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worker’s compensaﬁon while Appellant has been placed out of work while receiving
medical care. Commissioner Campbell II allowed Amazon.Com DEDC LLC and
American Zurich Ins. Co., Respondent at may 25, 2015 hearing to present appellant
information from his twitter account and facebook account which was not filed as part of
their pre-legal brief but did provide the same for Pro Se Appellant which ensure a
improper defense. Commissioner Michael Campbell I made an egregious error of R67-
611 at may 25, 2015 hearing stating Pro Se Appellant needed to filed a pre-legal brief
therefore prevented a proper defense by denying presentation of pertinent medical and
supportive information regarding his worker’s injury claim. By Commissioner Michael
Campbell II egregious error of R67-611 prevented Appellant from presenting pertinent
medical and supportive information regarding his worker’s injured claims to dispute
Amazon.Com DEDC LLC and American Zurich Ins. Co. distortions which greatly affect
the outcome. Amazon.Com DEDC LLC Commissioner Michael Campbell II in his
proposed order dated May 26, 2015 requested that Atty. Russell J. Goudelock prepared a
decision and order with instructions stating “Do no address credibility in the order, unless.
it has been addressed in the preceding Order Notes” which violates basic judicial
principles in attaining a just verdict on the facts (;f a case. Commissioner Michael
Campbell II Decision and Order states that Appellant reached maximum medical

improvement by Dr. Stickler and Dr. Jervey which is not the assigned worker’s




compensation doctor by Amazon.Com DEDC LLC and American Zurich Ins. Co.,. Dr.
Mahmoud Abu-Ata of Orangeburg Neurology and Pain Clinic in Orangeburg, South
Carolina has not provided South Worker’s Compensation Commission, Amazon.Com
DEDC LLC, and American Zurich Ins. Co. a medical rating due to Appellant worker’s
compensation injury which is required by law of South Carolina Worker’s Compensation
Commission. South Worker’s Compensation Commission required that a determination
be completed by assigned worker’s compensation doctor with a medical rating and |
physician statement when an employer has stated maximum medical improvement and
compensation benefits has been stopped which Dr. Mahmoud Abu-Ata refused to
complete because of continuing medical care needed. Furthermore a South Carolina
Worker’s Compensation Commis'sion does not and have not provided a form 14B by Dr.
Jervey or Dr. Stickler that has stated maximum medical improvement which would be
illegal since neither was the assigned worker‘s compensation doctor. South Carolina
Worker’s Compensation Commission has signed a fraudulent document stating no
disability payments was ever paid to Appellant and others as distorted by Amazon,Com
DEDC LLC and American Zurich Ins. Co. when evidence is available to dispute claim.
The assertion by Commissioner Michael Campbell II to states that Apf)ellant lacks
credibility is faceless knowing that he prevented that presentation of verifiable evidence.
Commissioner Michael Campbell II at the May 25, 2015 hearing that Appellant had to
filed a pre-legal brief according R67-611 of South Carolina Worker’s Compensation Law
which is incorrect interpretation of the law. Amazon and American Zurich Ins. Co.,
Respondents, has admitted that Commissioner Michael Campbell I erred with R67-611

and considered it to be harmless to Appellant defense at the May 25, 2015 hearing in




their legal brief to the South Carolina Worker’s Compensation Full Commission is a
violation of judicial procedures. Amazon.Com DEDC LLC and American Zurich Ins. Co.
has stated in their legal brief that Appellant introduce experts reports of Dr. Carol Benoit
and Dr. James Way under R67-611 is another distortion by Respondents to deceive This
Honorable Court in their legal brief to full commission. Appellant completed an
evaluation with Dr. Carol Benoit in July, 2015 and Dr. James way in August, 2015
required by U.S. Social Security Disability Administration therefore it would have been
impossible to present information at May 25,2015 hearing under R67-611. Dr. Benoit
and Dr. Way expert reports was submitted in the appeals process as a motion to South
Carolina Worker’s Compensation Commission, Amazon DEDC LLC and American
Zurich Ins. Co. which was directly related to Appellant injured worker’s claim on
February 10, 2013 as reflected in determination by both. South Carolina Worker’s
Compensation Full Commission was within their legal authority to accept Dr, Benoit and
Dr. Way expert reports because it was directly related to Appellant injured worker’s
claim as stated by both but it was denied. South Carolina Worker’s Compensation Full
Commission Decision and Order dated February 26, 2016 is a fraudulent document
which affirmed Commissioner Michael Campbell II Decision and Order which was also
fraudulent in contents. Commissioner Michael Campbell II and South Carolina-Worker’s
Compensation Full Commission failed to interpreted, follow and apply the laws which

