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L INTRODUCTION

This case concerns a claim for “catastrophic disability benefits”
under the Law Enforcement Officers and Fire Fighters (LEOFF) Plan 2.
Unlike other disability benefits,! catastrophic disability benefits are
reserved for individuals who become “totally disabled in the line of duty.”
RCW 41.26.470(9). “Total disability” means the person is unable to
perform any substantial gainful activity because of a physical or mental
condition expected to result in death or long-term incapacity. RCW
41.26.470(9)(b). Substantial gainful activity is work that pays at least
$1,040 per month.

The Court of Appeals correctly applied this standard to James
Vorhies when it affirmed the Department of Retirement Systems’ denial of
catastrophic disability benefits. The Court concluded that Mr. Vorhies
failed to show he could not engage in other substantial gainful activity,
given his prior non-law enforcement career and considerable skills
acquired over his working life. Vorhies v. Dep’t of Ret. Systems, 199 Wn.

App. 543, 546, 399 P.3d 599 (2017); Slip Op. at 1.2

! There are three different LEOFF 2 disability benefits authorized by RCW
41.26.470: non-duty disability retirement, line-of-duty disability retirement, and
catastrophic duty disability retirement. See generally WAC 415-104-485, -480, -482.

2 The Court of Appeals decision is attached to the Petition for Review at
Appendix 1.




Mr. Vorhies fails to satisfy the criteria in RAP 13.4. Whether he
qualifies for catastrophic disability benefits is not an issue of substantial
public interest because the result depends on the facts of this case. The
result would be limited to the facts of this case. The Court of Appeals’
decision affirming the Department of Retirement Systems adjudication
does not conflict with a decision of this Court, with a decision of any other
appellate court, or with the workers’ compensation cases. Rather, workers’
compensation statutes and case law do nbt govern this public pension case
because the statutory scheme for catastrophic disability is fully defined by
RCW 41.26. The Court of Appeals’ well-reasoned decision is correct, and

this Court should deny review.

IL COUNTERSTATEMENT OF THE ISSUE

LEOFF 2 catastrophic duty benefits provide 70 percent of an
individual’s average salary to those law enforcement and firefighters who
become “totally disabled in the line of duty” (referred to as catastrophic
disability). RCW 41.26.470(9). To be catastrophically disabled, an
individual must be “unable to perform any substantial gainful activity due
to a physical or mental condition that may be expected to result in death or
that has lasted or is expected to last at least twelve months.” Id. Did the

Court of Appeals correctly conclude that Mr. Vorhies is not




catastrophically disabled as defined by statute, and unchallenged agency
rules where the unchallenged Department findings confirm that Mr.

Vorhies is not disabled for all employment? AR 8.

III. COUNTERSTATEMENT OF THE CASE

A. Mr. Vorhies’ Work History

Mr. Vorhies is a former law enforcement officer who possesses an
extensive work history and set of skills. By the time Mr. Vorhies joined
the Sequim Police Department (SPD) as a law enforcement officer, he was
approximately 40 years old. He had already owned two small businesses,
including a painting business, had invented two animal traps, one for
which he received a patent, and one for which a patent was pending, and
had developed significant mechanical and entrepreneur skills.

Soon after joining SPD, Mr. Vorhies rose through the ranks to
become a detective, and then a narcotics detective. He refined his law
enforcement skills to include advanced interrogation techniques, witness
observation, and investigation. He also put his computer skills to use for
SPD, designing a way for SPD to submit employee timecards
electronically.

While at SPD, Mr. Vorhies incurred both duty and non-duty
injuries. These injuries affected his neck and spine. Mr. Vorhies

underwent surgeries and steroid injections in order to return to work, but




eventually his physician would not clear him to return based on the
deterioration of his neck and spine. Mr. Vorhies resigned from SPD in
December of 2010. Soon after, Mr. Vorhies applied for LEOFF 2 duty
disability benefits, and then applied for catastrophic duty disability
benefits based on his neck injury only. In May 2011, the Department
approved Mr. Vorhies for duty disability benefits for his neck injury, but
denied him for catastrophic benefits. The Department began paying Mr.
Vorhies a duty disability benefit that continues to this day. Mr. Vorhies
sought a formal appeal with the Department.

Mr. Vorhies was evaluated through two physical capacities
evaluations (PCE) as part of his public pension appeal. These evaluations,
designed to measure the limits of one’s physical skills and abilities,
demonstrated that Mr. Vorhies performed most physical tasks at near full-
time (32.5 to 37.5 hours per week). The most recent evaluation in 2013
matched the prior 2011 evaluation, and demonstrated Mr. Vorhies

possessed the following physical abilities:

. Sit, stand, and walk for three hours at a time.

. Sit, stand, and walk for a total of 6.5 to 7.5 hours per day in an
eight-hour work day.

. Sit intermittently throughout the day between four to five hours

total if he changes sitting positions in the chair frequently and
makes use of a chair with cervical and upper extremity support.




AR 9 (FF 35); AR 12 (FF 39). Dr. Crim, Mr. Vorhies’ personal physician,
along with vocational experts Barbara Berndt for the Department and
Karin Larson for Mr. Vorhies, confirmed that the 2013 evaluation
accurately assessed Mr. Vorhies’ physical abilities and limitations. AR 12
(FF 42).

B. Procedural History

The Department of Retirement Systems awarded Mr. Vorhies a
LEOFF 2 duty disability because he was unable to perform the duties of
his law enforcement position. RCW 41.26.470. Mr. Vorhies continues to
receive a duty disability retirement, a benefit not affected by the results of
this decision. Mr. Vorhies’ duty disability is for the neck injury. He did
not ask for, and did not receive, a duty disability for a spine injury or for
pain, or for headaches.

After receiving LEOFF 2 duty disability, Mr. Vorhies pursued this
appeal to seek LEOFF 2 catastrophic disability benefits, a much more
generous benefit which can only be granted if the retiree has been granted
a LEOFF 2 duty disability. The Department denied that request. In a Final
Order issued pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, the Presiding
Officer affirmed the Department’s decision that Mr. Vorhies did not
qualify for catastrophic benefits. She concluded, “Mr. Vorhies has not met '

his burden of proving that he is so severely disabled by his cervical spine




condition(é) so that he is incapable of engaging in substantial gainful
activity in his labor market.” AR 43 (CL 50). She also rejected Mr.
Vorhies’ reliance on workers’ compensation statutes and cases,
concluding that RCW 41.26.470, which governs the LEOFF Plan 2
disability retirement benefits, authorizes those beneﬁts on its own terms,
independently of benefits available through workers’ compensation. AR
30 (CL 17).The superior court reversed the Department’s Final Order and
the Department appealed. The Court of Appeals, Division II, reversed the
superior court and affirmed the Department’s Final Order cbncluding that
Mr. Vorhies did not meet the qualifications for catastrophic disability
benefits. “We conclude that DRS did not erroneously decline to apply
workers’ compensation law in its determination, apply an incorrect
standard of proof, decline to consider headaches, and require Vorhies to
show that prospective employers would not provide workplace
accommodations for his disability.” Vorhies, 199 Wn. App. at 546; Slip

Op. at 1.

IV. REASONS WHY THIS COURT SHOULD DENY REVIEW
Washington’s Rules of Appellate Procedure specify four criteria
for permitting discretionary review of a Court of Appeals case under RAP
13.4(b): conflict with a decision of the Supremé Court, conflict with a

published decision of the Court of Appeals, a significant question of law




under the state or federal Constitution, or an issue of substantial public
interest that should be determined by the Supreme Court. Mr. Vorhies fails
to meet any of these criteria. He fails to show any conflict with Supreme
Court or Court of Appeals cases because for legal support he relies on
workers’ compensation cases from Labor & Industries law instead of
support from cases and statutes from LEOFF 2 law. This Court has
already rejected use of Labor & Industries law to support public pension
benefits generally, and LEOFF 2 benefits speciﬁcaily. Mr. Vorhies fails to
raise a constitutional issue. He also fails to argue an issue of legitimate
public interest, as his case is largely factual and will not have bearing on
the public.

A. Mr. Vorhies’ Petition Fails to Demonstrate an Issue of
Substantial Public Interest

Mr. Vorhies first claims his issues are matters of substantial public
importance. As reflected in the Court of Appeals’ decision, Mr. Vorhies’
case is dverwhelmingly fact-based. The facts of Mr. Vorhies’ physical
capabilities to work nearly full-time do not present an issue of public
irnpbrtance warranting a third level of appellate review.

The Court of Appeals applied straightforward statutory
interpretation and held, in light of the facts, that the Department did not
commit any error of law in concluding that Mr. Vorhies ‘failed to meet his

burden that he was catastrophically disabled. See Vorhies, 199 Wn. App.




at 546, 560, 562, 563, 565, 566; Slip Op. at 1, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20. Mr.
Vorhies’ petition fails to demonstrate that the statutory constmction of |
LEOFF 2 disabilities law is one of substantial public interest that must be
decided by this Court. |

Mr. Vorﬁies broadly states that this case “potentially affects every
LEOFF 2 law enforcement officer and firefighter in the State of
Washington.” Pet. for Rev. at 4. Mr. Vorhies never provides any details as
to how LEOFF 2 members with their own disabilities will be affected by
his case. This case is largely fact-based, and the findings are not even in
dispute, as Mr. Vorhies assigned no error to any findings of fact in the
Final Order, thereby becoming verities upon appeal. Vorhies, 199 Wn.
App. at 556; Slip Op. at. 11. Catastrophic disability benefits, moreover,
affect only the most severely injured members of LEOFF 2 where the
injury arises in the course of duty, not LEOFF 2 members at large. There
is no showing that the application of that statute to the facts of Mr.
Vorhies’ disability presents any type of important paradigm or guidance
for other LEOFF 2 members.

Finally, Mr. Vorhies’ attempts to rely on workers’ compensation
disability statutes and cases does not endow this case with any significant
public importance. As explained next, there is no conflict or significant

question of law presented by his attempt to rely on workers’ compensation




disability concepts. Rather, the Court of Appeals relied on plain statutory
language and implementing regulations that define “catastrophic
disability” as a specific type of disability. The uncontested facts show that
Mr. Vorhies does not demonstrate that he is catastrophically disabled.

B. The Workers’ Compensation Cases Upon Which Mr.
Vorhies Argues a Conflict Exists Do Not Govern This
Case

Mr. Vorhies’ primary reason for review claims that there is a
cohﬂict between workers’ compensation cases and LEOFF 2 catastrophic
disability cases. This claim provides no reason for review.

This Court has already decided that workers’ compensation cases
do not apply to LEOFF 2 disability cases, which means that there is no
conflict of law question here. This Court has considered a legislative
intent to remove law enforcement officers and firefighters from coverage
under the workers’ compensation act. Taylor v. City of Redmond, 89
Wn.2d 315, 318-20, 571 P.2d 1388 (1977) (finding the workers’
compensation act’s prohibition on negligence claims against an employer
or fellow employee inapplicable to police and fire fighters). The Court
limited the applicability of workers’ compensation cases solely to issues
involving wprkers’ compensation. /d. As the Court in this case noted,
“[t]he two statutory schemes [workers’ compensation and the LEOFF

public pension plan] maintain separate identities unless expressly stated in




the statutes.” Vorhies, 199 Wn. App. at 560; Slip Op. at 14 (citing Taylor,
89 Wn.2d at 318-20). In his petition for review, Mr. Vorhies fails to
address Taylor and simply ignores its ruling. But that ruling is on point
and confirms why the alleged conflict is illusory, and why arguments that
borrow from workers’ compensation law do not present issues of
significant pﬁblic importance.

In addition, this Court has recognized that decisions made by the
Department of Labor & Industries pursuant to its workers’ compensation
law are limited “to the purview of Title 51 [the Industrial Insurance Act],
and do not and cannot affect the common law or other statutory law . . . .”
Manor v. Nestle Food Co., 131 Wn.2d 439, 454, 932 P.2d 628 (1997),
cert. denied, 523 U.S. 1102 (1998). Mr. Vorhies’ petition again fails to
acknowledge this case law when he complains about the Final Order and
the Court rejecting application of workers’ compensation law to LEOFF 2
disability benefit analysis. Pet. for Rev. at 13.

