call from 
an Employer representative, the Employee accepted the offer and returned to work. During the 
Employee’s July 2, 2015 evaluation, Dr. Hollinger noted significant bilateral hand pain, with numbness 
and tingling, and a decision was made to schedule surgery for the left-sided carpal tunnel syndrome. In 
the meantime, the Employee was maintained on a very limited light duty work status, and 
rehabilitation. 

 
5. The evidence is not clear how long the Employee continued to work following his initial return to 
work date of July 8, 2015, but on July 21, 2015, the Employee was served with Board Form WC-240, 
offering a light duty work, as had been approved by Dr. Hollinger on Phase One of the Employer’s 
Transitional duty Program form. The scheduled return to work date was July 31, 2015. The Employer 
Attendance Sheets reflect that the Employee worked eight hours on Friday July 31, 2015, and eight 
hours on Monday August 3, 2015, inclusive of breaks on both days. According to the Employee, he 
was assigned the duty of cleaning muddy five-pound knee-high steel-toed boots, and had to use his 
hands repetitively. The Employee testified that his supervisor permitted him to take a break whenever 
necessary, but that the manager cautioned him against taking any rest breaks. The Employee did not 
return to work after leaving on August 3, and his attorney sent a letter to the Employer informing them 
that the Employee was in too much pain to return to work. The Employer’s Marketing Manager 
testified that the Employee never called in to complain that the light duty work was causing him any 
problems, and the Employee was instructed to stop working if he felt any pain. 

 
6. On August 11, 2015, Dr. Hollinger placed the Employee on restrictions of limited use of his 
injured hand, no heavy gripping with the left hand, and limited lifting, pushing, and pulling, up to 
twenty pounds on the right, and up to five pounds on the left. On August 28, 2015, the Employee 
underwent carpal tunnel release surgery for his left hand, and was placed on a no-work status. On 
October 12, 2015, Dr. Hollinger again completed the Phase One section of the Employer’s 
Transitional duty Program form, and released the Employee to light duty clerical work status  effective 
October 19, 2015, with restrictions of no lifting over 10 pounds, no ladder climbing, limited pushing 
and pulling, and limited reaching overhead. The medical note from October 15, 2015 shows that the 
Employee’s recovery was “doing well,” and Dr. Hollinger noted restrictions of no heavy gripping, 
“No/limited use of injured hand/arm,” and wearing brace. 

 
7. On October 14, 2015, Counsel for the Employer/Self-Insurer sent a copy of the Employer’s 
October 12, 2015 Transitional duty Program release, containing Dr. Hollinger’s restrictions, to Counsel 
for the Employee. On October 22, 2015, the Employer sent the Employee a light duty job offer, based 
on the October 12 release and restrictions (which became effective on October 19), with a start date of 
October 26, 2015. On October 23, 2015, Counsel for the Employer/Self-Insurer sent an e-mail to 



     
 

Counsel for the Employee, and attached a copy of the light duty job offer. Within two hours of the e-
mail, Counsel for the Employer responded with an e-mail stating “Sorry, that won’t quite do it. Send 
me a 240 with the doctor’s signature and he’ll try the job.” The Employee did not accept the job offer, 
and did not return to work on October 26. 

 

8. The Employee testified that he was unaware of the light duty job offer to return to work on 
October 26, 2015, and that he was not aware of the availability of light duty work until the parties 
appeared for a hearing at the Board on November 5, 2015. The Employee reported for work on the 
following day, November 6, and was provided with a work schedule for the following week. The 
Employee preformed light duty work for the period November 9, 2015 through November 19, 2015, at 
which time he ceased work and has not returned. The Employee testified that after returning to work, 
he was assigned duties of sweeping, mopping, and holding a sign; and that whenever he complained 
about a particular duty aggravating his condition, he was permitted to change to another job. The 
Employee contends that he did not return to work after November 19 because he injured his left 
shoulder on the first day while sweeping, and that he was unable to raise his arm above his shoulder. 
The Employee reported his shoulder condition to his supervisor, and was told to sit down and take a 
rest. According to the Employee, he was not able to take any pain medication for his symptoms 
because the medicine made him “woozy.” The Employer’s Assistant Manager testified  that the 
Employee, after returning to work on November 9, was assigned duties of wiping down hardhats and 
boots, sweeping, mopping, and holding a sign. The Employee, according to the Assistant Manager, 
was never asked to do anything that exceeded his restrictions. When the Employee complained that 
holding the sign was aggravating his shoulder, the Employer provided him with an orange safety vest to 
wear with a smaller sign on the vest, and the Employee only had to walk back and forth without 
carrying anything. Walking on the street corner wearing the sign vest was the last job assigned to the 
Employee, and he testified that he felt the job was unsafe because he was in a lot of pain from his 
shoulder, and because he could not take his pain medicine. 