govern their agency R67-612 to reverse the Order and Decision dated February 26, 2016.

Dated: March 18,2016 ClErgnce g enkfns Jr.
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CLARENCE B. JENKINS, PRO SE CLAIMANT:

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Claimant experienced an admitted iﬁcident at work on February 10, 2013 when he leaned
over and struck his head on a table. Defendants furnished Claimant with medical evaluation and
treatment. No disability compensation benefits were paid.

Claimant filed Forms 50 contending that he had sustained injuries to multiple body parts,
including his head, eyes, ear, legs, feet, neck, shoulders, hands, back, and that he experiences
" anxiety as a result of his incident at work. A hearing was held on May 21, 2015 in Columbia,
South Carolina before Commissioner Michael Campbell. At the hearing, Claimant sought

additional medical examination and treatment, temporary total disability compensation benefits




from April 22, 2013 to September 23, 2013‘and January 22, 2014 to present, and permanent
disability benefits. Defendants denied that Claimant was entitled to any further benefits beyond
the medical evaluations and treatment to attempt to assess Claimant’s multiple complaints.

Commissioner Campbell issued a Decision and Order on August 14, 2015 denying
Claimant’s claim for further benefits. Commissioner Campbell ruled that Claimant failed to
estalI)IiSh that he sustained any disabling injury or that iie is entitled to any compensation benefits
or further medical benefits. Commissioner Campbell concluded that Claimant did not sustain
any compensable disabling work injury to his head, brain, eyes, ear, legs, feet, neck, shoulders,
hands, back or anxiety; that Claimant had reached maximum medical improvement by October
23, 2013; that Defendants furnished appropriate medical evaluation or treatment; that Claimant is
not entitled to any temporary disability compensation benefits; and, that Claimant is not entitled
to any permanent disability compensation benefits.

Claimant filed a Form 30 seeking review by the Fiill Commission. Claimant asserted 38
grounds for review and accompanied his filing with 38 exhibits. Subsequently, Claimant has
offered numerous additional exhibits. Defendants have objected to, and moved to exclude, the

post-hearing exhibits offered by Claimant.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Claimant is a forty-six year old college graduate. During the 21 years between 1994 and
2015, the Claimant worked for approximately 11% years and was unemployed for approximately
9 years. He received unemployment compensation benefits from 2007 to 2012 prior to

commencing work with Amazon in 2012 as a warehouse associate. [Transcript of Hearing, pp.

38-47].




Claimant experienced an incident at work on F ebruary 10, 2013. He struck his head on
the'edge of a table while bending over to retrieve an object from the floor. Claimant did not fall
down and suffered no loss of consciousness or alteration in awareness. -[Transcript of Hearing,
pp. 49-51 and multiple APA submissions]. Claimant’s initial presentation for medical evaluation
reflected no visible evidence of any injury, any swelling, any discoloration or broken skin, and
no outward evidence of any injury or neurological deficits. [APA No. 6, pb. 50-53].

Claimant’s subsequent presentation for medical evaluation at HealthWorks several days
after the work incident demonstrated no objective manifestations of any neurological deficits or
other injury. A CT scan of the head was normal. On F ebruary 15, 2013, Claimant reported that
his symptoms were much improved. He was pronounced able to work full-duty without
resﬁiction. No return appointmenfs or further evaluations were recommended. [APA No. 5, pp.
35-49].

