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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DIVISION OF WORKERS’ COMPENSATION

JESSE CHAVEZ Case No(s). LBO 0389599

: Applicant, _ : _

vs.
FINDINGS
BRINKS, INC.; ) - AND ORDER
LIBERTY MUTUAL
INSURANCE COMPANY
Defendants.

Law Offices of Perona, Langer & Peck, attorney for applicant, with no appearance cw or
- on behalf of applicant. . , .
Law Offices of mmamoP Eichenberg & Murphy, by Deborah L. Gilman, Esq., attorney

for defendant.

The above-entitled matter having been heard by and submitted for decision by Charles C. |

Ringwalt, Workers’ Ooacmmmmmou Administrative Law J udge, is made as follows. ~

 FINDINGS OF FACTS

1. Jesse Chavez, born >c.m¢,ﬂ 18, 1977, while employed as a mﬁﬁ&&?aﬁ on June 30, 2007,
at Monrovia, California, by Brinks, Inc., msm_“&bo_a injury arising out of and in Fa ooc__mmm. |
| of employment to his left E.Eo. o N
2. Atthe _man of injury, the employer’s io%oum compensation insurance was Liberty Mutual - . _
Insurance Company. o
3. Euw:oma was properly s_n&mom of the MPN and defendant ﬁonﬂma.om all treatment necessary to cure |
or relieve from the effects of WE.EW. |

4, Applicant is entitled to medical treatment only through the Medical Provider Network.



ORDER
ITIS OWUENMU_SQ the w%mombﬁ is entitled to medical treatment only through the Medical

Provider Network.

DATED: k}\qw - & \

CHARLES C. RINGWALT L
“Workers® Compensation Administrative Law Judge

A Petition for Reconsideration from this decision shall be Jiled only at the
Long Beach district office of the Workers’ Compensation Appeals Board,

Filed at Long Beach, California.

Served by mail on Q\N m \ uﬁm on
parties as shown on the Official Address .

Record effected on the above date,

By: 90 S.Drake
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
DIVISION OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION
WORKERS’ COMPENSATION APPEALS BOARD

LBO 0389599
JESSE CHAVEZ Vvs. - BRINKS, INC.; LIBERTY

MUTUAL INSURANCE
COMPANY

OPINION ON DECISION

Based upon defendant’s exhibits applicant was properly notified of the MPN
and defendant tendered all treatment necessary to cure or relieve from the effects of

injury. _

Applicant is entitled to medical treatment only through the MPN.,

Gatt, .
Charles C. Ringwalt
Workers’ Compensation
Administrative Law Judge

Division of Workers’ Compensation

.DATED AT.LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA
Served on bL Wmm M by mail on parties
checked on the Official Address

Record Effective On Above
Date by WM S. Drake



STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Departnient of Indissirial Relations
Division of Woikers' Compensation

EOWHAme_ OogmemPHHOZ ;wamam wO>H~U

Jesse Chavez y Case No. L.BO 0389599
)
Applicant,) )
- vs. W ~ Petition for
Brinks, Inc.; v Reconsideration
Liberty Mutual Cotpary ) ‘
' | Ummmma.mbaw
> mm_&ﬂcn was Emﬂ. 5 the above-entitled case on m.o@EmQ n_r Moom :
The P@v:omﬂ . S L s mmmlmémm by said

e

. an_mzﬁ mba wmamg\ @meﬂm.sm for amnoumﬁmamﬂo: :@on Em ».omoi,u.umwaﬂnam ﬁmﬁﬁ_ﬂm oc_“ items not
applicable) - | ‘
" 1. By the order, decision or mémaﬂ.. the Board acted without or in excess of its powers.
. m The .o.amﬁ‘ decision, oi award was procured by fraud,
3. The evidence does not justify the findings of fact.
4, Patitioner has discovered riew evidetice matetial to hirm which ke could not Sﬁr_ummmmbmw_m diligence
, r.m<m Qmmno<mmm_m afid Eom:n@m at the Wmm.ﬁsm., |
5. The findings of fact do not support the order, decision or award:
In m&u_voz of the above, petitioner gives the following details, Hg.c&nm.m mﬁmﬁm._ﬂmsﬁ. of facts upon which

petitioner relies and a discussion of the law applicable thereto:
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WHEREFORE, Petitioner requests that reconsideration be granted; that further proceedings be
had; and that decision be made to give petitioner all the benefits to which he is entitled EEQ, the .