In short, the Court of Appeals correctly rejected Mr. Vorhies’
reliance on Title 51 case law, labeling it as “not directly applicable” to Mr.
Vorhies’ case. In interpreting the requirements for catastrophic duty
disability, the Court of Appeals declined to apply the Leeper and
Fochtman cases to public pension cases because they interpret workers’

compensation law, which is not at issue in this case. Vorhies, 199 Wn.

10




App. at 558-59; Slip Op. at 13-14 (discussing Leeper v. Dep’t of Labor &
Indus., 123 Wn.2d 803, 872 P.2d 507 (1994) and Fochtman v. Dep’t of
Labor & Indus., 7 Wn. App. 286, 499 P.2d 255 (1972)). The Court of
Appeals noted:

[Wlorkers’ compensation is a unique statutory scheme

where the type of benefits differ and the eligibility for

benefits is analyzed differently. LEOFF authorizes

catastrophic disability retirement benefits on its own terms,
independent of benefits available through workers’
compensation.

Id. at 559-60; Slip Op. at 14.

As the Court of Appeals recognized, the cases cited by Mr.
Vorhies do not relate to or discuss LEOFF 2 catastrophic disability
requirements. The Leeper decision analyzed a worker’s inability to obtain
employment under Labor & Industries’ permanent and total disability
standard. This standard is a unique form of benefit governed by Labor &
Industries law. In Fochtman, the court held that “maintaining
employment” was a standard for disability determinations under workers’
compensation law. The Fochtman decision dealt only with Labor &

Industries law. These cases are relevant only to Title 51 disability

standards, not to LEOFF 2 disability standards.> Thus, the cases decided

> contrast, the Legislature created a connection between LEOFF special death
benefits and workers’ compensation law, showing the Legislature knows how to create
connections between workers’ compensation and other areas of law when it wishes to do
so. Specifically, the Legislature used language referencing Title 51 and the statute bases
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by this Court and cited by Mr. Vorhies do not conflict with the Court of
Appeals’ decision, because the decisions to which Mr. Vorhies cited do
not answer legal questions related to LEOFF 2 catastrophic disability. Mr.
Vorhies fails to establish any conflict between the Court of Appeals’
décision and cases decided by this Court as required by RAP 13.4(b).

In his attempt to incorporate Title 51 case law into this unique
LEOFF 2 catastrophic disability benefit, Mr. Vorhies essentially argues
that the LEOFF 2’s catastrophic disability standard, “engage in any other
substantial gainful activity,” should be disregarded in favor of a new
standard: “obtain” or “maintain” gainful employment. Pet. for Rev. at 6.
The Court of Appeals rejected his argument regarding “obtain” as a new
standard for LEOFF 2 catastrophic disability, noting that Mr. Vorhies
pfovided “no substantive argument or authority to support this
convention.” Vorhies, 199 Wn. App. at 562; Slip Op. at 17. The reasons
given are sound and do not warrant this Court’s review: RCW

41.26.470(9) does not use the term “obtain.” See id. Mr. Vorhies is simply

the death benefits upon a Labor & Industries determination of eligibility. RCW 41.26.048
reads as follows: .

The determination of eligibility for the benefit shall

be made consistent with Title 51 RCW by the

department of labor and industries. The department

of labor and industries shall notify the department of

retirement systems by order under RCW 51.52.050.

Unlike employee death benefits, the Legislature has not established a clear

connection between Title 51 and LEOFF 2 duty disability benefits. Without such a
connection, LEOFF 2 disability law is not governed by Title 51.

12




advancing a lower legal standard that serves his own opinion regarding his
capabilities, in order to avoid the fact that his own expert and personal
physician agreed with the 2013 PCE results that demonstrate he can work
nearly full time. AR 12 (FF 42).

Finally, Mr. Vorhies attempts to modify his previous arguments.
Instead of arguing that substantial gainful activity means being able to
“obtain or perform” or “obtain gainful employment,” he argues that
substantial gainful activity means to “maintain” employment. Pet. for Rev.
at 2, 5, 6, 13-14. This is an attempt to import terminology used in
Fochtman, a Labor & Industries case, however Mr. Vorhies has never
raised or briefed this argument. An issue not previously briefed is deemed
waived, and this Court does not consider it. RAP 2.5(a); Kadoranian v.
Bellingham Police Dep’t, 119 Wn.2d 178, 191, 829 P.2d 1061 (1992).

None of Mr. Vorhies’ arguments that seek to borrow from
workers’ compensation law meet the standards of RAP 13.4(b).

C. Mr. Vorhies’ Remaining Argument Does Not Implicate
the Standards of RAP 13.4(b)

Finally, Mr. Vorhies argues that the Presiding Officer did not
properly consider in her analysis the pain that Mr. Vorhies suffers. Mr.
Vorhies argues that the Department’s Final Order should have considered
pain and further argues that the Department’s vocational expert should

have considered pain when making her vocational analysis. Pet. for Rev.

13




at 18. He does not argue that the Court of Appeals was wrong in its
analysis of headache pain. Mr. Vorhies appears to be arguing about the
substantial evidence supporting the findings in the Department’s Final
Order, without addressing RAP 13.4(b). This argument, however, has no
merit.

The Court of Appeals correctly found that Mr. Vorhies did not
assert headache pain as the basis for his LEOFF 2 duty disability, and
therefore headache pain could not form the basis of his catastrophic
disability claim. Vorhies, 199 Wn. App. at 563; Slip Op. at 18. In any
event, Mr. Vorhies provided no evidence at the adjudicative hearing about
how pain was limiting his ability to engage in substantial gainful activity.
See AR 42, CL 47, and AR 44, CL 54. On this record, Mr. Vorhies’
argument regarding pain does not present an issue that meets the criteria of
RAP 13.4(b).

V. CONCLUSION

This case involved straightforward application of a LEOFF 2
statute to facts unique to Mr. Vorhies—facts that Mr. Vorhies does not
dispute. The Court of Appeals issued a logical, detailed opinion that is
entirely consistent with this Court’s precedent. This Court should deny

review,
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF RETIREMENT SYSTEMS
BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER

In re the Appeal of ) Docket No. 12-L-006
)

JAMES VORHIES )
)  FINAL ORDER

for LEOFF Plan 2 disability retirement: )

catastrophic )

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Appellant James Vorhies, formerly a member of the Washington State Law
Enforcement Officers’ and Firefighters’ Retirement System (LEOFF), now retired for
line-of-duty disability, requested a hearing before the Department of Retirement
Systems to pursue his claim for a retirement benefit for total disability in the line of duty.

Attorneys Robert Strohmeyer and Wayne Williams represented Mr. Vorhies in this
appeal. Assistant Attorneys General Anne Hall and Tsering Kheyap represented the
Department of Retirement Systems.

A hearing was held in Port Angeles, Washington, on October 31, 2013, at which Mr.

Vorhies appeared, and continued on November 1, 2013. The hearing concluded with

additional testimony in Sequim, Washington, on December 18, 2013. :
ISSUE

Whether Mr. Vorhies is entitled to receive a LEOFF Plan 2 reti'remeht allowance
under RCW 41.26.470(9) for total disability in the line of duty.

RESULT

Mr. Vorhies h‘as not shown that he is entitled to receive a LEOFF Plan 2
retirement allowance for total disability in the line of duty.

FINAL ORDER [DOCKET 12-L-006] - 1




FINDINGS OF FACT
Mr. Vorhies and LEOFF

1. After nearly six years of service to the City of Sequim, Washington (City) as a
reserve and provisional law enforcement officer, James Vorhies was hired by the
City in September 2004 as a full-time salaried law enforcement officer. With this
position he became a member of the Law Enforecement Officers’ and Firefighters’
Retirement System (LEOFF), in Plan 2.

2. Mr. Vorhiés resigned his law enforcement position with the City in December 2010.
He has not since held any LEOFF eligible position.

3. On February 1, 2011, Mr. Vorhies applied to the Department of Retirement
Systems (the Department) for retirement for disability. On May 10, 2011, the
Department’'s LEOFF plan administrator approved his application for retirement for
line-of-duty disability, effective January 1, 2011. The plan administrator
disapproved his application as to an enhanced benefit for total line-of-duty
disability (“catastrophic™ disability benefit).

The Department reconsidered Mr. Vorhies’ applicatioh for a catastrophic disability
benefit, but again denied it on or about September 27, 2011. '

4. Mr. Vorhies petitioned the Department for administrative review of the denial. In a
decision issued on or about October 3, 2012, the Department’s petitions examiner
also denied Mr. Vorhies’ claim, concluding that he had not shown that he met the
requirements for a catastrophic disability benefit.

5. On December 3, 2012, Mr. Vorhies filed a Notice of Appeal for a hearing before the
Department to pursue his claim that he does qualify for “catastrophic disability
retirement benefits pursuant to RCW 41.26.470(8)".

Education and Work Experience to 2004

6. Mr. Vorhies attended public schools and earned a GED and a high school diploma
in California. He worked for a brief time as a pizza cook in or about 1983, then
worked as a laborer in residential construction, including framing, siding and
painting. When he showed special talent for painting, a construction contractor for
whom he worked helped him start his own subcontracting painting business.

7. In 1989, Mr. Vorhies moved from California to the north Olympic Peninsula area of
Washington State. His parents moved to the same area soon after, and he and his
father worked together painting as a business. They painted residential and
commercial structures, primarily for construction contractors. “At times”, when they

1 The enhanced line-of-duty disability retirement benefit at issue here is termed “catastrophic” in the
Department's implementing rule, WAC 415-104-482. '

FINAL ORDER [DOCKET 12-L-006] - 2




needed help, they employed one of Mr. Vorhies’ cousins. Mr. Vorhies started a
painting business of his own, doing, in his words, “[A]ll sorts of painting . . . you
name it, I've painted it’, including vehicles. The painting business was successful
without need for commercial advertising, with a good reputation in the community
for timeliness and quality of work. Mr. Vorhies used a commercial financial
software program to manage the basic bookkeeping, such as paying expenses and
supplier invoices, and invoicing and collecting payment for services. He used an
accounting service for tax returns.

8. While Mr. Vorhies and his father had their painting business, they also trapped
nuisance animals, particularly raccoons and moles, continuing a hobby developed
in California. They became licensed as nuisance wildlife control operators,
trapping nuisance animals as a paid service. This work involved setting traps on or
in the ground, or in a dwelling for animals such as squirrels, then retrieving traps
and disposing of any trapped animals. Mr. Vorhies developed a new type of trap
with a radio transmitter that signaled when the trap had been activated. When he
applied for a patent for this trap, Mr. Vorhies and his father formed a hamed
business, Haven Trapping. Mr. Vorhies sold his rights to this trap while the patent
application was still pending; he testified that he “lost money” on it because the
amount he received from the sale was less than the cost of applying for the patent
through an attorney. He also developed a new type of wire-cage trap, and applied
for a patent on it; that application was still pending at the time of the hearing. He
denied that this business was “lucrative”, saying only that it was seasonal, he and
his father had enough traps to serve about three residences at a time, and
earnings could vary between $200 and $1000 per month when it was active.
Though Haven Trapping no longer exists as a corporation or licensed entity, Mr.
Vorhies continues that activity on a casual basis; without promotion or advertising
he had three or four mole trapping jobs in 2013.

9. When painting business was slow in 2001 and 2002, Mr. Vorhies went to Arkansas
for about nine months to work for a friend’s brother who had a business using
helicopters to spray pesticide on cotton crops. Mr. Vorhies was hired to drive a
“nurse truck” for refueling and refilling pesticide tanks. The helicopters broke down
frequently and needed constant inspection and maintenance, so Mr. Vorhies also
learned how to repair and maintain their engines and rotor blades, and some basic
flying skills.

10. Mr. Vorhies lives.in Sequim, in Clallam County. In January 1999 he became a
reserve law enforcement officer with the Sequim Police Department, then later a
provisional officer. Though this service did not qualify for LEOFF membership and
service credit, it involved successful performance of many tasks normally
performed by regular City law enforcement officers. '
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Work Experience with City of Sequim

11. After the City hired Mr. Vorhies as a full-time salaried law enforcement officer, he
entered basic law enforcement training, which he completed in the first half of
2005. ‘After about two and a half years as a patrol officer, in March 2007 he
became a detective assigned to the Olympic Peninsula Narcotics Enforcement
Team (OPNET), a multiagency task force combating marijuana growing operations
and the import of illegal drugs such as methamphetamine. Work tasks included
some typically done at a desk, such as writing reports and requests for search
warrants, and some investigative contacts, but most work was done “in the field”,
including serving search warrants, nighttime surveillance with thermal imaging
equipment, and night hiking to observe incoming boat traffic. OPNET detectives
involved in closing down a marijuana growing operation were expected to remove
for storage as evidence all the items found, often a large amount of plant material
and equipment such as containers and electrical and hydroponic growing systems.