Subsequent medical evaluations two months later at Palmetto Health Richland Memorial
Hospital Emergency Room and at HealthWorks reflected that Claimant’s neurological and other
clinical examination continued to be normal. The emergency room physician directed Claimant
to see his family physician for high blood pressure, but otherwise he was not found to need any
other evaluation or managemeﬁt. HealthWorks stated that the Claimant’s current symptoxﬁs did
not appear to be related to his February 2013 work injury and were more likely related to other
health issues. The HealthWorks physician recommended that the Claimant see his family
physician for follow-up of non-work-related conditions, stating that the cause of Claimant’s
problems are not known and the objective findings are not consistent: with a history of work-
related etiology. Claimant was given work restrictions but it was noted that they were not caused

by the work incident: [APA No. 4, pp. 23-26; APA No. 5, pp. 27-34].




On August 26, 2013 and October 23, 2013, Mahmoud Abu-Ata, MD, a neurologist,
noted that at the time of the work incident Claimant had no loss of CONSCIOUSNEess or awareness
and that he suffered no scalp laceration or bleeding. Claimant exhibited a normal neurological
and other clinical examination. Dr. Abu-Ata assessed Claimant’s condition as “description of
post traumatic headache,” with possible migraine, rebound analgesic headache, h)'/pertension and
tension component. The Claimant refused to undergo CSF examination for evaluation of
headaches. Dr. Abu-Ata recommended an MRI of the brain, an MRI of the cervical spine, and
nerve conduction studies with EMG testing. MRI scanning of the brain was normal. Nerve
conduction studies and EMG testing was normal. MRI scanning of the neck revealed multi-level
mild-moderate degenerative disc disease and Dr. Abu-Ata recommended that Claimant be
evaluated by a spine surgeon for evaluation of cervical spine disease. [APA No. 2, pp. 4-13].

Neurological evaluation by Charles S. Jervey, M.D., a neurologist, on November 19,
2013 noted that the Claimant experienced no loss of consciousness at the time of his work
incident, that the CT and MRI scans of the head were normal, and that the MRI séan of the neck
did notreveal anything that would be expected to cause symptoms. Dr. Jervey opined that the
Claimant had sustained a mild head injury which should not cause Claimant’s alleged ongoing
symptoms and would not be expected to cause permanent nor long-term recurring symptoms.
He did not find any cognitive impairment. Dr. Jervey did not feel that any other symptoms were
caused by or related to ‘the Claimant’s work incident and did not recommend any work
restrictions. [APA No. 3, pp. 14-15].

Neurological evaluation by David Stickler, M.D., a neurologist, on August 20, 2014 also
noted that the Claima.nt had not experienced any loss of consciousness, dizziness, memory loss

or laceration initially at the time of his work incident and that Claimant’s current clinical




examination was unremarkable. Dr. Stickler opined that the history of Claimant’s work injury
did not support a concussive event and that Claimant’s complaints of chronic daily headaches
should ﬁot be caused by mild head trauma from Claimant’s work incident. Dr. Stickler
concluded that the Claimant’s other symptoms were not related to the work incident. He felt that
the Claimant had previously reached maximum medical improvement. [APA No. 1, pp. 1-3].

Dr. Stickler testified that the Claimant’s history and presentation did not reflect that he |
had experienced even a mild concussive event; that any» current symptoms would not result from
Claimant’s work incident; that the majority of people who have like degrees of head trauma
improve within the first month, or within a matter of weeks; that Claimant had most likely
reached maximum medical improvement by the time of his October 23, 2013 evaluation by Dr.
Abu-Ata, which was more than eight months follo“ringthe work incident; that there was no
permanent impairment to the Claimant’s brain; that any physical restrictions were based solely
upon the Claimant’s subjective complaints and that there were no objective findings that would
require that any type of physical restrictions be imposed as any result from Claimant’s work
incident; that no medications would be required because of Claimant’s work incident; and, that
no effects of the work incident required further evaluation or referralof Claimant to other
medical specialists for examination. [Defendants’ Exhibit No. 2].