 
9. On November 12, 2015, the Employee returned to Dr. Hollinger, and reported that he had a 
setback and injured his left shoulder while performing his light duty job. The Employee was placed on 
restrictions of limited use of his injured hand/arm, no heavy gripping, and limited lifting, pushing, and 
pulling up to five pounds. An MRI of the left shoulder noted mild acromioclavicular joint injury with 
mild indention of the supraspinatus tendon, partial tear of the superior insertional fibers of the 
supraspinatus tendon, and minor subacromial bursitis. Dr. Hollinger referred the Employee to Dr. 
Jeffrey Albert for consultation regarding the condition of the left shoulder, and, on December 10, 2015, 
he placed the Employee on restrictions of no heavy gripping, no rapid repetitive hand/wrist movement, 
no work at or above shoulder height, no sweeping/mopping, and limited use of injured hand/arm. On 
January 14, 2016, the restrictions were modified to limited use of the injured hand/arm, no heavy 
gripping, and limited lifting, pushing, and pulling up to five pounds. 

 
10. The Employer/Self-Insurer seeks to suspend the Employee’s TTD benefits on the ground that the 
Employee unjustifiably refused suitable employment on three separate occasions. O.C.G.A. § 34-9- 
240(a) authorizes TTD benefits to be suspended if an Employee refuses, without justification, 
“employment procured for him or her and suitable to his or her capacity.” The test to determine if 
benefits should be suspended is two-pronged: (1) whether the job offered to the Employee is “suitable 
to his capacity;” and (2) whether the Employee’s refusal is “justified.” City of Adel v. Wise, 261 Ga. 
53, 401 S.E.2d 522 (1991). The phrase “suitable to his capacity” refers to the Employee’s capacity or 
ability to perform the work within his physical limitations or restrictions. Id. Likewise, the Employee’s 
refusal to accept employment must relate, in some manner, to his physical capacity or his ability to 
perform the job. Id. O.C.G.A. § 34-9-240(b), as enacted in 1994, outlines the consequences of the 
Employee’s attempt or refusal to attempt a proffered job within his or her restrictions after being 
released to return to work with restrictions by “the authorized treating physician.” Similarly, Board 
Rule 240(b) outlines the procedural requirements of the Employer/Self-Insurer’s unilateral suspension 



     
 

of TTD or TPD benefits when an Employee unjustifiably refuses to accept employment that has been 
approved by “the authorized treating physician(s).” 

 

11. I find that for the periods August 4, 2015 through August 28, 2015, and October 20, 2015 and 
continuing, the jobs offered to the Employee were not suitable to his capacity. For the period October 
26, 2015 through November 9, 2015, however, I find that the Employee’s refusal to accept the suitable 
work offered to him was not justified. Therefore, the Employer/Self-Insurer is entitled to a credit 
against future benefits for TTD benefits paid to the Employee during the period October 26, 2015 
through November 9, 2015. 

 
12. The evidence confirms that during the period August 4, 2015 through August 28, 2015, the 
Employee was on work restrictions of no repetitive use of his hands, limited stairs, and no ladder 
climbing. The “job” offered the Employee was based on the “Typical Tasks to be Assigned,” which 
were outlined under Phase One of the Employer’s Four Phase Progressive Transitional duty Program 
form. The typical duties listed included clerical assistant related tasks such as filing documents, 
addressing envelopes, folding letters, stuffing and labeling envelopes, cleaning counter tops, wiping 
mirrors, checking safety equipment in and out, reviewing safety files, “and other similar sedentary light 
work tasks.” The job that the Employee was actually assigned when he returned to work on July 31, 
2015 and August 3, 2015 was cleaning muddy five-pound knee-high steel-toed boots, for which he 
had to use his hands repetitively. The job of “wiping down work boots” was specifically listed on the 
typical tasks under Phase Two of the Employer’s return to work program, and Dr. Hollinger had not 
approved the Phase Two jobs. I also find that the repetitive nature of the job, which required the 
Employee to use both hands, was contrary to the Employee’s physical restrictions. The boot cleaning 
job was, therefore, not suitable. 