12. During his reserve and professional law enforcement service, Mr. Vorhies was
trained in report writing, use of guns, investigation (including witness interviewing)
and observation. He used computers, both desktop and laptop, for reports and
research. He was required to do only minimal filing of paper documents. He spent
“awhile” devising a way for SPD officers to report their work hours electronically,
allowing streamlined reporting and supervisory approval by email, using a Microsoft
Excel spreadsheet.

After his resignation, Mr. Vorhies was formally commended for his professionalism,
dedication and achievement as a patrol officer and narcotics detective.

Hobby Skills

13. Since he was a boy, when he took apart and reassembled a bicycle, Mr. Vorhies
has shown an aptitude for “figuring [things] out”. When he had his painting
business, he salvaged a laptop computer discarded by a local computer business,
and, without prior experience, was able to get it functioning again.

Since his early teens, Mr. Vorhies’ main hobby and interest has been working on
cars and motorcycles, especially those made before the 1960’s. He has restored
both and has built hot rods, including body work and painting, and has a 1950 Ford
that he has partially restored. On at least one occasion, at the request of a
superior officer, he repaired a vehicle he used in his OPNET law enforcement work
by replacing the vehicle’s alternator.

Medical History 2004-2010

14. Mr. Vorhies’ primary care physician is Dr. Michael Crim, MD, who is board certified
in family medicine and maintains a practice in family medicine in Sequim,
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Washington. Though Dr. Crim’s clinic records go back only to 2004, Mr. Vorhies
recalls that he has seen Dr. Crim since moving to the Sequim area.

Dr. Crim examined Mr. Vorhies in September 2004, as part of a pre-employment
screening for the full-time law enforcement position with the City. Dr. Crim
characterized this physical examination as “normal” and considered Mr. Vorhies
then to be in “really good shape”.?

15. In May 2006 Mr. Vorhies saw Dr. Crim for neck pain and left arm pain and
numbness, which Mr. Vorhies traced back to an unreported injury during basic law
enforcement training (“the academy”) in late 2004 or early 2005. These symptoms
persisted. By early 2008, neurological specialists attributed his symptoms to
radiculopathy (disease of the nerve roots), described by Dr. Crim in later clinic
notes as “significant cervical disc disease”,? in his'cervical spine at the C6 vertebra.
Mr. Vorhies had surgery on March 5, 2008, an anterior cervical diskectomy and
fusion at the C5-C6 vertebrae, which reduced the pain symptoms. In July 2008 Mr.
Vorhies returned to full duty as a detective.

16. On or about August 14, 2008, Mr. Vorhies was assisting with a field investigation
when he dove down an embankment to avoid an oncoming vehicle, and fell into a
wire fence (the fence incident). At about this time he reported to Dr. Crim that he
continued to experience moderate to moderately severe neck pain that interfered
with his ability to sleep.

17. At a post-operative examination in October 2008, a physician assistant reviewed
- recent x-rays showing satisfactory progress of the cervical fusion. She reported to

Dr. Hutton, M.D., that Mr. Vorhies had been taking prescribed narcotic medication
as needed for neck pain, had been receiving massage therapy, and was expected
to start physical therapy. At that exam Mr. Vorhies described hurting his neck in
the fence incident, and he reported new numbness and tingling along his right ulnar
nerve. The examining physician assistant saw no sign of damage to the fusion site
or hardware from the fence incident.

18. Mr. Vorhies continued to experience pain in his neck and left arm and hand. In
early March 2009, he received steroid injections in his neck, on diagnoses of
cervical degenerative disk disease and cervical radiculopathy. The injections did
not reduce his arm pain, and reduced his neck pain only briefly. In July 2009 Mr.
Vorhies had a second neck surgery, a hemilaminectomy and medial facetectomy,
to relieve the effects of radiculitis and radiculopathy secondary to foraminal
stenosis at the C4-C5 cervical vertebrae. This surgery effectively relieved pain in
his arm. Mr. Vorhies had physical therapy as part of recovery from both surgeries.

19. Mr. Vorhies returned to work for the City, but on light duty. In October 2009 he
again received injections to relieve muscle spasms in the back of his neck.

2 Testimony of Crim, hearing transcript (TR) 293, 21-23.
3 Exhibit D-8; see also text at note 11.
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20. On September 7, 2010, Mr. Vorhies assisted in dismantling a marijuana growing
operation, lifting and carrying heavy items. This activity intensified existing pain in
his lower back, which he thought could have been caused by recent work he had
done on a friend’s car, to the point that he could not walk. He was examined at the
emergency room of a local hospital that night, and underwent a magnetic
resonance imaging (MRI) scan of his lumbar spine. He was absent from work for
at least three days on personal sick leave.

21. During September 2010 Mr. Vorhies also experienced worsening neck pain, and
pain in his upper back, and underwent two more MRI scans, of the cervical and
thoracic segments of his spine. From September 22, 2010, he was absent from
work on sick leave or extended medical leave.

In early October 2010 he received an epidural steroid injection which relieved the
lumbar pain.

22. Dr. Crim was unwilling to approve Mr. Vorhies’ return to law enforcement duty with
the City, and on October 14, 2010, Mr. Vorhies sought a second opinion from Dr.
Mark Tomski, M.D., at the Swedish Medical Center pain clinic. According to his
clinic note, Dr. Tomski, a physiatric physician, saw Mr. Vorhies for evaluation and
management of “chronic diffuse spinal pain” with a recent “flare of neck pain”.
Reviewing the recent treatment for [umbar pain as well as earlier treatment for neck
pain, Dr. Tomski described the September 7, 2010, MRI scan as showing
“degenerative disk disease at L1-L2 and L3-L4 along with annular disk bulge”, and
the September 29, 2010, cervical MRI scan as showing “a C4-5 disk protrusion,
which slightly deforms the anterior cord, as well as C5-C6 small disk perfusion
touching the cord”. Dr. Tomski agreed with Dr. Crim that Mr. Vorhies did “not
appear to have the physical capacities to return to his job as a police officer”. He
“developed a treatment plan . . . to help [Mr. Vorhies] . . . cope and make transition
[sic] to understanding this reality”. His clinic note reflects that during his
examination of Mr. Vorhies he observed signs of depression, and he recommended
referral to pain management psychology and that Dr. Crim prescribe
antidepressant medication. He also suggested that a physical capacities
evaluation be performed if needed “to objectively quantify [Mr. Vorhies'] inability to
return to the police force”.4 ‘

23. By letter of November 18, 2010, Dr. Crim notified the City regarding Mr. Vorhies,
“ . . due to the physical condition of his spine and.the risk of further serious injury,
| cannot release him back to work without extreme restrictions. At this time Jim has
a disability that appears to be permanent in nature.” His letter indicated that he
based his decision on Mr. Vorhies’ report of worsening neck pain and the results of
the recent MRI scans showing lumbar disk injuries and “new abnormalities in both
his Cervical and Thoracic spine” that put him “at high risk for further spinal
damage”.

4 Exhibit A-8.
5 Exhibit A-9.
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Dr. Crim later noted that, after the September 29, 2010, cervical MRI scan,
“Injection and physical therapy were attempted without significant improvement [in
the complaints of neck pain]. The patient was compliant with [physical therapy]
and showed good faith efforts in attempting rehab”.®

Mr. Vorhies did not return to work with the City,-and resigned his position on
December 15, 2010.

Post-Employment Benefit Applications and Evaluations

Workers’ Compensation  In late December 2010 Mr. Vorhies applied for workers’
compensation benefits. The Department of Labor and Industries (DLI) accepted
his claim for medical care and time loss benefits, for lumbar strain. DLI closed this
claim in June 2011, without any ratable impairment for the lower back injury.

Social Security  In January 2011 Mr. Vorhies applied for Social Security disability
(SSD) benefits. The Social Security Administration (SSA) denied his application
(initially in June 2011, on reconsideration in October 2011, and on appeal after
hearing January 9, 2013).

LEOFF  On February 1, 2011, Mr. Vorhies applied to the Department for LEOFF
retirement for disability. A LEOFF Plan 2 member applies for disability retirement
by means of a three-part Department form. The applicant completes Part 1 with
specified personal information. The applicant's employer, or former employer,
submits Part 2, the employer’s statement and report, directly to the Department.

Part 3, a medical report, is also submitted directly to the Department by a physician

or other licensed care provider.” The Part 3 form has prompts and spaces for
history of injury and/or disability, present complaints, examination findings,
diagnosis and conclusions.

Dr. Crirﬁ signed the Part 3 medical report on January 11, 2011. In his report he

~ listed the two neck surgeries as part of the “history” segment, described “present

30.

complaints” as “cervical neck pain [with] radiculopathy”, and stated his diagnoses
as “cervalgia” (diagnostic code 723.1, likely intended to indicate “cervicalgia”, or
neck pain), and degenerative disk [disease with] “an[n]ular disk bulge/prot[rjusion”
(724.9, 724.5). In the “Physician Conclusions” portion, Dr. Crim checked boxes to
indicate that Mr. Vorhies was totally incapacitated for continued employment as of
September 8, 2010, as a result of accident or disease in performance of duty, and
that the incapacity was likely to be permanent. He also responded “no” to the
question whether further treatment or examination was indicated.

On January 18, 2011, Dr. Crim approved a “Progress Note” document from a clinic
visit of January 5, subtitled “Disability review”, in which he stated,

¢ Exhibit D-8.
7 WAC 415-104-480(4)(a); WAC 415-104-485(3)(a).
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Despite surgery, PT [physical therapy], OT [occupational therapy], Jim’s neck is still
too symptomatic to be able to withstand the rigors of his current job, detective with
the Sequim Police Department. His cervical pain continues [to be] substantial, and |
don’t [see] it changing in the near or long term. If he were to be in an altercation
with a suspect in his line of work, there’s a very real possibility of permanent
neurological injury. If there are other positions in the [police] department that he
can do, that would be my [preference]. But | believe changing jobs altogether
because of his neck injury and ongoing pain issues is the best alternative. |
therefore believe that he should be declared 100% disabled from his current job.®

31. In May 2011, the Department approved Mr. Vorhies’ application for LEOFF
retirement for line-of-duty disability, retroactive to January 1, 2011. In
recommending approval of retirement for duty disability, the Department’s staff
medical advisor focused on Mr. Vorhies’ neck (cervical spine) conditions and
symptoms, which she regarded as “severe enough to incapacitate [him] from
performing the full duties of a police officer”, and sufficiently linked to an injury
during basic law enforcement training. While noting “documented abnormalities in
[Mr. Vorhies'] cervical, thoracic and lumbar spines”, the medical advisor expressly
did not base her recommendation on “the low back symptomology”, which in her
judgment had not clearly originated in performance of law enforcement duties.
Relying on Dr. Crim’s and Dr. Tomski's opinions, and particularly on Dr. Crim’s
written opinions between mid-November 2010 and mid-January 2011, including the
January 2011 “Progress Note”, the medical advisor concluded, “Mr. Vorhies is not
disabled for all employment, but only for continued employment as a police officer”.
The LEOFF plan administrator adopted the recommendations of the Department’s
medical advisor, approving retirement for duty disability only, and denying
“catastrophic benefits”.? :

2011 Evaluations and Medical Opinion

32. Clinical Psychologist John T. Lloyd evaluated Mr. Vorhies in April 2011, in
connection with Mr. Vorhies’ claim for SSD benefits. Dr. Lloyd diagnosed pain
disorder with both psychological factors and a general medical condition (listing in
“chief complaints” neck, shoulder and arm pain, arm weakness and numbness, and
lower back pain). Noting that Mr. Vorhies denied experiencing depression, Dr.
Lloyd scored his “global functioning” at 70, observing only that he had “mild
difficulties with social and occupational functioning”. He reported that “Mr. Vorhies
would benefit from being able to do an activity. From a psychological point of view,
he is capable of doing simple tasks, complex tasks, and tasks requiring good

judgment. He is also capable of doing tasks requiring social skills”. 10

8 The Progress Note, Exhibit D-12, does not identify the specific reason for a “disability review”, which
could have been related to any of Mr. Vorhies’ benefits applications.