The Claimant was able to continue working during the initial months following his work
injury. [Transcript of Hearing, p. 50; Defendants; Exhibit No. 1]. .

Drs. Jervey and Stickler state that any work-related headaches should have resolved
during the initiai months following Claimant’s mild head trauma and that any subsequent
headaches are not related to Claimant’s work incident. [APA No. 4, pp. 23-26; APA No. 5, pp.

27-34; APA No. 2, pp. 4-13; APA No. 3, pp. 14-15; APA No. 1, pp. 1-3; Defendants’ Exhibit




No. 2]. Medical evidence fails to support any causal relationship to Claimant’s other complaints
or symptoms, including his eyes, ear, legs, feet, neck, shoulders, hands, back and anxiety. Dr.
Abu-Ata’s records do not comment upon any relationship from Claimant’s work injury to his
other multiple and varied symptoms. Dr. J ervey opines that Claimant’s other symptoms are not
related to his work incident. Dr. Stickler similarly opines that Claimant’s other symptoms are
not related to his work incident. [APA No. 4, pp. 23-26; APA No. 5, pp. 27-34; APA No. 2, pp.
4-13; APA No. 3, pp. 14-15; APA No. 1, pp. 1-3; Defendants’ Exhibit No. 2].

Claimant saw numerous medical care practitioners in several different settings over a
period of almost two years without acknowledgement by Claimant that any treatment has
improved the Claimant’s description of his complaints and symptoms. [Transcript of Hearing,
pp. 56-58].

Claimant complains of ongoing symptoms and multiple conditions that he says prevent
him from working, including allegations that noise, vision and light trigger his symptoms.
However, Claimant is able to dﬁve a car, work on his computer, actively email, actively post on
Twitter and actively post on Facebook. Dun'ng the year between May 17, 2014 and the hearing
on May 21, 2015, thé Claimant posted 1,066 tweets on Twitter, which averages greater than
three tweets per day. His Facebook posts reflect that he attended at least two political rallies
during that same period of time. None of his Twitter or Facebook posts reflect any complaints or
descriptions of his symptoms or contentions regarding disability. [Transcript of Hearing, pp. 5-3-

55, 58-61, 64-72, 77-80; Defendants’ Exhibit No. 3; Defendants’® Exhibit No. 4].




ARGUMENTS

I. Admission of purported evidentiary exhibits by Claimant after the
Commission’s issuance of its Decision and Order is violative of
applicable law and such exhibits should be excluded as inadmissible
evidence.

Defendants have properly feplied to Claimant’s attempts to admit post-hearing exhibits
and moved to exclude such exhibits from consideration as evidence. Attached to Claimant’s
Form 30 and in subsequent additional submissions are multiple exhibits which contain
documents not previously admitted into evidence at the hearing.

- Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. Section 42-17-50, South Carolina Workers’ Compensation
Regulation 67-707, and other applicable law, Defendants assert that such exhibits are not
properly before the Workers' Compensation Commission as after-discovered evidence, or as
admissible evidence in any other manner, and respectfully assert that any consideration of such
exhibits by the Workers' Compensation Commission is legally inappropriate.

At the commencement of the hearing, extensive discussions took place regarding
Claimant’s attempts to submit bundles of unidentified evidentiary exhibits. In response to
Defendants’ objections, Claimant was advised by the Hearing Commissioner that the hearing
would be postponed if Claimant wished to exercise his right to have and/or obtain legal counsel
to represent him. The Claimant had been previously represented by legal counsel, but this
relationship was terminated. The Claimant testified that he had been advised by Defendants’
legal counsel to obtain legal representatidn. The Claimant declined to retain legal counsel and
elected .to proceed with the hearing pro se.