Labor Code of the State-efCalifornia, including the relief requested herein.

N\..J Attorney for Petitioner

 STATE OF CALIFORNIA . . . )

o ) VS.
o OSEQ om Los >:mmmmm )
o not a party

. I, the E&mamms& say that I ar

in the m@oﬁ-wﬁﬁoa_.w&ou. T have read the foregoing petition for reconsideration and know the
_contents thereof, and that the same is true of my own knowledge, except as to the matters which
are therein stated upon my information or belief, and as to those matters that I believe it to be
true. , ,

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on February 15 . - om_ at Long Beach - California.

NOTE: If verification is by attorney or officer of a ¢orporation it must comply with Section 446
Code of Civil m,._m.oooa.cua.v _ . . ‘

Copy mailed to: See Proof of Sérvice

Date of Eﬂ_u ﬂm@_e m-ﬂ/moo

TN ﬁw_msmwufmmvc ,_ 7

DWC/WCAB FORM 45 (Page 2) (REV. 3-76)
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John Mendoza, ESQ

PERONA, LANGER, BECK, & SERBIN
A _quﬂmmm_o:m_ Corporation

300 East San Antonio Drive

Long Beach, CA 90807

(562) 426-6155

Attorneys for Applicant

WORKERS' COMPENSATION APPEALS BOARD

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Jesse 0:m<m.~ ) WCAB NO. LBO 0389599
) o
ch:nmi ) PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION
Vs. )
)
Brinks, Inc.; )
Liberty Mutual Ooa_hmn._\ )
g ‘ )
Defendants; )
L )

COMES NOW APPLICANT, Jesse Chavez adjusted by and through Perona,
Langer, Beck and Serbin and files this Petition for Reconsideration to the Finding and

Order which was issued February 4, 2008, on the following grounds:
STATEMENT OF FACTS

On June 30, 2007, Jesse Chavez was injured in the course and scope of his employment
for mq_m:xw“ Inc. He treated é_% various physicians, and has now elected to treat with Dr.

Rick Pospisil, M.D. at his own expense. Applicant, at this time, does not desire fo entrust
his personal health into the care of the defendant's MPN physicians. The 5_.:,__”,3 worker

does not trust .Sm competency nor the integrity of the defendant's MPN..




-

O 0w 0w ~N O U AW N

1. AN _z.._cmm_u WORKER IS NOT _.m_mOc_m_m_u TO TREAT WITH AN MPN WHEN
THE APPLICANT PROVIDES FOR TREATMENT AT HIS OWN EXPENSE.

The very title of Labor Code §4600 expressly provides, “Medical treatment provided by
employer” Amansmmmm added). Labor Code §4600 and §4616 do NOT apply to medical
treatment “provided at the m32o<.mmd own expense”.

If, and ONLY if, mvv:oma desires that medical expenses be paid for by defendant, then,
under the specific and :3:8 scheme set forth within Labor Code mhmoo@_ the applicant
must treat with a v_ém_o_m: within the Medical Provider Network (MPN). However, nothing
within California law limits the right of the employee to provide, at his own expense, a
consulting physician or any attending u:<m_o_m:m who he desires.

Labor Code §4605 provides as follows: |
“Nothing contained in this chapter shall limit the right of the employee k,ﬁo provide, at his own
expense, a oo:m:_ﬁ_:@ physician or any attending physicians whom he desires”.
What does this mean? The v_m_: meaning of this statute is o_u<_ocm ,.205__._@ means
:oﬁ:_:m There is no provision of law that may limit the injured worker from n_dsQ_:o_ at his
own expense, his own freating physician. .