 
13. For the period October 26, 2015 through November 9, 2015, the Employer/Self-Insurer again 
offered the Employee a job based on the Phase One typical clerical tasks, but the Employee failed to 
accept the offer, and never came to work. Although the Employee contends that he never received 
notice of the job offer, I find that sufficient notice was provided to the Employee by sending a copy of 
the job offer directly to the Employee, and sending a copy directly to the Employee’s Counsel. Based 
on the e-mail response from Counsel for the Employee, it appears that the Employee failed to accept 
the offer of suitable employment because the Employer/Self-Insurer had not gone through the formal 
job offer process of O.C.G.A. § 34-9-240(b). I find that the Employee’s belief that O.C.G.A. § 34-9- 
240(b) was a prerequisite to a valid job offer is incorrect. Subsection (b) of O.C.G.A. § 34-9-240 was 
added to the statute in 1994 to permit the unilateral suspension of income benefits if an Employee 
refused to attempt a proffered job, which was not permitted prior to the amendment. See generally 
O.C.G.A § 34-9-240 (Ga. L. 1920, p. 167, § 33; Code 1933, § 114-407) and Board Rule 240 (Revision 
effective July 1, 1992); Kissiah’s Georgia Workers’ Compensation Law, by Richard C. Kissiah, 
3rd Edition, § 21.06. The statutory addition of O.C.G.A. § 34-9-240(b), had no effect on the continued 
application of O.C.G.A. § 34-9-240(a). Therefore, find that the Phase One jobs offered to the 
Employee were suitable, and that his refusal to attempt the job was unjustified. 

 
14. I further find that the “job” offered to the Employee during the period November 20, 2015 and 
continuing, was also based on the Phase One typical clerical tasks outlined in the return to work 
program. However, the jobs actually assigned to the Employee when he returned to work on November 
9, 2015, were sweeping and mopping jobs, which were jobs listed as Phase Two janitorial and office 
cleanup tasks, which had not been approved by Dr. Hollinger. During this period, the Employee was 
under restrictions of no lifting over 10 pounds, no ladder climbing, limited pushing and pulling, limited 
reaching overhead, no heavy gripping, no/limited use of the injured hand/arm, and wearing a brace. 
The tasks assigned to the Employee, of sweeping and mopping, were, therefore, not suitable, and by 
the time the Employee was reassigned to carrying the sign, he had been given additional restrictions 
because of his left shoulder.  Following the Employee’s complaints that carrying the sign aggravated 



     
 

his left shoulder, the Employer provided a job for the Employee to wear a sign vest, which only 
required the Employee to walk back and forth at a street corner without carrying anything in his hands. 
The Employee testified that he stopped performing the vest wearing job because he was in pain from 
his left shoulder, because he felt it was unsafe, and because he was not able to take his pain medicine. 

 
15. Despite the fact that the last job provided by the Employer, of walking on the street corner 
wearing a sign vest, was suitable to the Employee’s original physical condition, the Employee was 
suffering from new symptoms from his left shoulder injury, which, based on the Employee’s 
testimony, had been caused by performing work duties of sweeping and mopping, which duties I find 
exceeded the Employee’s restrictions, and were not suitable to his condition. Although the Employee’s 
left shoulder condition was never accepted by the Employer/Self-Insurer as a compensable injury, and 
compensability of the left shoulder was not an issue at the hearing, the statutory test outlined under 
O.C.G.A. § 34-9-240 focuses on the time that the lighter-duty employment is offered, not on a time 
down the road when the Employee may develop an additional disability, or, as in this case, when the 
Employer, after having initially provided the Employee with unsuitable jobs, later provides a job that 
that is suitable to the Employee’s original condition. See Freeman v. Southwire Company, 269 Ga. 
App. 692, 605 S.E.2d 95 (2004); Martines v. Worley & Sons Construction, 278 Ga. App. 26, 628 
S.E.2d 113 (2006). I find, therefore, that the jobs provided to the Employee for the period November 
20, 2015 were, therefore, not suitable. 

 
 

AWARD 
 
WHEREFORE, based upon the above findings and conclusions, the Employer/Self-Insurer’s claim to 
suspend TTD benefits is hereby GRANTED in part and DENIED in part, as follows: 

 
1. The Employer/Self-Insurer’s request to suspend TTD benefits for the period October 26, 2015 to 
November 9, 2015 is hereby GRANTED. The Employer/Self-Insurer shall be entitled to a credit 
against future compensation benefits for TTD benefits paid to the Employee during this period. 