Claimant asserts that Commissioner Campbell improperly applied South Carolina

Workers’ Compensation Regulation 67-611 regarding Claimant’s failure to submit a Pre-hearing

Brief. To the extent that Commissioner Campbell may have erred regarding Claimant’s
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. submission of a Pre-hearing Brief, such error is harmless. Claimant still failed to comply with
South Carolina Workers’ Compensation Regulation 67-612 regarding admission of experts’
reports as evidence. Regulation 67-611 does not allow for admission of experts’ reports.

Accordingly, Defendants respectfully assert that the law does not permit Claimant’s
submission of evidence on appeal to the Full Commission after the close of the hearing record
and issuance of Commissioner Campbell’s Decision an Order. Admission of such evidence
violates Defendants’ due process and other rights set forth in the South Carolina Administrative
Procedures Act, the South Carolina Workers’ Compensation Act, the South Carolina Workers’
Compensation Regulations and other applicable law. Such evidence should be rejected and

excluded.

IL. Claimant’s incident at work caused only mild head trauma. Any
resulting effects of such mild trauma from the work incident resolved
uneventfully. Claimant’s subsequent description of multiple and
varied physical symptoms and alleged disability are not because of his
work incident. Claimant is not entitled to any additional workers’
compensation benefits. '

The Claimant described a relatively nominal blow to his head that occurred at work on
February 10, 2013. He struck his head on a table when he bent over. He did not fall in any
uncontrolled or violent manner onto the edge of a table. Nothing caused any severe trauma to his
head. He did not lose consciousness or experience any alteration of awareness. His presentation
following the incident manifested no visible evidence of any injury, any swelling, any
discoloration or broken skin and no evidence of any injury or neurological deficits. He
continued working initially.

Claimant initially complained only of a headache and pain. Claimant initially denied

dizziness or any visual changes. Subsequently, Claimant’s description of his symptoms




progressed to complaints of multiple and varied pain and physical conditions that he contended
resulted from his work incident.

During ensuing medical evaluations following his work injury, substantial medical
evidence confirms that Claimant had not experienced any loss of consciousness, dizziness,
memory loss, scalp laceration or bleeding initially at the time of his work incident; that he had
normal CT and MRI imaging; that his clinical examinations were repeatedly unremarkable by
various medical care practitioners; that Claimant did not exhibit any cognitive impairment; that
Claimant’s history and presentation did not reflect that he had experienced even a mild
concussive event; that Claimant’s current symptoms did not appear to be related to his February
2013 work injury and were more likely related to other health issues; that the cause of Claimant’s
problems were not known and the objective findings were not consistent with history of a work-

related etiology.

Medical opinions stated that the Claimant had sustained a mild head injury which would-

not be expected to cause permanent nor long-term recurring symptoms; that the persistence of

the Claimant’s alleged ongoing symptoms were unexplained following such relatively mild head
trauma; that it would be very uncommon that any current heada;:hes should be caused by
Claimant’s mild head trauma; that the presence of chronic daily headaches could not be
attributed to the work incident; that the majority of people who have like degrees of head trauma
improve within th¢ first month, or within a matter of weeks; that Claimant’s other alleged
symptéms were not caused by or related to the Claimant’s work incident; and, that it would be
most likely that the Claimant had reached maximum medical improvement by the time of his
October 23, 2013 evaluation by Dr. Abu-Ata, which was more than eight months following the

work incident.
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No medical evaluation or treatment ever resulted in Claimant describing. sustained
improvement in his diffuse symptoms. |

Claimant contended that he had been intermittently disabled since his work incident
because activity and environment, including typing on a computer, shopping, walking, attending
church or other events, noise, bright lights, heat and smell cause the onset of his multiple
symptoms. Claimant’s regular and daily use of his computef is inconsistent with his complaints
that vision and light trigger his symptoms. His attendance at rallies 1s inconsistent with his
complaints that noise triggers his symptoms.