_: Credit Bureau of San U_mmo v. Johnson 61 Cal.App. 2d mc_o_o 834, the court

.a_mocmmma an injured Eo}m_. s right o provide, at his own expense, a n:ﬁ._gm: of his own

osoo_mm:@._ In that case, the court discussed the injured workers’ right to pay for and choose
his own doctor. The court properly concluded the obvious:

“The right to make lawful contracts are rights enjoyed by the citizens under the Eoﬁmo:o: Qn
the Fourteenth Amendment of the Constitution of the United States.” Supra

Clearly, Labor Ooa_m mam\__m ﬁ:m provision of Chapter 2 of Article 2 that implements the use
of the MPN), applies to instances where the injured worker is not treating at his own
expense. However, the courts :__m<m appropriately recognized that itis a fundamental
constitutional right for a citizen 8.. be umﬂaﬁmm ﬁ_o‘ pay for his own medical ﬁ_,mm_ﬁ_am:ﬁ (evenin
a workers oanm:mmmo: case) and, where he desires to pay for his own treatment, the

injured worker has an unfettered constitutional right fo select the identity of his own
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physician. It strains the imagination to think that a citizen's right to treat with whoever he
good and well desires to pay is even capable of being challenged. While this sort of
m_.ucima might be mxvmnﬁma in, say, communist China, its almost unbelievable that this
would be argued in the United States. | |
Finally, Cal.Reg. §9785 expressly permits injured workers to treat with physicians of
their own choosing, when said physicians are provided at the injured worker's expense.
Cal. Reg. §9785(a)(1) provides as follows:
“the “primary treating physician” is the physician who is primarily responsible for managing

the care of an employee, and who has mxmsm:ma the employee at least once for the

-purpose of ﬂm:am::o or prescribing treatment and has monitored the effect of Em :mma.:m:ﬁ

thereafter. The _u::._mQ treating physician is the physician selected by the employer, or, the’
employee pursuant to Article 2 ?oBBm:Q:@ with section 4600) of Chapter 2 of Part 2 of

Division 4 of the Labor Code?or in accordance with the physician selection procedures

contained in the Bm,.%om_ n__.o<_a,m_. network?” (Emphasis added.)

Contained within Article 2 of O:m_oﬁmﬁ 2 of Part 2 is Labor Code §4605, which, as discussed
more fully hereinabove, gives the injured worker the c:dﬂmxmﬁma right to treat with any |
_u_émmomm: at his own expense. |

Thus, not only does Labor Code mnmom (and the cases 3566?@ that statute) permit
applicant to designate, at his own _mxnm:mm_ a physician of his own choosing, but so also
does Cal.Reg. 9785(a)(1) expressly codify the identity of a §4605 doctor as a "primary
treating physician”. | | |

In the instant case, applicant has elected to treat, at his own expense, with Dr. Rick
Pospisil, M.D.. Further, applicant does not trust the u:ﬁmomm:m E.E.;: defendant’s _<_=uz to
properly or adequately render medical treatment to the applicant. Applicant strongly objects
to being compelled to treat with the defendant’s MPN, or cm_ﬂ:@ compelled to receive
treatment from any physician with whom he does not consent. |

\\
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2. AN INJURED WORKER GAN NOT BE FORCED TO RECEIVE TREATMENT FROM|
ANY PHYSICIAN AGAINST _.__m WILL

Again, itis qmma__< oo:omama ﬁ:mﬁ other than in cases é:mﬂm the injured s.oﬁxmq provides Hrm
medical care at his own expense, that rm_ooﬂ Code §4616 oova_w the __._EBQ Eoﬂxm_. to
treat with the defendant's MPN. Ioém<m_. é:m: the injured Eo%mﬂ has v_.o<_gma the
medical treatment at his own expense, not only is he freely permitted to treat with said
physician, moreover, he may not be compelled to treat with a physician <<.;: whom he
desires not to treat. ‘ |

In Credit Bureau of San Diego, Supra, the court stated:

“it is the right of the injured employee to refuse the assistance of a physician so supplied
[that is, a physician paid for m.:a, supplied by the mq_n_oﬁa and to independently contract
for a physician of his own choice and at his own expense. Credit Bureau of San Diego, Inc.
v. Johnson (1943, Cal App Dep't Super Ct) 61 Cal App 2d Supp 834, 142 P2d 963, 1043
Cal App LEXIS 726.” | -

In ﬁ:__m_ case at bar, applicant has selected his own physician and at his own expense.
Applicant has an absolute right to make decisions pertaining to the medical treatment to his
own body. Applicant does not trust the physicians within defendant's MPN. It is a fact that
defendant, who, ultimately controls the awzz.é of those within the defendant’'s MPN, has a
strong and m:moo:o_zmc_m conflict of interest, adverse to applicant. The physicians within the
MPN are beholden to deferdant in that they are subject to removal from the MPN by
defendant without cause. The defendant seeks to defend itself from _mmg:@ within the
workers noacm:mmm_o: claim.