 
2. The Employer/Self-Insurer’s request to suspend TTD benefits, for the periods August 4, 2015 
through August 28, 2015 and October 20, 2015 and continuing, is DENIED. 
 
                                                                      STATE BOARD OF WORKERS' OMPENSATION 

 
This order has been electronically signed and approved 
Johnny Mason                                 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
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This appeal by the Employer/Insurer is before the Appellate Division for review of an award by Judge 
Mason, dated March 17, 2016. No cross-appeal was filed in this case. This appeal was argued orally before 
the Appellate Division on May 25, 2016. After a review of the record as a whole and the arguments 
presented, the Appellate Division now adopts in part and reverses in part the award of Judge Mason. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 
On appeal, the Employer/Self-Insurer argue the administrative law judge (ALJ) erred in failing to find that 
Employee's weekly benefits should be suspended effective November 20, 2015, and continuing, for his 
unjustified refusal of suitable employment.  We agree, as follows. 

 
At issue at the hearing before the administrative law judge (ALJ) was whether the Employee unjustifiably 
refused suitable employment on three different occasions, in connection with his work-related injury. The 
Employer/Self-Insurer appeal the award sub judice concerning the period of November 20, 2015, and 
continuing, in which the ALJ found the Employee justified in refusing the Employer/Self-Insurer’s 
proffered job as unsuitable to his capacity, and denied the Employer/Self-Insurer’s request to suspend his 
weekly benefits. 

 
Pursuant to O.C.G.A. §34-9-240(a), if an injured employee refuses employment procured for him or her 
and suitable to his or her capacity, such employee shall not be entitled to any compensation, except 
benefits  pursuant to Code Section 34-9-263, at any time during the continuance of such refusal unless in 
the opinion of the Board such refusal was justified. O.C.G.A. §34-9-240 (a). 

 
In considering the Board’s authority in evaluating a job offer, City of Adel v. Wise expresses “suitable to 
his capacity” refers to an employee’s capacity or ability to perform the work within his physical limitations 
or restrictions. 261 Ga. 53 (1991); Howard v. Scott Housing, 180 Ga. App. 690 (1986); Universal 
Ceramics v. Watson, 177 Ga. App. 345 (1985). In determining whether an employee’s refusal is justified, 
the Board has wide discretion. City of Adel v. Wise, supra.  However, in order to be justified, the 
employee’s refusal to  accept employment must relate, in some manner, to his physical capacity, ability or 
skill to perform the job. Id. The issue before us is whether the Employee was justified in refusing the light-
duty job offered to him by the Employer/Self-Insurer as of November 20, 2015, and continuing. 

 
On October 12, 2015, the authorized treating physician (ATP) signed a transitional duty program release 
agreeing the Employee could return to work with limitations of no lifting more than 10 pounds, limited 
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reaching overhead, limited pushing/pulling and no ladder climbing. The ATP reiterated the Employee’s 
release to return to light duty work in his office notes of October 15, 2015, specifying work restrictions of 
limited use of his injured hand/arm, no heavy gripping and to wear his brace. The Employer/Self-Insurer 
extended the approved light-duty job offer in compliance with O.C.G.A. §34-9-240 and the Employee 
returned to work November 09, 2015. 

 
Upon returning to work, Employee testified he initially was assigned tasks that included sweeping, 
mopping, and wiping down hardhats and boots. (The parties dispute whether any such tasks exceeded the 
Employee’s restrictions.) The record shows that in the event the Employee complained about any 
particular task, he was not required to continue performing that task, even if such task was within his 
approved restrictions. (T. 30) After the Employee complained of injuring his left shoulder while 
performing his work duties, the Employer/Self- Insurer provided him a lighter job carrying a poster board 
sign. Likewise, when the Employee subsequently reported that carrying the poster board sign aggravated 
his left shoulder, the Employer/Self-Insurer further modified his job to simply wearing a “sign-vest,” and 
carrying nothing. After our review of the preponderance of competent and credible evidence, we find the 
sign-vest job offered to accommodate Employee’s complaints was well within any and all work 
restrictions, including any additional restrictions the ATP issued to accommodate Employee’s shoulder 
complaints. (We note that the compensability of the Employee’s left shoulder injury was not an issue at the 
hearing or on appeal.) 