Medical testimony established that Claimant reached maximum medical improvement by
October 23, 2013 from any effects from his work incident. After that date, no further medical
treatment or evaluation would be because of the injury or tended to lessen any period of
disability. Further, medical evidence reflected that there was no permanent impairment to the
- Claimant’s brain; that any physical restrictions were based solely upon the Claimant’s subjective
complaints at the time and that there were no objective findings that would require that any type
of physical restrictions be imposed as any result from Claimant’s work incident; that no
medications would be required because of Claimanf’s work incident; and, that Claimant’s work
incident required no further evaluation or referral to other medical specialists for examination.
Claimant was not incapable because of his work incident from earning the same or similar
wages. Any lost time from work was not because of any disabling injury from his work incident.

Claimant has sustained no permanent lost earnings capacity because of his work incident.
Claimant has sustained no permanent specific loss of use to any body parts because of his work

incident,

10




The evidence establishes Claimant no longer suffered from any work injury-related
condition or effects after, at worst, October 23, 2013 that entitled him to any further workers’
- compensation benefits. Denial of Claimant’s request for benefits is supported by substantial
evidence. ' Vi

CONCLUSION

Defendants respectfully assert that the record compiled at the hearing in this ca;.ée should
be legally upheld and that Claimant’s attempts to submit post-hearing evidence is improper, is
properly excluded and should be rejected. Commissioner Campbell’s denial of Claimant’s claim
for further medical benefits and disability compensation benefits should be affirmed. Claimant
failed to meet his burden of proof to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that he
sustained any disabling inj-ury or that he is entitled to any compensation benefits or further

medical benefits.

e

Respectfully submitted,

J. RUSSELL GOUDELOCK, II
MCANGUS GOUDELOCK & COURIE, L.L.C.
Post Office Box 12519, Capltol Station
Meridian, 1320 Main Street, 10% Floor
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 2519

(803) 779-2300 :
Attorneys for the Employer/Carrlerx 7

Columbia, South Carolina
November 11, 2015
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Workers’ Compensation Comsmission - MAR 21 2016
REGULA mxn&a.zwmmmoﬂ SC.Court of Appeals
January 28, 2012
FORM 14B
- ORM 14

This is a Commigsion i ifying the i for F 148;
Y Advisory clarifying the requirements for filing a om‘ Ws

Background
The Commission created Form 14B (Physician’s| Statement) as a result of an amendment o
Section §42-15-60 of the SC Code of Laws in 2007. The language in this Section was amended
to add paragraph (B) (1), which states: : :
Wlnnacldmbmkdmwmmhnkdgrmﬁr?m

DMIIMWMWW the employer is not required to
provide furtker medical treatment or medical modalities after one year from

AppEcability !
For injuries cccutring on or after July 1, 2007 which require future medical care and treatmen,
sttlements on the Commission's Form 16A (Agreement for  Permanent
Dissbility/Disfigurement) must be accompanied by & Form 148. The Form 14B must indicate
whether or not fisture medical care and treatment will be required. (SC WCC Regulations R67-
802 and R67-803) |

Reguiressents :
MCmishn'sFmIQB(ﬁyﬁcﬁm'swhmedm:mismum
gm'hfosmalmfammwhaalfamMA(AWﬁxEPam
Disability/Disfigurement) is submiited to the Commission for approval. The Form 14B is
tmﬁdh&emﬂ&mﬂ&kmﬁfmmbﬂhﬂmuﬂw i, in the course
of evaluation and treatment, the treating physicizn makes 8 determinatioa of any restrictions oa
the ciaimant, the need for fiture medical mnﬂtm&mﬂmm’ i rating due to the
injury, the treating physician is required to provide the impairment rating on Form 14B.

lof2 :