9 Exhibit D-10, pp. 7-8.

10 Exhibit D-7, pp. 3-4.
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33. Between July 20 and July 28, 2011, Dr. Crim authored another “Progress Note”,
also subtitled “Disability review”, in which he summarized some of the treatment
history of Mr. Vorhies’ “cervical disease” and stated,

. . . Aformal psychological evaluation confirmed absence of any untoward
psychopathology (malingering, etc.). '

The consensus of [Mr. Vorhies’] medical team to date is this. 1. [Mr. Vorhies] was
lucky he did not have a catastrophic outcome from the July 2009 accident. 2. He
has shown on exam and imaging studies progression of significant cervical spine
disease to the extent that he cannot perform his prior job as a detective in narcotics
without significant risk of a catastrophic neurologic complication involving his neck.
3. There are no other medical or psychological problems complicating this neck
injury. 4. It is unlikely [Mr. Vorhies] will ever be able to resume his prior job
because of these on the job injuries.

On a more than likely basis [sic], the patient’s continued neck pain originated in the
Police Academy and worsened with another on the job injury resulting in two
surgeries and now chronic debility, both at home and at work."

34. Also in July 2011 Dr. Crim referred Mr. Vorhies to Capen Industrial Rehabilitation
Services in Bremerton, Washington, to evaluate his physical capacities. On July
28, 2011, Registered Occupational Therapist Christina Casady performed a
performance-based physical capacities evaluation (PCE). Her report listed the
pertinent diagnoses as “Lumbosacral (Joint)(Ligament) Sprain, Neck Sprain,
Degeneration of Thoracic or Thoracolumbar Disc, Degeneration of Thoracic or
Lumbar Intervertebral Disc”, and recorded that the nature of the injury, as reported
by Mr. Vorhies, was to the neck and upper back.

35. Ms. Casady’s report recorded that Mr. Vorhies is right-hand dominant. The report's
activity tolerance profile projected that he would have the ability to do the following
in an eight-hour workday:

sit: 4 hours, intermittently, 45-60 minutes at a time

(in a chair with cervical and upper extremity support)

stand: 2 hours, intermittently, 30 minutes at a time

walk: 1 hour 20 minutes, intermittently, 20 minutes at a time
alternately sit/stand/walk: 7 hours, 3.5 hours at a time
alternately stand/walk: 3 hours, 40 minutes at a time

11 Like Exhibit D-12, this Progress Note, Exhibit D-8, does not identify the specific reason for a “disability
review”, and the rest of the record does not make clear what the reference to “the July 2009 accident’
might be. It is assumed here that the reference was intended to be to the fence incident of August 14,
2008. Mr. Vorhies underwent his second neck surgery on July 13, 2009, nearly a year later (Exhibit A-5).
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and the ability to do the following at least occasionally [5-33% of an 8-hour day]:

climb stairs .

kneel (frequently or continuously)

bend/stoop

crouch/squat (frequently or continuously)

twist/turn his low back

operate foot controls (continuously)

perform fine manipulation

operate hand controls (right hand, frequently or continuously, left hand,
occasionally or frequently)

and the following seldom [1-5% of an 8-hour day] to occasionally:
twist/turn his neck
bend his neck

The report also noted a telephone conversation with Mr. Vorhies sometime after
the evaluation, in which he described having a severe migraine headache “in the
back of [his] neck going to the base of the skull” the day of the evaluation, inability
to sleep that night, even with pain medication, and greatly increased neck and left
shoulder soreness (but no headache) the next day.

36. In the recommendations and conclusions section of her report, Ms. Casady
. characterized Mr. Vorhies’ performance as “high effort”, and concluded that he

could handle weight up to 16 pounds frequently and up to 32 pounds occasionally,
“between the sedentary and light weight handling categories on a less-than
reasonably-continuous basis”. After reviewing a description of the job duties of a
police patrol officer for the City of Sequim, she expressed her opinion that he did
not have the physical tolerances to consistently perform sorme duties of that job,
such as prolonged sitting in a patrol car, running and subduing individuals.

37. In an addendum of August 28, 2011, Ms. Casady expanded on her opinion that Mr.
Vorhies would not be able to sustain gainful vocational activity on a reasonably-
continuous basis, pointing out that he showed “below-competitive productivity
levels on work sample activity”, had shown poor body mechanics and posture (a
safety concern), needed to frequently change positions, was using narcotic
medications daily for pain control, “demonstrates significant limitations of the left

arm and hand”, and had a history of migraine headaches.!?
Second LEOFF Decision

38. In September 2011 the Department’s medical advisor and LEOFF plan
administrator reconsidered Mr. Vorhies' eligibility for a catastrophic disability benefit
in light of the July 2011 PCE results, Dr. Crim’s July 2011 Progress Note, and the
report of an independent medical examination (IME) done for DLI in April 2011. On

12 Exhibits A-15-A, -B.
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September 27, 2011, the LEOFF plan administrator signed a “Disability Action
Sheet” concurring with the medical advisor's apparent conclusion that the medical
reports continued to show that Mr. Vorhies could not return to police duties, but

was not disabled from “sustained gainful employment”.'3

2013 Evaluation and Medical Opinion

39. At Mr. Williams’ request, Ms. Casady again evaluated Mr. Vorhies’ physical
capacities on May 10, 2013. Her report of this PCE listed the following in the
space for diagnoses: “Neck, Left Shoulder, Left Arm, Low Back, Stenosis in Back”.
It recorded that the nature of the injury, as reported by Mr. Vorhies, was to the neck
and lower back, and again that he is right-hand dominant.

A few of the tests differed, but the categories of capacities tested were the same as
for the 2011 PCE. The activity tolerance profile projected that Mr. Vorhies would
have slightly more ability to sit at one time, and slightly less ability to stand at one
time, but the same ability to walk; about the same ability to alternately sit, stand
and walk (6.5-7.5 hours, 3 hours at a time) and somewhat less ability to alternately
stand and walk (2.5 hours, 30 minutes at a time). No change was projected in the
ability to twist, turn or bend the neck. The 2013 PCE report noted that Mr. Vorhies
had good body mechanics, but decreased range of motion for low back extension
and forward flexion. It included his reports of pain in the lower back in walking and
~climbing activities that were not present in the first PCE report.

In this second report Ms. Casady noted a follow-up conversation with Mr. Vorhies
of May 15, 2013, in which he described having a migraine headache with vomiting
after the evaluation, broken sleep, and increased soreness in his lower back (but
no headache) the day after the evaluation.

40. In her 2013 recommendations/conclusions, Ms. Casady again characterized Mr.
Vorhies’ performance as “high effort”, and concluded that he could handle weight
‘up to 12.5 pounds frequently and up to 25 pounds occasionally, again “between the
sedentary and light weight handling categories on a less-than reasonably-
continuous basis”, though he “would be precluded from the full range of light duties,
as described in the Dictionary of Occupational Titles, due to limited standing and
walking tolerances”. ‘

Comparing the results of the 2011 PCE with the results of the 2013 PCE, Ms.
Casady concluded, “In addition to significant limitations of the neck, the limitations
of his low back have increased significantly; and the tolerance for weight handling,
standing, and operating foot controls have decreased since the last PCE"."4

13 Exhibit D-6.
14 Exhibit A-17, p. 2.
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41. At the hearing in December 2013 Dr. Crim testified with respect to Mr. Vorhies'
neck conditions, as follows: .

He diagnosed post-surgical arthritis causing bone spurring on top of early-onset
(likely genetic and pre-existing) osteoarthritis, also causing bone spurring; and
intervertebral disk disease at the C5 vertebra. He opined that the first cervical
spine injury occurred at the police academy, in line with the opinion of the
neurological specialist to whom Mr. Vorhies was first referred in 2006.

The effects of these conditions are chronic pain in Mr. Vorhies’ neck and shoulder
from narrowing of passages for nerves, and shoulder pain corresponding to disk
disease at C5; and secondary effects of chronic pain, such as anxiety, depression
and high blood pressure. Though Mr. Vorhies’ experience of pain intensity varies,
overall Dr. Crim believed Mr. Vorhies’ pain is worse since January 2011; an MRI
scan done in August 2012 showed continued worsening of the disk disease and
arthritic conditions. Dr. Crim thought Mr. Vorhies’ reports of pain credible,
consistent with his own observations of Mr. Vorhies over time, in the clinic and
around town, and with imaging studies and specialists’ reports. :

Dr. Crim has not ruled out further treatment for Mr. Vorhies. Though chronic pain
and its secondary effects are treatable, he was uncertain how effective treatment
will be in Mr. Vorhies’ case. Medications were prescribed for sleep, blood
pressure, nerve pain and anxiety, and “breakthrough pain”;*s Mr. Vorhies also
used non-prescription anti-inflammatory medications for pain; his blood pressure
was under good control as a result of prescribed medication and cessation of
smoking. A soft cervical collar was being tried to support the neck area. Dr. Crim
recommended physical therapy for spinal strengthening, but, for safety reasons,
only as prescribed by specialists in neurology or physical therapy because of spinal
instability. He has suggested a trial of acupuncture for pain relief. He expected
that Mr. Vorhies will need neck surgery again, but nerve conduction studies would
be required first to rule out other causes of pain.

42. Regarding Mr. Vorhies’ physical capacities, Dr. Crim agreed with the results of the
2013 PCE report, which he considered well-validated, and he believed that the
neurological consultants who have examined Mr. Vorhies accepted the results as
well. He believed that the report accurately described Mr. Vorhies’ physical
abilities, and the activity limits identified there were close to the restrictions he
would place on lifting, and on length of time in one position or activity. He v
estimated that Mr. Vorhies might need to change position every 20 to 45 minutes.

43. Regarding possible employment, Dr. Crim thought that Mr. Vorhies was capable of
some type of “very limited” work; he did not believe Mr. Vorhies was incapable of
any work. He would defer to vocational experts to evaluate whether suitable types

15 Despite Mr. Vorhies’ reluctance to resume using narcotic pain medication, in December 2013 Dr. Crim
was prescribing a new narcotic medication for “breakthrough pain’, on a short-term basis; he had no
information on Mr. Vorhies' experience with it.
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of employment exist for someone with Mr. Vorhies’ background and physical
capacities, but the physical demands of potential employment would have to be in
line with the limitations in the 2013 PCE report. Dr. Crim clarified that opinions he
had given in 2011 and 2012 that Mr. Vorhies was permanently disabled, or could
not return to work in any capacity, were directed to a return to police work.

44. With respect to Mr. Vorhies’ lumbar spine conditions, Dr. Crim diagnosed disk
disease and some osteoarthritis, but less than in the neck. Epidural injections have
had clear cut benefits.

.45, Dr. Crim does not expect that Mr. Vorhies’ spinal conditions will improve, and he
does expect that they will worsen, particularly the arthritis in the neck; reasonable
goals of treatment are a certain level of function with manageable pain, and control
of blood pressure and anxiety. '

| Mr. Vorhies’ Current Activities and Abilities

46. Mr. Vorhies does not need assistance with daily personal care tasks. During a
typical weekday, he watches television most of his waking hours, usually from a
sofa or recliner in the living room of his home; he will often walk once or twice to his
parents’ house, a distance of approximately 100-200 feet, where he also watches
television from a recliner. At home he performs light housekeeping such as
preparing a simple dinner, which may include using a barbeque or smoker, 15
minutes or so of kitchen cleanup, and using the automatic washer and dryer at
home to do his personal laundry as needed. He drives his automatic-transmission
car, and sometimes his 1967 manual-transmission pickup truck, to run limited
errands in the local area, but does only minimal shopping by himself, such as
picking up prescriptions or a few items for dinner. In season he mows the lawns at
his house and his parents’ house, using his father’s riding lawnmower with
hydraulically-controlled power steering. This takes about three hours in total, and
intensifies pain in his back and neck, so he does it up to an hour per day over
several days, and only when necessary, which he testified is less often than
weekly.

47. Mr. Vorhies now works on vehicles only for household transportation. He is not
attempting to continue with the restoration of the 1950 Ford. He has been able to
repair more recently manufactured vehicles by studying manuals, and, for
computerized systems, by using a plug-in device to obtain diagnostic codes, then
looking up the codes on the Internet. He estimates it takes him three times as long
to complete a repair as it did before he had neck problems; he takes breaks
because of the pain and limited motion in his neck.

