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This workers compensation gppeal has been referred to the Special Workers Compensation
Appeals Panel of the Supreme Court in accordance with Tenn. Code Ann. 850-6-285(¢e)(3) for
hearing and reporting to the Supreme Court of findings of fact and condusions of law. In this
appeal, thedefendant employer AguaGlass Corporationcontendsthe evidence preponderatesagainst
the trial court’s finding of a compensable back injury and an award of twenty-six percent (26%)
permanent partial disability to the body asawhole. For the reasons stated in thisopinion, weaffirm
the judgment of the trial court.

Tenn. Code Ann. 8 50-6-225(e) (2001 Supp.) Appeal as of Right; Judgment of the Chancery
Court Affirmed

W.MICHAEL MALOAN, Sp. J., delivered the opinion of the court, in which JANiCEM. HOLDER, J.and
Joe C. LOSER, JR., SP. J,, joined.

Steven S. Maroney, Amber A. Edwards, Jackson, Tennessee, for appellant, Aqua Glass Corporation

Scott G. Kirk, Jackson, Tennessee, for the appellee, Janine Merryman

MEMORANDUM OPINION

The plaintiff, Janine Merryman (Merryman) was forty-six (46) years old at trial. She
graduated from high school and earned a Bachelor’s Degree in Religious Arts and Theology. She
has a commercia truck driver’s license and a certificate for training in computer pattern making.
Her prior work experienceincludesawaitress, waitresstrainer, receptionist, dental surgical assistant,
cashier, and pattern maker.



Merryman began working for AquaGlass in the production department as aroller and later
asagprayer. Shetestified shefell at work on November 18, 1996, and hurt her low back, left hip
and knee. Shefelt apop in her lower back and had a hot pain shoot down her |eft leg. After giving
notice of the accident, she continued to work that day and did not miss any work theresfter.

Merryman continued to have pain in her hip and leg and requested to see adoctor. Shewas
referred to Dr. Micky Smith in Savannah, who referred her to Dr. Keith Nord in Jackson. Dr. Nord
saw her on March 17, 1997 and took a history of an accident at work but no fall and complaints of
hip and kneepain. Hisphyscal examination of her back and | eft |eg did not disclosearuptured disc
or lateral meniscustear in her knee. Dr. Nord diagnosed left hip greater trochanteriz bursitis and
released her to work with no restrictions on March 31, 1997. Dr. Nord was of the opinion she had
reached maximum medical improvement on February 4, 1998, and assigned no impairment to her
back and afive percent (5%) permanent impairment to her left lower extremity. Prior to February
4, 1998, Dr. Nord testified Merryman did not complain of back pain. Merryman continued to see
Dr. Nord for hip and knee pain. On her last visit of October 14, 1998, Dr. Nord's office notes state
Merryman complained of back pain which Dr. Nord diagnosed as alumbosacral strain. Merryman
testified shetold Dr. Nord of her back pain throughout her treatment.

Merryman saw Dr. Claiborne Christian on September 29, 1999, for a second opinion.
Dr. Christiantook ahistory of aslip and fall at work with injuriesto the low back and left extremity
and complaints of continued back pain. An MRI did not reveal any abnormalities in her lumbar
spine but an X-ray showed early degenerative changes at the L5-S1 level. On her last visit of
December 16, 1999, Dr. Christian agreed with Dr. Nord and assigned five percent (5%) impairment
for her knee injury and no impairment for her back. Dr.Christian did not find any evidence of
spondylolisthesisin Merryman’s back. When asked about Dr. Boals' finding of spondylolisthesis,
Dr. Chrigtian stated “It isjust not consistent with my understanding of her injury which wasadlip
and fall at work and not afall off abuilding or ahigh speed car accident.”

Dr. Joseph Boalsevaluated Merryman on January 17, 2001. Dr. Boalsagreed Merryman had
afive percent (5%) impairment to her left leg, but was of the opinion thefall at work had aggravated
a pre-existing congenital spondylolisthesis at the L5-S1 level in her lower back and assigned a
twenty-three percent (23%) permanent impairment to the body as awhole. Dr. Bods statesin his
notes: “For some reason, it seems the physicians missed this diagnosis (spondylolisthesis).”
Dr. Boals assi gned permanent restrictions of no prolonged walking, standing, stooping, climbing,
repetitive bending or twisting of her back and stated he did not think Merryman could work as an
over the road truck driver.

Merrymantestified shedid not have any back problemsprior to her fall at work in November
1996, but now has persistent pain in her low back, left hip and knee. She takes prescription pain
medication as needed and she would be able to do her previous employment but with difficulty.
Merryman left Aqua Glass in October 2000 and began in May 2001 working with her husband as
an over theroad truck driver with “ one hundred percent (100%) no touch freight.” Shetestified she
can no longer ride her motorcycle, bowl, play tennis, or pick up her grandson.
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After a September 24, 2001 trial, the trial court found Merryman had sustained a
compensable injury to her back and left leg and awarded a twenty-six percent (26%) permanent
partial disabilityto the body asawhole. The defendant, Aqua Glass, has appeal ed and contendsthat
the evidence preponderates against the trial court’ s finding of a compensable injury to Merryman’s
back and that the award was excessive.