Further, as regards defendant’s MPN physicians, applicant fears for his bodily health

“and believes that the defendant’s _u_,_<m_o_wm3m do not have applicant’s health as a priority.

>_uv__om3 believes that each of the defendant's ns<m_o_m3m lack ooa_umﬁm:om to
provide adequate medical ﬂmm:sm:ﬁ in m_uv__om_:m case.
Moreover, the court is also without legal authority to compel an injured worker to receive

:,mmﬁam:* with any given physician. While it is clear that a party or the court may compel an

A~
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ic_dn_ worker to see a physician for EXAMINATION, the issue of treatment is a totally
different matter. The courts have stated that an injured worker can not be forced to treat
with a doctor, not even by the court. |
It is the right of the injured employee to refuse the assistance of a physician so mc_un_mmg and
to independently contract for a physician of his own choice and at his own expense. Credit
Bureau of San Diego, Inc. v. Johnson (1943, Cal App Dep't Super Ct) 61 Cal App 2d Supp
834. 142 P2d 963, 1943 Cal App LEXIS 726. |
The board is without legal authority and completely without jurisdiction to ?order? the injured
worker to treat with any physician. This result flies in the face of the fundamental
constitutional freedoms guaranteed by the Fourteenth >3m:o_3m__ﬁ to 5.@ United States
Constitution. While the court may compel an évaluation, the court is without power to
compel a citizen to treat with any given medical care provider. ,

. CONCLUSION |
>_u_,u=o,m3 is unequivocally permitted to provide any v:ﬁ_momms at his own expense. An
injured worker can not be forced to submit to medical treatment by a w:ﬁ.ﬁﬁ: he does not
trust, The éoqwmﬂm compensation appeals board is not mBUo,Emﬁma to force a citizen to

submit to treatment by any physician. The reports of all treating physicians, including

lltreating physicians selected pursuant to Labor Code §4605, are admissible.

Dated: February 15, 2008

PERONA LANGER BECK & SERBIN
By John A. Mendoza
Attorneys for Applicant
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VERIFICATION .

|, the undersigned, say that | am, the applicant in the above-entitied action, | have
read the ﬁoﬂm@o.m:m petition for reconsideration and know the contents thereof, and that the
same is true of my own knowledge, except as to the matters which are therein stated upon

my information or belief, and as to those matters that | believe it to be true.
| declare under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on February 15, 2008 at Long Beach, California.

Pegtitioner
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

| am employed in the county of Los Angeles, State of California in the offices o_ﬁﬂ a
member of the Bar of this Court. I'am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action;
my business address is 300 San Antonio Drive, Long Beach, California 90807-0948,

On the date given, | sefved the following documents: Petition for Reconsideration

on the interested parties -
X by placing the original thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope addressed as follows:

Workers' Compensation Appeals Board .
300 Oceangate Street, Ste 200
Long Beach, CA 90802

X by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in sealed envelopes addressed as ﬁo‘_oém”_

Jessé Chavez Rick F. Pospisil M.D.

5800 Marmion Way, #204 . 2677 Zoe Ave., Suite 114
Los Angeles, CA 80042 . Huntington Park, CA 90255
Liberty Mutual

P.O. Box 29073
Glendale, CA 91209

Harrison, Eichenberg, & Murphy LLp
140 Chaparral Court Suite 250
Anaheim Hills, CA 92808

® BY FIRST CLASS MAIL (C.C.P. SECTIONS 1013a, et seq.): | caused said document(s)
to be deposed in the United States Mail in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid at
Long Beach, California, following the ordinary practice at my place of business of collection
and processing of mail on the same day as shown on this declaration.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and of the
United States of America that the above is true and correct.

| declare that | am employed in the office of a member of the bar of this Court at

DATED: Y \ ®\§ - S\\ _. § \\ ,_

A

O:m_,_oﬁm Quarles




STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRIAL: RELATIONS

DIVISION OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION
WORKERS” OOEHZmE.,HOZ Euwmwwhm BOARD

' CASE NO. H.wo 389599

JESSE CHAVEZ - s, . BRINKS -INC. ;
. LIBERTY MUTUAL
INSURANCE COMPANY

Administrative Law Judge: , | Charles C. Ringwalt

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION
OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE ON .

"PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

INTRODUCTION
Applicant, born August 18, 1977, m_cmSE& injury to his left knee
while mBEowom 3\, wmbwmu Hbo_. June 30, 2007.
%Wm wBEou\mm“m workers’ oowbwmuwmmob insurance carrier was Liberty
Mutual Tnsurance Company.
Defendant filed for an 86@&8& hearing wow. a ..mm&zm that applicant
was not “entitled” to ﬁwmﬁ oﬁm&m the MPN. | |
Euﬁ:oma has filed a chQ petition for Hoooum&oﬂmﬁo_m from a finding

of mmoﬁ that mﬁﬁmomﬁ is :om.ﬂzma to medical treatment on@ ancms the

MPNC



Applicant contends that such finding precludes his. self-procuring
treatment at his own expense. .

DISCUSSION

Petitioner is correct in that I cannot stop him from treating outside the
MPN, Whether the dector outside the MPN can no:mﬂ from the applicant is |
another question. (See Labor Code § 3751(b);

- “If an employee has filed a claim form pursuant to Section 5401, a

provider of medical services shall not, with actual knowledge that

a claim is pending, collect money directly from the employee for

services to cure or relieve the effects of the injury for which the

claim form was filed, unless the medical provider has received

written notice that liability for the injury has been rejected by the

employer and the medical provider has provided a copy of this
notice to the employee.. Any medical provider who violates this’

- subdivision shall be liable for three times the amount unlawfully

- collected, plus reasonable attorney's fees and costs.”

As injury has not been rejected, I can not say that applicant can treat
outside the MPN without implying that there would be an ‘enforceable
contract between the medical provider and the applicant. To eliminate any

ambiguity I recommend an amendment.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the petition be granted and Finding of Fact

Number 4 be amended to insert after “medical treatment” and between

CHAVEZ, JESSE 2 REPORT AND RECOMMEDNATION
WCAB CASE NUMBER: LBO 0389599 _



.:oE%: “from defendant C_@@ﬁ% Mutual Insurance Company” so that it
reads:

“4, %@ﬁ:o.ma is entitled to medical treatment from defendant
Liberty Mutual Insurance Company only through the MPN.”

Tt is further recommended that the order _u,m amended to read:

“IT IS ORDERED that the Applicant is entitled to medical
treatment from defendant h&mﬂ@ Mutual Hbmﬁmboo OoBﬁmB\ oE%
through the MPN.”

CHARLES C. RINGWALT =
Workers' Compensation

Administrative Law Judge
DIVISION OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION

DATED AT LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA
Served on %E@ mail on paities
checked on the Official Address

Record Effective On Above

Date by sy S. Drake

CHAVEZ, JESSE . -3 REPORT AND RECOMMEDNATION
WCAB CASE NUMBER: rwo 0389599 :
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WORKERS' COMPENSATION APPEALS BOARD

STATE OF O»h;,owz;

- " Case No. LBO 389599
JESSE CHAVEZ, |
- Applicant, . OPINION AND ORDER |
. S GRANTING PETITION FOR
vs. | RECONSIDERATION
R o - AND DECISION AFTER
" BRINKS, INC.; LIBERTY MUTUAL =~ | RECONSIDERATION
INSURANCE COMPANY, - -
| bw.\.ma&nakﬁ._

b%w:.nma seeks reconsideration of Em Findings and Oamn issued ,._uncEE.w 7, wo_omw,

- wherein the workers' compensation administrative law judge (WCJ) found that applicant sustained

an industrial to Em.wnﬁ knee on June 30, 2007, while employed as a guard/driver. The WCI also
found that “applicant was properly notified of the MPN [Medical Provider Network] and defendant
tendered all treatment necessary to cure or relieve H,H_oB_ the effects of the injury.”, The WCJ |
ordered that applicant was only entitled “to medical treatment . . . through the Medical Provider
Network”. | . o

Applicant contends that the WCJ erred by ordering that “applicant is entitled to medical
treatment only through the Medical Hu_.o&mna Network™ arguing: (1) that an injured worker is not
required to treat with a Medical Provider Network when the applicant provides for treatment at his

own expense; and (2) that an injured worker cannot be forced to receive treatment from any .

physician against his will. Defendant filed an answer.

