
, . 

~ollth QCarohna ([ourt of ~ppra[S' 
JENNY ABBOTT KITCHINGS, CLERK 
POST OFFICE BOX 11629 
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 2921 I 

COlUt4'8IlA sc: '~~sler FIRST, CLASS MAIL 

09/26/2012 $ 
'":"Ie. .c;c:rc-w,:[""'l .. Tjl'h 1L1~ @®'ij'~1 00.452 .e:. .... ' _)L,.r .. t_wJ'_~ .1' . ___ . 

ANDREW SCOTT LUADZERS 
PO BOX 877 
78 WENTWORTH STREET, SUITE 200 
CHARLESTON SC 29402 

) it l,,~: .-I... "It I: H t U j Of:: Il.,n "t{ II'I.L H.I ... ) _: .tLL .. t~~~~~ ....... ~ ....... - . . . .. . - ..... -........ -........ - . - .. _. 

ZIP 29201 
011012602824 



mbe ~outb <!Carolina <!Court of ~ppeaI5 
JENNY ABBon KITCHINGS 

CLERK 

V. CLAIRE ALLEN 
DEPUTY CLERK 

Mr. Andrew Scott Luadzers 
PO Box 877 
78 Wentworth Street, Suite 200 
Charleston SC 29402 

Mr. William E. Jenkinson, III 
PO Drawer 669 
120 W. Main Street 
Kingstree SC 29556 

September 26, 2012 

Re: Hannah, Timothy v. MJV/Butler Trucking 
Appellate Case No. 2011-197631 

Dear Counsel: 

POST OFFICE BOX 11629 
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29211 

1015 SUMTER STREET 
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201 

TELEPHONE (803) 734-1890 
FAX. (803) 734-1839 

www sccourts org 

REC1UVSilr 
OCT 0 9 2012 

, ' 

00 Court of As)P83fs 
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PER CURIAM:' Timothy J. Harinah appeals the ruling of the Appellate Panel of 
the South Carolina Workers' Compensation Commission (the Appellate Panel) 
denying compensation for a low backllumba,r:spine-injury, arguing 0) the 
Appellate Panel's finding that his lumbar spine injury is not causally related to the 
admitted accident is not supported by substantial evidence, (2) the Appellate Panel 
erred in failing to consider his lumbar spine injury in combination with his other 
compensable injuries resulting from the work related accident, or alternatively to 
consider whether the accident aggravated a pre-existing spinal condition as 
required by Bartley v .. Allendale County School District, 392 S.C. 300, 709 S.E.2d 
619 (2011), (3) the Appellate Panel's rulings that he has received all proper 

- ____ me.dicaLc.are_thatwilUsmd to tessen his R~riod ofiIjsability and is not entitled to __ 
medical treatment or other benefits for his lumbar spine injury are not supported by 
substantial evidence and are contrary to controlling legal precedent, and (4) the 
Appellate Panel's reliance on Respondent's interpretation of evidence 
impermissibly sanctions employer/insurer "doctor shopping," which was 
condemned in Risinger v, Knight Textiles, 353 S.C. 69, 577 S.E.2d 222 (Ct. App. 
2002). We affirm l pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities: 

1. As to whether the Appellate Panel erred in finding no causal relation 
between Hannah's lumbar spine injury and the admitted accident: Nettles v. 
Spartanburg Sch. Dist. # 7,341 S.C. 580,586,535 S.E.2d 146, 149 (Ct. App. 
2000) (holding this court must affirm the Appellate Panel's decision unless it is 
"'clearly erroneous' in view of the substantial evidence on the whole record." 
(citations omitted)); Lark v. Bi-Lo, Inc., 276 S.C. 130, 136,276 S.E.2d 304, 307 
(1981) ("a judgment upon which reasonable men might differ will not be set 
aside"). 

2. As to whether the Appella1~ pand err~Q in finding Hannah was not entitled 
to medical treatment for his lumbar spine injury: Nettles, 341 S.C. at 586, 535 
S.E.2d at 149 (holding this court must affirm the Appellate Panel's decision unless 
it is "'clearly erroneous' in view of the substantial evidence on the whole record." 
(citations omitted)). . 

3. As to the remaining issues:' Stone v. Roadway Express, 367 S.C. 575, 582, 
627 S.E.2d 695, 698 (2006) ("Only issues raised and ruled upon by the [Appellate 
Panel] are cognizable on appeal. "). . 
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We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR. 
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AFFIRlvi-ED. " 
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