ANALYSIS

The scope of review of issues of fact is de novo upon the record of the trial court,
accompanied by a presumption of correctness of the findings, unlessthe preponderance of evidence
isotherwise. Tenn. Code Ann. § 50-6-225(€)(2). Lollar v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 767 SW.2d 143
(Tenn. 1989). Whenatrial court has seen and heard witnesses, especially whereissuesof credibility
and weight of oral testimony areinvolved, considerable deference must be accorded thetrial court’s
factua findings. Humphrey v David Witherspoon, Inc., 734 SW.2d 315 (Tenn. 1987). However,
where the issues involve expert medical testimony which is contained in the record by deposition,
asitisinthis case, then all impressions of weight and credibility must be drawn from the contents
of the depositions, and the reviewing court may draw itsown impression asto weight and credibility
from the contents of the depositions. Overman v. Williams Sonoma, Inc., 803 SW.2d 672, 676-77
(Tenn. 1991).

CAUSATION

To establish causation, the employee may introducelay aswell asexpert medical testimony
and any reasonable doubt as to whether an injury arose out of the employment isto beresolved in
favor of the employee. Whirlpool Corp. v. Nakhoneinh, 69 S.W.3d 164, 168 (Tenn. 2002), Legions
v. Liberty Mutual Ins. Co., 703 SW.2d 620, 622 (Tenn. 1986). When the medical evidence
conflicts, thetrial court hasthe discretion to accept the opinion of one physician over that of another
physician. Kellerman v. Food Lion, Inc., 920 S.W.2d 333, 335 (Tenn. 1996); Johnson v. Midwesco,
801 S.W.2d 804, 806 (Tenn. 1990).

In the present case, the employer relies on the opinions of the physicians who treated
Merrymanfor two (2) years, Drs. Nord and Christian, that Merryman has no permanent impairment
to her back. Dr. Bods who saw Merryman more than four (4) years after her injury was the only
doctor to diagnose spondylolisthesisin her low back. Further, Dr. Nord's records first indicate
complaints of back pain about two (2) years after her injury. Merryman relies on the evaluation of
Dr. Boals who opined her fall at work aggravated a preexisting congenital condition in her back,
spondylolisthesis, and made the condition symptomatic. Merryman testified she had no problems
with her back before the fall and now has persistent pain..



The tria court in her findings noted the testimony as to Merryman’s back injury was
“conflictingand disputed,” but clearly relied on Dr. Boals' opinion. Thetrial court found Merryman
to be acredible witness and found in her favor on theissue of causation. We find the evidence does
not preponderate against the trial court’s finding of a compensable injury to the back.

VOCATIONAL DISABILITY

The extent of vocational disability is a question of fact to be determined from all the
evidence, including both expert and lay testimony. Collinsv. Horomet Corp., 970 S\W.2d 941, 943
(Tenn. 1998). In assessing vocational disability, thetrial courtisrequired to consider many pertinent
factors such as the age, education skills and training, locad job opportunities and capacity to work
at types of employment available in the worker’s disabled condition. Tenn. Code Ann. 850-6-
241(a)(1); Worthington v. Modine, 798 S.W.2d 232, 234 (Tenn. 1990.)

The employer emphasizes Merryman’s education and work experience as factors which
preponderate against the trial court’s award. Further, Merryman works as an over the road truck
driver—ajob Dr. Boal stestified she could not do. Merryman testified she had no prior back problems
but now works in pain and takes prescription medication because of her fall at work. Her present
job as an over the road truck driver does not require her to lift freight.

After considering all the evidence in this case, we find the evidence does not preponderate
againg thetrial court’s award of twenty-six percent (26%) permanent partial disability to the body
asawhole.

CONCLUSION

The judgment of the trial court is affirmed. The costs of this apped are taxed to the
employer, AquaClass Corporation.

W. Michael Maoan, Specia Judge
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JUDGMENT ORDER

This case is before the Court upon the motion for review filed by the defendant-gppel lant,
Aqua Glass Corporation, pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. § 50-6-225(e)(5)(B), the entire record,
including the order of referral tothe Special Workers' Compensation A ppealsPanel, and the Panel’ s
Memorandum Opinion setting forth its findings of fact and conclusions of law.

It appears to the Court that the motion for review is not well-taken and is therefore denied.
ThePanel’ sfindingsof fact and conclusionsof law, which areincorporated by reference, areadopted
and affirmed. The decision of the Panel is made the judgment of the Court.

Costs are assessed to the appellant, Aqua Glass Corporation, and its surety, for which
execution may issue if necessary.
It isso ORDERED.

PER CURIAM

Janice M. Holder, J., not participating