.48. Mr. Vorhies can send and receive email and search the Internet. He can use
Microsoft Word to create documents and Microsoft Excel to create and use
spreadsheets. He is confident that he can learn to use computer programs given
time to study the instructions.

FINAL ORDER [DOCKET 12-L-006] - 13




49. Mr. Vorhies has never been able to type by touch; he types using one finger of
each hand while looking at the keyboard (“hunt and peck”). Because of his slow
typing speed, when he worked as a law enforcement officer he often finished typing
reports using his laptop computer at home outside of work hours.

50. Mr. Vorhies understands most of what he views on news programs. He reads
infrequently and generally only for information; he will use his lifted knees to hold
reading material while he in a reclining position to avoid flexing his neck downward.

Appearance at Hearing

51. At hearing the undersigned took Mr. Vorhies’ testimony for well over two hours,
with one approximately 10-minute break. During direct examination, referring to
the constant pain in his neck, he stated, “Right now it's hurting me pretty good”.1®

He gave his testimony seated in a standard upholstered conference room chair, his
head often turned about 30 degrees to his left, holding himself somewhat stiffly with
occasional movement such as gentle rocking or shifting forward or backward in the
chair.

The undersigned observed Mr. Vorhies to be consistently articulate and courteous,
well able to follow conversation and to understand and carefully answer questions
without obvious effort or need for additional direction.

Mr. Vorhies’ Testimony -- Report of Physical Symptoms and Medication

52. Though he has chronic lower back pain, Mr. Vorhies experiences most pain in"his
neck area. He has muscle spasms in his left shoulder, and numbness, tingling,

- and occasional loss of control in his left arm and hand. The neck and shoulder
pain interferes with sleep, so most nights he gets intermittent sleep of six hours or
less in total. When pain “radiates up” from his neck, often following some extended
activity, he gets “really bad” headachés. When it “radiates down”, he experiences
pain farther down his spine. He understands from his doctors that there is not
enough space between his cervical vertebrae to allow further steroid injections
there for pain relief.

At the time of the hearing, Mr. Vorhies regularly took five prescribed medications,
Gabapentin (Neurontin), a non-narcotic nerve pain medication that also lowers
anxiety; two medications for control of blood pressure; Trazodone for sleep and
control of blood pressure; and Omeprazole for gastroesophageal reflux disease
(GERD).

6 TR 47.
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-- Self-description and Outlook

53. Mr. Vorhies acknowledges that he usually has no trouble following instructions, and
can work comfortably on his own and with others. His attention pattern is to focus
on only one thing at a time, so he doubts his ability to multitask, or effectively
manage more than one task at a time. When his blood pressure is high he can
become confused and have difficulty concentrating.

54. Mr. Vorhies describes himself as “more or less ambidextrous”, that is, he is left-
hand dominant and left-eye dominant, but he uses his right hand for fine-motor
tasks such as writing.

In his own estimation, he can sit for “quite a while”, walk for 30 minutes at a time,
and stand for 15 to 20 minutes at a time. He can drive his automatic-transmission
car for between an hour and two hours at a time without a problem. After that, to
continue driving he must take breaks to walk or lie down. '

55. He perceives his pain symptoms as worsening, and believes that they will continue
to worsen because the underlying spinal conditions are degenerative.

56. Mr. Vorhies has not sought paid employment since he resigned his City position
and has no vocational goals. He believes that he cannot be employed because his
work experience was in jobs that required physical labor, but now because of the
pain in his neck he is limited in the time he can stand and move, and he is “spent”
after two hours of repetitious activity. He does not believe he could perform a
security job that alternated thirty minutes of walking with thirty minutes of sitting,
because after two hours it would cause a headache and he would have to lie down.
He says he has not been able to find anything that he can do for more than two
hours because of the pain in his neck. He reports that he performs all tasks at a
much slower pace than he used to, and, from his personal experience, he believes
that no workplace would accept the pace at which he works now.

Christi and Jordan Vorhies’ Tesfimony

57. Christi Vorhies, Mr. Vorhies’ wife of 27 years, and Jordan Vorhies, his 24-year-old
son, testified in support of Mr. Vorhies’ application. They confirmed that Mr.
Vorhies is outstandingly knowledgeable and talented in vehicle mechanics and
restoration. Both saw him as successful in the jobs he had had, well-liked by
coworkers and supervisors. Jordan described his father as innovative and a keen
observer. Christi described him as intelligent and creative, but a “mono-tasker”,
meaning that he concentrates on doing one thing at a time, and has not shown
ability to handle multiple tasks at once.

Both described Mr. Vorhies as far less active than he was formerly. Jordan

recalled working on vehicles, hiking and camping with his father, things that Mr.
Vorhies no longer does. Christi could not identify when the changes occurred, but
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mentioned that Mr. Vorhies is no longer “always doing something” as he was
‘before, does not work around their own house, and does not help his parents
around their house as he often used to.

Vocational Expen‘s

58. Both parties presented testimony of vocational experts, Karin Larson in support of
Mr. Vorhies’ application and Barbara Berndt in support of the Department’s
position. Both acknowledged that this appeal was the first time they had worked
with LEOFF disability benefits. :

Karin Larson

59. Conclusions The record does not indicate that Ms. Larson produced a written
vocational assessment or report. She testified to her opinion that Mr. Vorhies
would not be able to obtain competitive gainful employment in the Sequim-Port
Angeles area because of restrictions on his physical activities and limited
transferable skills from his work experience. She could not identify jobs in that
labor market that he could obtain and for which he could be expected to perform
the essential functions: because he is not able to be competitive in that labor
market, he could not be expected to obtain and maintain employment, either full-.
time or part-time, and thus could not earn pay of $1040 per month or more.

60. Qualifications and experience Ms. Larson obtained her master's degree in
counseling psychology, and her registration with the state Department of Labor and
Industries (DLI) as a vocational rehabilitation provider in 1989. Since then she has
worked as a vocational rehabilitation counselor in Port Townsend and Aberdeen,
Washington. Since 2007, she has been part owner of Vocational Rehab
Specialists in Aberdeen. Her firm primarily performs assessments of, and
interventions and employment plans for, individuals claiming workers’
compensation benefits through DLI, and affected employers. She attained her
national certification as a rehabilitation counselor (CRC) in 20086, and since then
has testified in workers' compensation appeals before the Board of Industrial
Insurance Appeals (BlIA) and in some personal injury lawsuits, in which
approximately three-quarters of her appearances were for plaintiffs.

61. Method Ms. Larson reviewed some of Mr. Vorhies’ medical records, including
chart notes from Drs. Crim and Tomski, and the 2011 and 2013 Capen PCE
reports. From the 2013 PCE report she accepted that Mr. Vorhies has the
following physical limitations: standing 15 minutes at a time, up to 1.5 hours in an
eight-hour day; walking 20 minutes at a time, up to one and one-third hours in an
eight-hour day; alternately standing and walking (30 minutes at a time, up to two
and one-half hours in an eight-hour day); sitting for one and one-half hours at a
time, up to five hours in an eight-hour day; lifting 10 to 25 pounds occasionally and
up to 12.5 pounds frequently; restrictions on bending and stooping; and only
seldom to occasional turning or extension of the neck. She consulted with Dr. Crim
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to confirm that he agreed with the standing, walking and neck flexion tolerances set
out in the 2013 PCE report.

Ms. Larson met with Mr. Vorhies twice, once in his home, for about three hours in
total. She arranged for a professional evaluation of his computer skills, from which
she accepted that he can use a mouse, can type about 15 words per minute on a
standard keyboard, and has some ability to use outdated versions of office
software and to search databases.

Ms. Larson testified to making three contacts with employers in the Sequim-Port
Angeles area in Mr. Vorhies’ case. She obtained information from Pierce County
Security, the Port of Port Angeles, and Seven Cedars Casino about their security
positions, from which she learned that Pierce County Security and the port both

. required their security employees to be able to patrol on foot, and both the casino
and the port-required security employees, including casino employees who might
perform only video surveillance, to be able to lift at least 40 pounds. She was
unable to contact the Port Angeles and Sequim school districts concerning their
employment of crossing guards, so relied on information from North Mason School
District (which had no crossing guard positions) and from unspecified school
districts in Grays Harbor and Lewis counties (where crossing guard duties were
performed by paraeducator school staff). She based her opinions in part on
knowledge gained from her experience exploring clerical work as a lighter-duty
alternative for workers injured performing heavier labor, and labor market surveys
concerning parking lot attendants she had done in other cases.

62. Testimony Ms. Larson expressed her ultimate opinion in the following exchange:

Q Okay. Now, in this particular case, we have agreed, | believe, that
substantial gainful employment is employment that would allow you to earn
more than $1040 a month. Operating on that assumption and based upon Mr.
Vorhies' age, education, transferable skills, and work experience, as well as
the physical limitations he has, can you form an opinion on a more probable
than not basis as to whether he's capable of obtaining and performing
substantial gainful employment from January 1, 2011, forward?

AYes.
Q And what is your opinion?
A That given his work as a policeman, his work experience, his transferable skills,

and his physical capacities, he is not able to obtain employment and meet the
requirement for substantial gainful activity.

Ms. Larson described a “labor market survey” as a survey of employers in a labor
market to obtain specific information such as their total number of employees,
number of employees in particular positions, the physical demands, duties and
essential functions of particular positions, and date of most recent hire. She
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characterized her contacts with employers concerning security and crossing guard
positions, above, as labor market surveys. ‘

With respect to possible clerical work, Ms. Larson observed from her experience
that the Sequim-Port Angeles area, within a reasonable commuting distance of Mr.
Vorhies’ home in Sequim, is a smaller labor market, in which clerical positions will
often involve a wide range of tasks and skills, and office employees must be
“multifaceted”, or able to perform multiple functions. She regarded Mr. Vorhies’
neck motion restrictions as a significant problem, noting Dr. Crim’s opinion that it
would be difficult for Mr. Vorhies to sustain a posture “looking at a computer
monitor and a keyboard” because of limited neck flexion. She testified to her
opinion as follows:

Q And based upon your discussions with Mr. Vorhies, the medical reports,
and the testing you had done, do you have an opinion as to whether Mr.
Vorhies could be — could obtain reasonably continuous gainful employment
in a clerical position?

A Yes.
Q And what is that opinion?

A | do not believe that he could obtain competitive gainful employment in the
clerical sector."”

Ms. Larson further opined that Mr. Vorhies probably could not be employed in
occupational categories listed in the report developed by Ms. Berndt, below. After
reading descriptions of typical job duties in each category, she judged that Mr.
Vorhies probably could not obtain or perform jobs in those occupations, for one or
more of the following reasons: (1) she doubted that paid positions existed in the
relevant labor market that required only the duties described for the category (e.g.,
amusement/recreation attendant, crossing guard, file clerk, parking lot attendant);
(2) considering the medical restrictions on standing, walking and neck flexion, she
did not believe that he could physically perform tasks required for jobs in the
category (e.g., amusement/recreation attendant, cashier, vehicle cleaner, crossing.
guard, counter attendant, demonstrator/promoter, dispatcher, counter and rental
clerk, file clerk, security (requiring lifting and/or patrol), parking lot attendant,
protective service worker (retail store security), claims adjuster/investigator); or (3)
she did not believe that he had sufficient training or current skills to perform
essential functions of jobs in the category (e.g., reception/information clerk, bill and
account collector, dispatcher, demonstrator/promoter (requiring use of multiline
phone or other clerical skills), interviewer (requiring coordinating and supervision of
clerical staff), claims adjuster/investigator).

TR 121.
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She then testified,

Q Are there jobs, other than the ones we've talked about, that you feel Mr.
Vorhies could obtain and perform given the factors | mentioned before, his
work experience, his training, his age, his education, his physical limitations?

A No, | don't believe that there is [sic].'®

She acknowledged on cross-examination that Mr. Vorhies could perform the
functions of a retail greeter, for up to 2.5 hours per day, and that Mr. Vorhies was
capable of “building on . . . his current skill sets”, 19 and of learning new skills, such
as computer and mechanical skills.

63. Transferable skills Ms. Larson opined that Mr. Vorhies has the following
transferable skills from his basic education or from jobs he has had: estimating and
bidding painting jobs (structures), customer service, performing basic mathematical -
calculations, billing, collecting payment and money transactions, keenly observing
the environment, investigating situations and incidents (such as analyzing causes
of a vehicle collision), supervising others, and working on a team or collaboratively

with others.