In the Report and Recommendation on Petition for Reconsideration (Report), the WCJ set
forth the factual and legal bases for the decision. The WCJ also recommended that the aoommmou_cn
corrected to clarify the decision so that it addresses the liability of defendant for applicant’s

medical treatment and is not subject to the implication that applicant is somehow ordered to desist
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from Rmmﬁzm_wr at his own expense, outside of the En&omu Provider Network’

Based upon our review of the record, and for the reasons. set mour in En WCI’s Report,
which we adopt and incorporate, we will mHmE mwwmomi,m Petition moHWoooumEonao? mwmu.b the
WCI’s decision except that it will be wgo:ana,._ﬁﬁm_cmﬁ to the recommendation of the _AZOM , &...
amend Finding of Fact number 4 w:a the .Oamn_ to clarify the aa&ﬂos so that it mvm&mn&_%
ma&mmmmm the _;&EQ of n_omn:ama for applicant’s medical treatment. - |

We observe that the heading(s) om the WCI’s c:momu:um aQOuoz and/or _:m or her meon |
Rmonosommmv the “Division of é.o%ma, Oonm:mmmoP: but not the “Workers’ OoEmo_:mmmo:_
Appeals Board.” Of course, it is solely the Workers” Compensation Appeals Board (Appeals
Hw_om_a& that has “judicial” mc.::oaQ (Lab. O_omﬁ § 111(a)) and original _.znm_&omo: (Lab. Code, §§
5300(a), 5301) o<m~ SoH..mem, no.Eﬁo:mmaoc claims. Pursuant to its statutory mcSow_Qu however, _.
the >ﬁwm&.m Board delegates its judicial powers 1o the workers’ compensation m&ﬁm:wmﬁnﬁ?.n Hms.\
judges (WClJs) to conduct trials and Esa.oa initial determinations in workers’-compensation cases.
(Lab. O_oan_ 88 5309, 5310.) Unless m:_w Appeals Board grants reconsideration (Lab. Code, § mwoo
et seq.), a decision of a WCJ is the decision of the Appeals Board. (Cal. Ooam Wmmm,._ tit. 8, §
10348.) Therefore, we hereby order that the phrase “State of California, Division of Workers’
Compensation” is stricken from the heading(s) of the WCJ’s underlying decision szoH Em ,9. :m_.
Report and that the phrase “State of California, Division of Workers’ Compensation, Workers’ -
Compensation Appeals Board” is substituted therefor. |

| For the moH.m.moEm Hmmo:.m_

IT IS ORDERED that applicant’s Petition for Reconsideration is GRANTED.
i
i
S_

! In the Report, the WCI notes that Labor Code section 3751(b) subjects a health care provider to “three times the
amount unlawfully collected, plus reasonable atiorney’s fees and costs” for collecting payment directly from an
employee for treatment of an Eacmq_& injury where the medical services provider knows that a workers’ compensation
claim has been filed.

CHAVEZ, Jesse | P
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IT IS ORDERED that the m@ﬁ:omﬁﬁ is entitled to. Em&o& Romﬁboﬁ from ammosmmbﬁ uL_unﬂQ :
Mutual Insurance OoEwmbw. only nﬁocmw the Medical Provider Network.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION APPEALS BOARD

. ALFONSO J. MORES!
1 CONCUR, ._

DEDRA E. LOWE

LG e

FRANK M. BRASS

DATED AND FILED AT SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
APR 21 2008

SERVICE MADE BY MAIL ON ABOVE DATE ON THE wmw.wb?w LISTED BELOW AT
THEIR ADDRESSES AS SHOWN ON THE CURRENT OFFICIAL ADDRESS RECORD:

Perona, Langer, Beck & .m.mwwmz
Harrison, Eichenberg & Murphy

JS/ara
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IT Hm mduﬂ,ﬁ.:ww OEuMWEu as the >ﬁwom~m wOma,m Umo_m_ou After Woooumaonm:on that
the mE&me mE.._ OEQ issued mo.cn_m@ 7, 2008, is AFFIRMED, except that it mrmz be

| AMENDED as ?:95.

+ . FINDINGS OF FACT
#* * *
4, >@Emom=ﬁ is ouzzoa to Eo&om_ treatment from a&.mu%bﬁ Cwon% ??E& EwE.mbom

OoE_umbur only mz.ocmr the Medical Provider Network.

¢ * *
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