 
In considering the record on review, we are persuaded the Employer/Self-Insurer made considerable 
efforts to accommodate the Employee’s complaints and to reasonably provide him with employment 
suitable to his compensable condition. Moreover, we are unpersuaded by the Employee’s explanation that 
wearing a sign-vest aggravates his compensable condition. We find the preponderance of competent and 
credible evidence shows that the sign-wearing job does not require any lifting, weight bearing, repetitive 
activity, or other restricted use of hands or arms. 

 
Based upon our review of the record as a whole and according to the preponderance of competent and 
credible evidence, we find the sign-vest job offered the Employee when he went out of work November 
19, 2015, and continuing, was suitable to his capacity and within the Employee’s light-duty restrictions 
issued by his authorized treating physician. We further find that the Employee’s refusal to perform the 
light-duty sign-vest position based on the job’s unsuitability to his compensable injury was not justified. In 
light of the foregoing,  we find that the ALJ erred in his award with the finding the light-duty sign-vest 
position was not suitable to the Employee’s condition and therefore, we reverse. Accordingly, 
Employer/Self-Insurer are therefore authorized to suspend the Employee's income benefits effective 
November, 20, 2015, and continuing. 

 
We note and correct a typographical error in the first sentence of paragraph 11 referencing date “October 
20, 2015,” which is stricken and replaced with date “November 20, 2015,” to remain consistent with the 
entirety of the order and evidence of record. See Bankhead Enterprises v. Beavers, 267 Ga. 506, 480 
S.E.2d 840 (1997); Russ v. American Telephone & Telegraph, 228 Ga. App. 858, 493 S.E.2d 46 (1997); 
Bennett-Murray, Inc. v. Barnes, 222 Ga. App. 137, 473 S.E.2d 166 (1996). 

 



 

Where the ALJ made findings contrary to the foregoing, we reverse, strike, and amend the findings of fact 
and conclusions of law as necessary to remain consistent and in accordance with our findings and 
conclusions herein.    See  Bankhead  Enterprises  v.  Beavers,  267  Ga.  506,  480  S.E.2d  840  (1997);  
Russ  v.  American Telephone & Telegraph, 228 Ga. App. 858, 493 S.E.2d 46 (1997); Bennett-Murray, 
Inc. v. Barnes, 222 Ga. App. 137, 473 S.E.2d 166 (1996).  See also Georgia Mountain Excavation, Inc. v. 
Dobbins, 309 Ga. App.   155, 710 S.E.2d 205 (2011); Lowndes Co. Bd. of Comm. v. Connell, 305 Ga. 
App. 844, 701 S.E.2d 227 (2010); The Home Depot v. McCreary, 306 Ga. App. 805, 703 S.E.2d 392 
(2010). 

 
Apart from our findings and conclusions detailed above, we hold the administrative law judge was, in this 
case, in the best position to determine the credibility and weight of the evidence in the record.  See  
Johnson v. Weyerhaeuser Company, 231 Ga. App. 627, 499 S.E.2d 916 (1998); Metro Interiors, Inc. v. 
Cox, 218 Ga.  App. 396, 461 S.E.2d 570 (1995); Coats & Clark, Inc. v. Thompson, 166 Ga. App. 669, 305 
S.E.2d 415 (1983).  Therefore, except as stated above, the findings of the administrative law judge in this 
matter are otherwise accepted by the Appellate Division as such findings are supported by a 
preponderance of competent and credible evidence contained within the record on review. See O.C.G.A. 
§34-9-103 (a). The Appellate Division adopts the conclusions of law of the administrative law judge as 
such reflect an appropriate application of the Act to the findings of fact, except as stated above. 

 
AWARD 

 
Based upon the foregoing, the Appellate Division adopts the award section of Judge Mason’s award, 
dated March 17, 2016, except as follows: 

 
The Employer/Self-Insurer’s request to suspend the Employee's income benefits effective November 20, 
2015, and continuing, is hereby granted. The Employer/Self-Insurer are entitled to a credit for any 
benefits paid the Employee after this date, such credit to be taken in the event additional benefits are 
owed in this claim. Inconsistencies in Judge Mason’s award section with the award herein are stricken. 

 
IT IS SO ORDERED, this the 23rd  day of August, 2016 . 

 
Concurring:  Presiding Judge Frank R. McKay and Judge Harrill L. Dawkins. 

 
STATE BOARD OF WORKERS' COPENSATION 

This award has been electronically signed and approved. 

Elizabeth D. Gobeil /s.                                                         
Judge, Appellate Division 
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