Barbara Berndt

64. Conclusions Ms. Berndt reached the following “vocational conclusions” as stated
in her written Vocational Evaluation report of September 30, 2013:

Mr. Vorhies has skills and abilities that can be transferred to occupations outlined in
the body of this report. According to the preponderance of medical opinions he can
resume full-time work or, according to his demonstrated abilities in two Physical
Capacity Evaluations he.can work in near full-time work. . . . Jobs exist in his labor
market which utilizes [sic] his employment skills and his physical abilities. Mr.
Vorhies may have limitations but he is not totally work-disabled for Light or
Sedentary occupations. The standard for substantial gainful activity in 2013 is
$1040 per month earning capacity and it is my opinion Mr. Vorhies possesses skills
and physical capabilities of earning within this definition.

Consistent with these conclusions in her report, she testified to her opinion that Mr.
Vorhies is physically able to work nearly full-time in occupations with sedentary to
light physical demands; jobs exist in his labor market at these physical demand
levels and are generally available for someone willing to search for them; the types
of jobs she identified would individually or in combination produce monthly earnings
of at least $1040 for between 15 and 30 work hours per week, depending on the
rate of compensation.

8 TR 137,
19 TR 152-153.

FINAL ORDER [DOCKET 12-L-006] - 19




65. Qualifications and experience Ms. Berndt obtained her master of education
degree in guidance and counseling, with emphasis in rehabilitation counseling.
She maintains four certifications, all with continuing education requirements, as a
vocational expert through the American Board of Vocational Experts, and as a
vocational rehabilitation counselor (CRC), disability management specialist and
case manager through the Commission on Rehabilitation Counselor Certification.
Maintaining the vocational expert certification requires knowledge of, though not
necessarily experience working in, federal programs with disability benéfits,
including Social Security.

Ms. Berndt has been the owner or co-owner of Industrial Rehabilitation
Consultants, LLC, in Tacoma, Washington, since 1983. Workers’ compensation is
Industrial Rehabilitation Consultants’ primary business, but the firm also offers .
expert opinion and forensic testimony on a variety of issues in other employment-
related areas. Ms. Berndt's main area of expertise is workers’ compensation as
administered by Washington State DLI, with which she has been registered as a
vocational rehabilitation provider since 1982. In her consultant work she assesses
employability and earning capacity for various types of civil litigation and benefits
claims, and she consults, and works directly with clients, on a range of vocational
assessments and return-to-work plans.

86. Method Acting as a vocational expert in this matter, Ms. Berndt followed her
established process of reviewing a variety of medical and legal records to
assemble a full picture of Mr. Vorhies’ employment experience and current
circumstances. In her written report she detailed the sources of information she
reviewed with respect to Mr. Vorhies’ “physical issues”; these included reports from
Drs. Crim and Tomski, and the 2011 and 2013 PCE’s. She used the 2013 PCE
report conclusions as the best description of Mr. Vorhies’ physical abilities and
limitations, though she was aware that Dr. Crim had given more restrictive opinions
in the past, and that a 2011 IME had produced a less restrictive opinion of his
physical capacities.

In Ms. Berndt’s experience a personal interview with an injured worker is not
necessary to a valid assessment, but she prefers to incorporate a personal
interview when possible. She interviewed Mr. Vorhies about his employment
history, skills and physical capacities.

Ms. Berndt identified Mr. Vorhies' labor market as an area “within reasonable
commuting distance”, that is, Clallam County and adjacent Jefferson County. She

~ performed a labor market analysis, for which she searched databases maintained
by the state department of Employment Security to obtain data indicating numbers
of jobs by job classification in those counties. This is statistical information from
employer payroll tax reports that she considers valid and reliable for professional
use. She gathered additional information from websites of individual employers in
those counties. The information she collected does not distinguish between part-
time and full-time jobs within a job classification, or identify what particular
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qualifications and skills might be needed for employment and successful
performance in individual positions.

From the PCE conclusions and her database research Ms. Berndt developed a
report with a list of “employment options”, comprising 17 job classifications with
variable sedentary to light physical requirements “where the ability to change
positions between sitting, standing and walking occurs”, and which had reported
positions in Clallam and Jefferson counties, as follows: amusement and recreation '
attendants, cashiers, cleaners of vehicles, crossing guards, counter attendant,
demonstrator/promoter, dispatcher (not police), interviewer, reception/information
clerk, security guard, bill and account collector, counter and rental clerk, file clerk,
gaming surveillance, parking lot attendant, protective service worker, and claims
adjuster/investigator. The number of positions reported in the classifications varied
widely, as did the annual reported openings for positions, from 60 for
receptionist/information clerk and 129 for cashiers to 2 each for gaming
surveillance and parking lot attendants. In her discussion of transferable skills, Ms.
Berndt cited previous experience and particular skills that she thought Mr. Vorhies
could.transfer to jobs in most of the listed classifications, and, in the discussion of
“job options” following the list, opined that Mr. Vorhies would be most likely to find
employment suited to his skills and abilities in security-related occupations.

67. Testimony Though in her report she expressed concerns about consistency
between Ms. Casady’s conclusions and findings, Ms. Berndt testified that she
relied on the results of the PCE’s. She noted that havmg two PCE’s to compare
was unusual; she thought it SIgmflcant that the two “were nearly the same”, and
that Dr. Crim, Mr. Vorhies’ primary care physician, ultimately agreed with the 2013
PCE results. In her judgment, in a case where medical opinion varies, two similar
PCE’s combined with the concurrence of a worker’s physician is a “rock solid”
basis for determining the worker’s physical limitations for purposes of a vocational
assessment. In accepting the PCE conclusions limiting Mr. Vorhies to activities
with sedentary to light physical demands, Ms. Berndt understood “sedentary” to
mean “being able to sit most of the time or change positions frequently throughout
the day”, and “light” to mean restricted to “lifting up to 20 pounds”.

Ms. Berndt performed a labor market analysis, not a labor market survey. She is
familiar with the differences in goals and method between a labor market analysis
and a labor market survey, because she performs both as client needs dictate.
She describes a labor market survey as a specialized type of investigation specific
to the Washington State workers’ compensation program, for the purpose of
tracking physician approval of particular jobs for individual claimants. When acting
as a vocational rehabilitation counselor for workers’ compensation claims Ms.
Berndt decides whether an injured worker is able to return to work, or requires
additional training or other assistance; labor market surveys would then be done as
needed according to DLI regulations, which direct the collection of data about
particular positions by means of focused interviews with a minimum number of
currently active employers (a “positive labor market”).
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Ms. Berndt did not consider the list of job classifications in her written report to be
exhaustive employment options for Mr. Vorhies. She listed classifications in which
jobs were available in his labor market, and which she judged to be consistent with
his physical capacities and limitations in the 2013 PCE summary. She believed
that in jobs in these classifications Mr. Vorhies would be able to sit down, and
pointed out that the PCE allowed for nearly full-time work with alternate sitting,
standing and walking. She also testified that in her experience employers were
typically willing to make simple physical adjustments to accommodate employees
in performing their jobs, in light of the requirements of the Americans with
Disabilities Act. With respect to security-related jobs, she believed that at least
some security guard, gaming surveillance and protective service worker jobs would
require limited physical activity in the sedentary to light range. In connection with
the cleaner of vehicles classification, Ms. Berndt also noted that the PCE projected
that Mr. Vorhies could kneel, crouch or squat on a frequent basis, that is, 34-66%
of a workday or approximately 40 times per hour, could reach with his right hand
continuously, and would be able to bend or stoop and turn his back or neck
occasionally. ‘

Ms. Berndt opined that Mr. Vorhies also was capable of performing jobs in the job
classifications in her report because of his personal abilities and transferable skills.
She also did not view her inventory of Mr. Vorhies’ transferable skills as
exhaustive. She saw him as having a varied work history, referring to the
employment history in her report, which came in part from her interview with him.
That history included several shorter-term jobs, including private security work and
* various aspects of construction, in addition to the jobs Mr. Vorhies mentioned in his
testimony. This history demonstrated to Ms. Berndt that Mr. Vorhies is a “creative

individual who can reinvent himself into various occupations”.??

Ms. Berndt did not give any independent consideration to effects of Mr. Vorhies’
reported pain. She testified that she would take into account a medical judgment
that pain interfered with Mr. Vorhies’ ability to work, but before accepting it would
pursue clarification. She explained,

Pain is not quantifiable. . . Pain has many components . . . There is medical.
There is physical from deconditioning . . . There are medication issues. There are
sleep issues. But there's also a psychological component. And all of these factors
have to be looked at in whether a person is not capable due to pain or if some sort
of treatment can be able to restore that person. . . So you need to know the
source of pain and whether it’s from a physical or psychological component.

68. Transferable skills Ms. Berndt opined that Mr. Vorhies has the following
transferable skills: customer service, “people skills”, negotiation skills, mechanical,
troubleshooting and problem-solving skills, knowledge of tools and construction

20 TR 215.
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equipment and methods, estimating and bidding for work, thorough knowledge of
Clallam and Jefferson counties, thorough knowledge of teamwork, observation,
investigation and interviewing skills, knowing how to abide by and enforce rules
and regulations, and entrepreneurial and small business management skills,
including money handling, account collection, basic accounting, marketing and
promotion, and record keeping. '

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
Preliminary Matters
Jurisdiction and Authority

1. The Department of Retirement Systems (the Department) has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.?!

2. The Department administers LEOFF, implementing the provisions of chapter 41.26
RCW,22 which provides for an actuarial reserve system for the payment of death,
disability and retirement benefits to law enforcement officers and firefighters, and to
their beneficiaries.2®> As part of its implementation of chapter 41.26 RCW, the
Department has adopted rules governing unique aspects of LEOFF -
administration.?4

3. This proceeding is conducted under the Washington State Administrative
Procedure Act (WAPA), chapter 34.05 RCW. The Presiding Officer enters
this Final Order for the Department, as the Director's designee.?

Burden of Proof

4. In administrative appeals before the Department, the person requesting a hearing
bears the burden of proof.26 Mr. Vorhies thus bears the burden of proof in this
appeal, in which he contests the denial of a catastrophic disability retirement
benefit:27 the Department’s rule governing the benefit, WAC 415-104-482, does not
modify the burden of proof set in the procedural rule. '

21 Chapters 41.50 RCW and 41.26 RCW; WAC 415-04-050(1), 415-08-020(1).

22 RCW 41.50.055. ’

23 RCW 41.26.020.

24 Chapter 415-104 WAC; WAC 415-104-005, 415-104-015.

25 RCW 41.50.060; RCW 34.05.425(1)(b), 34.05.461(1)(b); WAC 415-08-025.

2 \WAC 415-08-420(2).

27 |n this Order, “benefit” will be used to designate a “retirement allowance”, or a fixed amount of money
payable monthly to a retiree for his or her lifetime. The LEOFF statute does not define the frequently-
used term “retirement allowance”, and uses “benefits” to refer to both retirement allowances and lump
sum payments of accumulated contributions, without further distinction or definition. The introductory
paragraph of WAC 415-104-482 appears to treat the terms as equivalent.
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Clarifying Statutory References

5. Mr. Vorhies filed his Notice of Appeal in 2012 to pursue his claim to a catastrophic
disability benefit under RCW 41.26.470. Citations to subsection (8) of RCW
41.26.470 appear in that Notice, the Department’s petition decision, and in other
record documents. For this proceeding, however, citation to the statute section is
proper only to subsection (9), where the catastrophic retirement allowance has
appeared since 2009.28 Thus, Mr. Vorhies' claim is treated here as raised solely .
under subsection (9).

Analysis
I Law Governing LEOFF Catastrophic Disability Retirement
A. Overview
1. Stétute énd Rule Provisions
a. LEOFF Disability Under RCW 41.26.470

6. The LEOFF statute, chapter 41.26 RCW, authorizes retirement for disability as well
as retirement for service. For members of LEOFF Plan 2, RCW 41.26.470 sets out
different benefits for the two main types of disability retirement, earned (non-duty)
and line-of-duty. The provisions governing these types of disability benefits are
briefly reviewed here as context for the more specific terms that will be applied to
the claim in this appeal.

Under RCW 41.26.470(1), a member who becomes incapacitated for employment
covered by LEOFF may retire with an ‘earned [non-duty] disability’ benefit
regardless how the incapacity arose.

(1) A member of the retirement system who becomes totally incapacitated for
continued employment by an employer . . . shall be eligible to receive an
allowance under the provisions of RCW 41.26.410 through 41.26.550 . . .