R O

R T o e

Forn 148 or a narstive
Defense to request stop

B‘m@mmmﬁs

Commission, plase contact

" .
m 'i Enw‘s SUL e ARE Y et en NRE R

fom the tesing physicen i requied for prop the
L S et e

for the E¥ing of a Foms 2§ wm

m«&m%a{ﬁmamm;m

Virginia Crockeyr,

20f2

mmmm-sme




g - State of South Carolina

1333 Main Street, 5" Floor
) P.O. Box 1715
Columbia, §.C. 29202-1715

TEL: (803) 737-5700
FAX: (803) 737-37¢4

Workers’ Compensation Commission

May 26, 2015 | RECE; VE™

YAR 2 1 g015
J. Russell Goudelock, I1 C
MCANGUS GOUDELOCK & COURIE, LLC Court of Appoc:
P.0O. Box 12519, Capitol Station ‘
Columbia, S.C. 29211

RE: Clarence B. Jenkins v. Amazon.com. DEDC, LLC
WCC File #1303989

Dear Mr. Goudelock:

Please prepare the Order in the above referenced case and submit the original via e-mail
in Word document to my attention within thirty (30) days from receipt of this correspondence.
The Order should reflect as outlined in my attached directives. When submitting your proposed

Order, please be sure to copy Pro se party(s) with the same.

If you have any questions in these regards, do not hesitate to contact me at (803) 737-

5678.
Yours very truly,
Commxssxonef ‘vhke Campbell
MC/bc

CC: Clarence B. Jenkins, Pro se Claimant
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSED ORDER

Please note these are general Order Instructions/Directives only. This document is

not an ‘Order. It is a request for a proposed Order. The undersigned reserves the right
to modify or delete any portion of this document.

WCC File Number: 1303989 L

Date of Hearing: 05/21/2015 -

Place of Hearing: Richland County

CLAIMANT: Clarence B. Jenkifs
EMPLOYER: Amazon.com. DEDC, LLC
CARRIER: American Zurich Insurance Co.
Claimant’s Attorney: “Pro §e

G
-z

Defendant’s Attorr_]ey: J. Russell Goudelock, Il

DOI: 02/10/2013
 AWW: $489.09 CR: $326.08
Court Reporter: Cora Bruton .
A . 131 Browning Court '
Lexington, SC 29073 )

cocobk@windstream.net
(803) 397-0189

FINDINGS & DIRECTIVES

Mr. Goudelock, please draft the Order caonsistent with the below findings and directives
and return to this office within 30 days. Based on sworn testimony and a
preponderance of the evidence, | hereby find:

1. Claimant did not meet his burden of proof that his alleged additional body
parts listed on his form 50 are causally related to his admitted work injury.

2. Therefore, Claimant's request for additional benefits under the Act is hereby
denied.
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please let our office know if you have difficulty obtaining a
transcript or cannot complete the order within this timeframe. Draft the Order
consistent with the above substance of the preceding Findings of Fact; however
you may also add additional Findings of Fact consistent with the above ruling.
The Order should include biographical information regarding the Claimant’s work
history and previous medical history, if relevant to the case.

If you need a transcript, order it immediately from the court reporter listed above.
Provide a copy of the proposed Order to opposing counsel or pro se claimant
before or at the same time one is submitted to the Commission.

When submitting the proposed Order to the Commission, please email only to
bcheeseboro@wcc.sc.gov The Commission no Ionger requires hard copies of
the proposed order uniess the claimant is ,Jro se.

Matters to include in the Order:

APA Submissions (if submitted)

Stipulations

Statement of the Case (contentions of the parties — stated concisely)

Evidence of the Case (synopsis of the evidence - including testimony and

medical reports)

5. Findings of Fact [numbered]i{(Do not delete any of the above findings.) The
prevailing party may add to support the decision, except regarding
credibility unless you have been s instructed.

6. Conclusions of Law (cite applicable statutory sections and case law)

7. Award

AW NA

Do not address credibility in the Order, unless it has been addressed in the
precedinq Order Notes.

The Henerable R, Michas! Campbell, !
Commissioner

South Carolina Workers’ Compensation Commlssmn
1333 Main Street

Suite 500

Columbia, South Carollna 29201

(803) 737-5672

. i,'.f,.

Order Instructions mailed to parties on May 26, 2015