Laws of 1977, ch. 294, § 8.

28 The catastrophic benefit was designated subsection (8) of RCW 41.26.470 when first enacted in 2006.
In 2009, the state legislature added a new subsection (8) to RCW 41.26.470, not related to the
catastrophic benefit. The language governing the catastrophic benefit did not change, but with the new
subsection (8), the catastrophic benefit provision became subsection (9). Laws of 2009, ch. 95,§1. -
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7. RCW 41 .26.470(6) and (7) provide separate retirement benefits for members who
become disabled in the line of duty.

(6) A member who becomes disabled in the line of duty, and who ceases to be an

employee of an employer except by service or disability retirement, may request a
refund of one hundred fifty percent of the member's accumulated contributions. . .
. A person in receipt of this benefit is a retiree.

(7) A member who becomes disabled in the line of duty shall be entitled to receive
a minimum retirement allowance equal to ten percent of such member's final
average salary. The member shall additionally receive a retirement allowance equal
to two percent of such member's average final salary for each year of service
beyond five . . .

Laws of 2004, ch. 4, § 1.

8. Mr. Vorhies receives a duty disability retirement benefit under subsection (7). In
this appeal he claims a retirement benefit under subsection (9), for total disability in

the line of duty. . -

(9) A member who is totally disabled in the line of duty is entitled to receive a
retirement allowance equal to seventy percent of the member's final average salary.

A member is considered totally disabled if he or she is unable to perform any
substantial gainful activity due to a physical or mental condition that may be
expected to result in death or that has lasted or is expected to last at least twelve
months. Substantial gainful activity is defined as average earnings in excess of
eight hundred sixty dollars a month in 2006 adjusted annually as determined by the
director based on federal social security disability standards. . .

Laws of 2006, ch. 39, § 1.2°

b. Department Rules

9. The Department adopted three rules implementing different disability benefits
authorized by RCW 41.26.470. WAC 415-104-485 implements non-duty disability
retirement as authorized by RCW 41.26.470(1); WAC 415-104-480 implements
duty disability retirement as authorized by RCW 41 .26.470(6) and (7); and WAC
415-104-482 implements catastrophic duty disability retirement as authorized by.
RCW 41.26.470(9). .

29 The undersigned was unable to locate an official Department determination or adoption of an annual
adjustment to the 2006 monthly threshold amount. The Department refers instead to annually adjusted
standards published on a website maintained by the Social Security Administration. The parties agreed
to use of the 2013 adjusted earnings standard published there, $1040 per month, and it has been
accepted for use here as consistent with the intent of the statutory direction.

FINAL ORDER [DOCKET 12-L-0086] - 25




WAC 415-104-482 details eligibility for the catastrophic disability benefit as follows:
- What is the LEOFF Plan 2 catastrophic disability allowance?

Under RCW 41.26.470, two types of disability retirement are available to members of
LEOFF Plan 2 who become disabled in the line of duty: Duty disability retirement
benéfits as described in WAC 415-104-480 and catastrophic disability retirement
benefits as described in this section. If you are not eligible for a catastrophic disability
allowance under this section, you may still be eligible for duty disability benefits.

(1) Am 1 eligible for a catastrophic disability allowance? You are eligible for a
catastrophic disability allowance if the department determines all of the following
are true:

(a) You incurred a physical or mental disability in the line of duty, as defined in
subsection (13) of this section;

(b) You separated from LEOFF-eligible employment due to your disability;

(c) Your disability is so severe that you are unable to do your previous LEOFF
eligible work, and considering your education, transferable skills, and work
experience, you cannot engage in any other kind of substantial gainful activity in
the labor market;

(d) Your condition has lasted or is expected to last at least twelve months, or your
condition is expected to result in death; and

(e) Your disability is not the result of your criminal conduct committed after April 21,
1997. See RCW 41.26.061.%°

10. In this appeal the focus of the parties’ arguments is WAC 415-104-482(1)(c), which
addresses the severity of a disability. It must be “so severe that . . . [the applicant]
cannot engage in any other kind of substantial gainful activity in the labor market”.
Subsection (13) of the rule prowdes some definitions to guide the application of
subsectlon (1)(c).

(13) Definitions. As used in this section: . . .

(b) Earnings are any income or wages received, which are repoi'table as wages or
self-employment income on IRS form 1040.

. 30 Select sections of chapter 415-104 WAG use the term" ‘you”, without definition, in addressing LEOFF
members (including former and prospective members) and LEOFF retirees; some sections specify the
members or retirees to whom they are addressed. WAC 415-104-482 does not, but from the context of
the rule itself, and by reference to WAC 415-104-480, cited in the introductory paragraph, “you” in this
section is taken as meaning an applicant for a catastrophlc disability benefit, who may be a LEOFF
member, or may be retired a former member.
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(c) Labor market is the geographic area within reasonable commuting distance of
where you were last gainfully employed or where you currently live, whichever
provides the greatest opportunity for gainful employment.

(d) Line of duty means any action or activity performed in the service of your
employer that is reqwred or authorized by law, rule, regulations, or condition of -
employment or service.

(e) Substantial gainful activity means any activity that produces average
earnings, as defined in (b) of this subsection, in excess of eight hundred sixty
dollars a month in 2008, adjusted annually as determined by the department
based on federal Social Security disability standards. Wages count toward
earnings when they are earned, not when you receive them. Self-employment
income counts when you receive it, not when you earn it.

(f) Transferable skills are any combination of learned or demonstrated behavior,
education, training, work traits, and skills that you can readily apply. They are
skills that are interchangeable among different jobs and workplaces.

There do not appear to be any Department orders or interpretive statements, or
Washington State ‘court opinions, which have addressed the provisions of RCW
41.26.470(9) or WAC 415-104-482.

2. Other Sources of Law

11. In his briefs the Appellant cites several state court opinions, urging the Department
to interpret and apply RCW 41.26.470(9) and WAC 415-104-482 by reference to .
the law of workers’ compensation. This approach is not adopted here because it is
not supported by these statute and agency rule provisions governing the LEOFF
Plan 2 catastrophic disability benefit, as explained below.

a. LEOFF Disability Benefits and Workers” Compensation

12. As outlined above, RCW 41.26.470 authorizes disability benefits for LEOFF Plan 2
members. Under another section of the LEOFF statute, RCW 41.26.480, Plan 2
members are also covered by the Washington State program of workers'’

compensation (“industrial insurance as provided by Title 51 RCW"). RCW
41.26.470 and RCW 41.26.480 were both originally enacted as sequential sections
of the same 1977 legislation.3!

The workers’ compensation program, administered by the Washington State
Department of Labor and Industries (DLI), has been in effect for over a century.
It generally provides benefits for workers whose ability to maintain their covered
employment has been affected by work-related injury or disease.

3 Laws of 1977, ex. sess., ch. 294, §§ 8, 9.
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LEOFF authorizes retirement for disability, and some ancillary benefits, for its
members. The LEOFF system first took effect in 1970, when the workers’
compensation program already had a well-developed legal history. The
Department of Retirement Systems assumed responsibility for administering
LEOFF in or about 1976.

i. LEOFF Statute

13. The LEOFF statute does not tie eligibility for disability retirement benefits to
eligibility for or receipt of workers’ compensation benefits.

RCW 41.26.470 has only two direct references to workers’ compensation under
Title 51. Subsection (2) preserves an early amendment®? addressing the
conditions for stopping a benefit; a disability retirement benefit may be canceled if
the retiree is “no longer entitled to benefits under Title 51 RCW” and medical
examinations done for the Department show that the retiree “has recovered from
the incapacitating disability”. Under subsection (9), which in 2006 authorized the
catastrophic disability benefit, the amount of the benefit may be offset by any
workers’ compensation benefits the retiree also receives.

14. RCW 41.26.470 has been amended more than a dozen times since 1981, when it
first referenced workers’ compensation benefits in what is now subsection (2). Yet
the only other mention of workers’ compensation is in subsection (9), and that
reference only limits the total amount a retiree would receive, by coordinating the
two types of benefit. Neither of these references would involve workers’
compensation law in the determination of LEOFF disability benefits. Throughout a
lengthy history of amendment, the legislature has not created any other connection
between the workers’ compensation program and LEOFF disability benefits in
RCW 41.26.470.%3

ii. Rules

15. In its rules implementing disability benefits authorized by RCW 41.26.470, the
Department advises applicants that it will “consider . . . information from and
determinations made by the department of labor and industries . . .” when it
decides an applicant’s eligibility for retirement for disability. WAC 415-104-
480(5)(a) (duty disability retirement); 415-104-482(4)(b) (catastrophic duty disability

32 | aws of 1981, ch. 294, §9. '
33 This is in contrast to LEOFF special death benefits, which are authorized using language directly tied to
Title 51 RCW, and depend upon DLI's determination of eligibility. .

2) The benefit under this section shall be paid only when death occurs: (a) As a result of injuries sustained in
the course of employment; or (b) as a result of an occupational disease or infection that arises naturally and
proximately out of employment covered under this chapter. The determination of eligibility for the benefit
shall be made consistent with Title 51 RCW by the department of labor and industries. The department of
labor and industries shall notify the department of retirement systems by order under RCW 51.62.050. . . .

RCW 41.26.048. (Emphasis added.)
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16.

retirement); 415-104-485(5)(a) (non-duty disability retirement). Here the
Department recognizes DLI's separate responsibility for claims based on work-
related injuries and illnesses under Title 51 RCW.

Though these provisions advise that the Department will consider DLI information
and determinations (presumably of eligibility for or extent of workers’ compensation
benefits), they do not direct how the Department uses the information; they do not
even direct that it use the information at all. These provisions do not encourage the
use of workers’ compensation law, even by analogy, in determinations of eligibility
for LEOFF disability retirement benefits.

WAC 415-104-480(13)(b) (duty disability retirement) and 415-104-485(13)(b) (non-
duty disability retirement) restate the condition in RCW 41.26.470(2) that the
Department may cancel a LEOFF disability retirement benefit when the retiree is
“no longer entitled to workers’ compensation benefits under Title 51 RCW". Neither
rule otherwise mentions workers’ compensation.

However, WAC 415-104-482 (catastrophic disability retirement) does not restate
that condition, so, for this benefit, there is no corresponding express requirement in
subsection (11) that a retiree’s continued entitlement to workers’ compensation
benefits be determined before his benefit can be canceled. Instead, in this rule, a
second reference to workers’ compensation occurs in subsection (8), addressing
only the amount of a catastrophic disability allowance. In line with RCW

. 41.26.470(9), 415-104-482(8) directs the offset of the two types of benefit so that

the total amount a retiree receives stays within the statutory limit. This is the extent
of express reference to workers’ compensation in this rule.?

34 |t is noted that two definitions, WAC 415-104-482(13)(c), “labor market”, and (13)(f), “transferable
skills”, closely resemble definitions in chapter 296-19A WAC, which covers vocational rehabilitation
services available through DLI, and could be derived from those workers’ compensation regulations.

LEOFF Workers’ Compensation —~ Vocational Rehabilitation
"WAC 415-104-482(13)(c)  (2009) | WAC 296-19A-010(4) (2004)
(c) Labor market is the (4) What is an injured worker's labor market?

geographic area within reasonable | Generally, the worker's relevant labor market is the

| commuting distance of where you | geographic area where the worker was last gainfully
were last gainfully employed or employed. The labor market must be within a

where you currently live, whichever | reasonable commuting distance and be consistent with
provides the greatest opportunity the industrially injured or ill worker's physical and

for gainful employment. mental capacities.

WAC 415-104-482(13)(f) WAC 296-19A-010(7)

(f) Transferable skills are any (7) What is a transferable skill? Transferable skills
combination of learned or are any combination of learned or demonstrated

demonstrated behavior, education, | behavior, education, training, work traits, and work-
training, work traits, and skills that | related skills that can be readily applied by the worker.

you can readily apply. They are They are skills that are interchangeable among

skills that are interchangeable different jobs and workplaces. Nonwork-related talents
among different jobs and or skills that are both demonstrated and applicable may
workplaces. also be considered.
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17. This review of the references to workers’ compensation in the provisions governing
LEOFF Plan 2 disability retirement benefits indicates that RCW 41.26.470
authorizes those benefits on its own terms, independently of benefits available
through workers’ compensation; it does not indicate that the Department is to apply
law of workers’' compensation when it determines eligibility for disability retirement
benefits in LEOFF.

b. LEOFF Catastrophic Disability and Social Security Disability

18. In contrast, RCW 41.26.470(9), and the Department’s implementing rule, WAC
415-104-482, show more significant connections to the federal Social Security
Disability (SSD) program.

i. LEOFF Statute

RCW 41.26.470(9) describes total disability for the Catastrophlc disability benefit as
follows:

A member is considered totally disabled if he or she is unable to perform any
substantial gainful activity due to a physical or mental condition that may be
expected to result in death or that has lasted or is expected to last at least twelve
months.

This subsection in 2006 brought into LEOFF some criteria the federal Social
Security Administration (SSA) uses to decide claims for SSD benefits,* as can be

~ seen from Exhibit D-5, the SSA decision denying Mr. Vorhies' SSD claim (January
9, 2013).

The term “substantial gainful activity” itself matches a term used in the SSD
program, and RCW 41.26.470(9) expressly ties the term “substantial gainful
activity” to a federal standard for earnings in SSD.

Substantial gainful activity is defined as average earnings in excess of eight
hundred sixty dollars a month in 2006 adjusted annually as determined by the
director based on federal social security disability standards.

RCW 41.26.470(9) also directs that a LEOFF catastrophic disability benefit be
offset by any SSD benefit the retiree receives where the total of the benefits would
exceed a set limit, just as it does with workers’ compensation benefits.

Despite the close correspondence, the later-adopted LEOFF Plan 2 catastrophic disability rule did not
reference the DLI rule, or simply adopt the DLI rule language, but altered and restated the definitions for
LEOFF.

35 For comparison, a federal regulation central to SSD sets out the “basic definition of disability” as
follows: “The law defines disability as the inability to do any substantial gainful activity by reason of any
medically determinable physical or mental impairment which can be expected to result in death or which
has lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period of not less than twelve months”. 20 CFR §
404.1505(a). The SSA Decision, Exhibit D-5, p. 1, substitutes “engage in” for “do”.
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ii. Rule

19. WAC 415-104-482(1) echoes many of these elements, and incorporates more of
the federal elements in definitions in WAC 415-104-482(13).

Notably, in subsection (5) this rule expressly authorjzés Department reliance on
SSA determinations.

(5) Who determines my eligibility? The LEOFF plan administrator determines
your eligibility for a catastrophic disability benefit. The plan administrator will rely
substantially on determinations that have been made by the Social Security
Administration [SSA] unless there is information available that would produce a
different determination.

(Emphasis added.)
¢. Conclusion

20. Washington State law governing LEOFF is the sole authoritative source in this
forum. Should need arise to consult a source of authority external to LEOFF in
deciding a claim for a catastrophic disability benefit, the governing provisions do not
show an intent to apply or refer to the law of workers’ compensation. The statute
section authorizing disability retirement benefits in LEOFF Plan 2, and the
Department’s implementing rules, contain limited references to workers’
compensation, which do not direct the Department to consider or apply the law of
workers’ compensation when it determines eligibility for those benefits. The
Department’s rules state only that it will consider information from and
determinations of the DLI, without stating to what effect it will do so. The rules say
the same with respect to determinations of the SSA, but, for the catastrophic
disability benefit, WAC 415-104-482(5) specifies that the Department may rely
substantially on a determination of the SSA (presumably concerning eligibility for
SSD benefits). Thus, for the catastrophic disability benefit, SSA determinations
have a potentially determinative effect not given to workers’ compensation
determinations. The rule makes this distinction while echoing several terms in the
SSD law, and it implements a statute subsection that also makes express reference

~ to SSD. Because the provisions governing the catastrophic disability benefit in

LEOFF Plan 2 have express ties to the law of Social Security disability, but give no - |

indication that the Department should interpret or apply them with reference to the
law of workers’ compensation, workers’ compensation law is not consulted for this
decision.

B. WAC 415-104-482(1)(c)

21. As already noted, the focus in this appeal is subsection (1)(c) of WAC 415-104-482.
That subsection is not read in isolation, but in its context, within the subsection,
section and WAC chapter in which it occurs, and with reference to the pertinent
subsection of the authorizing statute.
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WAC 415-104-482(1)(c) states:

You are eligible for a catastrophic disability allowance if the department determines
all of the following are true: . . .

(c) Your disability is so severe that you are unable to do your previous
LEOFF eligible work, and considering your education, transferable skills,
and work experience, you cannot engage in any other kind of substantjal
gainful activity in the labor market. . . .

In order to gauge the severity of disability under this subsection, it is desirable to’
identify an applicant’s disability.

1. Disability for WAC 415-104-482(1)(c)

22. Neither the LEOFF statute nor the Department’s rules supply a definition of
“disability” for use in applying the terms of WAC 415-104-482. As explained below,
for this decision, the term “disability” in subsection (1) will mean a measurable
impairment® in an individual applicant’s physmal or mental function due to a
qualifying health condition.

Though the LEOFF provisions do not supply a definition of “disability” for use in
WAC 415-104-482, the catastrophic disability provisions do describe some aspects
of a disability to be assessed for severity. A disability may be either physical or
mental, WAC 415-104-482(1)(a). A disability is distinct from its causal condition. In
RCW 41.26.470(9), disability must be due to a physical or mental condition; the rule
also uses different terms in subsections (1)(b) and (1)(d), where it states that an
applicant’s condition must have met the duration requirement ((1)(d)), but he must
have separated from LEOFF eligible employment “due to [his] disability” ((1)(b)).
(Emphasis added.) '

23. “Condition” is not defined or further described for a catastrophic disability benefit,
and the LEOFF provisions have not adopted terms or definitions from the SSD
program. For this decision a “condition” will designate a “health condition”
generically, similar to use of the term in WAC 415-104-510 et seq., listing health
conditions that formerly affected membership in LEOFF.

24. In both RCW 41.26.470(9) and WAC 415-104-482(1)(d) the disability must be due
to a condition of a certain duration or seriousness; as described in the rule, “[the]
condition has lasted or is expected to last at least twelve months, or. . .is
expected to result in death”.

25. Under WAC 415-104-482(1)(b), the disability must have been the reason that the
applicant ended his LEOFF eligible employment.

3 This use of “impairment”, in the common sense of a decrease in strength or quality, differs from the
defined term in SSD. See also the note following.
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Finally, “your [the applicant’'s] disability” in subsection (1)(c), read together with
subsection (1)(a), would be the same disability incurred in the line of duty under
subsection (1)(a). Where an applicant has been retired for duty disability in
LEOFF, the disability being assessed under subsection (1)(c) would be the same
disability accepted by the Department as incurred in the line of duty for duty
disability retirement.

26. Black’s Law Dictionary defines “disability” as follows:

1. The inability to perform some function; esp. the inability of one person to alter a
given relationship with another person. 2. An objectively measurable condition of
impairment, physical or mental, esp. one that prevents a person from engaging in
meaningful work <his disability entitled him to workers’ compensation benefits>.
Also termed incapacity or handicap.®’

Similarly, for SSD benefits, a medically determinable condition may cause an
applicant to be disabled where it significantly limits the ability to function in certain
ways, such as performing basic work activities. :

27. A working definition must serve where LEOFF has not provided a system definition,
or expressly adopted defined terms from another program, such as SSD.
Designating disability as the functional impairment(s) caused by an individual
applicant’s qualifying health condition is consistent with the sources above and the
specific terms in RCW 41.26.470(9) and WAC 415-104-482(1).

2. Severity

28. Once the disability is identified, its severity is measured by the applicant’s ability to
do his previous LEOFF eligible work, then by his ability to engage in any other kind
of substantial gainful activity in the labor market. Where an applicant has already
retired for duty disability, his inability to perform the duties of his previous LEOFF
eligible work is likely established, so the severity of disability will be measured in
relation to other types of activity.

29. In this step certain factors personal to the individual applicant (“individual factors”)
are compiled and placed in the context of the larger economic environment.
Individual factors would be the applicant’s particular disability, the location of his
residence or last employment, and his educational background, work experience
and transferable skills. An external factor, the applicant’s labor market, will help
describe the extent of available opportunity for employment. For this step WAC
415-104-482(13) defines “substantial gainful activity” (and “earnings”, for
“substantial gainful activity”), “labor market” and “transferable skills”.

37 Black’s Law Dictionary 559 (10th ed. 2014). The definition goes on to quote a secondary source
clarifying that “[In the field of Social Security,] “impairment only refers to the type of medical problems a
person has’, not necessarily the resulting disability.
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II. Mr. Vorhies’ Eligibility for LEOFF Catastrophic Disability Benefit
A. Rule Elements — Disability, Severity

30. An applicant for the catastrophic disability benefit authorized in RCW 41.26.470(9)
must show that he meets all the eligibility terms set out in subsection (1) of WAC
415-104-482. Only the first four are relevant in this case.

(1) Am | eligible for a catastrophic disability allowance? You are eligible for a
catastrophic disability allowance if the department determines all of the following

are true:

(a) You incurred a physical or mental disability in the line of duty, as defined in
subsection (13) of this section;

(b) You separated from LEOFF-eligible employment due to your disability;

(c) Your disability is so severe that you are unable to do your previous LEOFF
eligible work, and considering your education, transferable skills, and work
experience, you cannot engage in any other kind of substantial gainful activity in
the labor market;

(d) Your condition has lasted or is expected to last at least twelve months, or your
condition is expected to result in death; . . .

1. Mr. Vorhies’ Disability
a. Mental Conditions

31. In RCW 41.26.470(9), a disability must be “due to a physical or mental condition”.
" For this assessment of Mr. Vorhies’ disability under WAC 415-104-482(1)(c),
consideration is limited to the effects of physical conditions, disregarding any
possible mental conditions.

First, Mr. Vorhies himself has not asserted disability based on a mental condition.
Neither he nor Dr. Crim mentioned effects of any mental condition in his application
for disability retirement, and the Department approved his retirement for duty
disability based on physical, not mental, conditions. In this appeal Mr. Vorhies
neither referred to a mental condition in his Notice of Appeal, nor identified a mental
condition as a basis for his claim in the course of the proceeding.383°

38 Mr. Vorhies’ post-hearing brief makes passing mention of Dr. Crim’s testimony about anxiety, without
claiming that it is a disabling condition, which would call for addressing how it affects Mr. Vorhies'
functioning, including the effect of medication.

39 Ms. Berndt's vocational report recites that Mr. Vorhies applied for “full disability under LEOFF2" based
on “cervical, lumbar and psychiatric conditions”. Exhibit D-3, p.1, “Background”. This statement appears
to be simply erroneous, at least with respect to Mr. Vorhies’ application for LEOFF disability retirement.

FINAL ORDER [DOCKET 12-L-006] - 34




Second, the record contains no reliable indication that Mr. Vorhies’ functioning is
detrimentally affected by a mental condition, even in combination with physical
conditions. (1) In October 2010, Mr. Vorhies consulted Dr. Tomski, a physiatric
physician, for a second opinion regarding his physical ability to return to police
work. Observing symptoms of depression in the course of his examination, Dr.
Tomski recommended counseling for pain management and antidepressant
medication (through Dr. Crim), but also noted Mr. Vorhies’ reluctance to accept any
referral. There is nothing in the record to indicate that Mr. Vorhies or Dr. Crim ever
followed those recommendations. (2) In April 2011, Psychologist John T. Lloyd
examined Mr. Vorhies, reporting his diagnosis of pain disorder related to Mr.
Vorhies’ medical condition, and his observation that Mr. Vorhies had mild
psychological difficulties with social and occupational functioning; but he also
recorded that Mr. Vorhies “denied depression”, and rated his functioning
satisfactory overall. (3) In Mr. Vorhies’ appeal of his claim for SSD, the
administrative law judge (ALJ) determined that he had depression and somatoform
disorder.?0 Those determinations are disregarded here because the origin of the
evidence supporting those conditions has been neither identified nor offered to the
record of this appeal. (4) Mr. Vorhies expressed concerns about his ability to
remember and concentrate when his blood pressure is high, and Dr. Crim.observed
that chronic pain and high blood pressure (“secondary hypertension”) increase Mr.
Vorhies’ anxiety. However, Mr. Vorhies has taken medication prescribed by Dr.
Crim for both anxiety and control of blood pressure; at the time of his testimony, Mr.
Vorhies was taking a single non-narcotic medication prescribed for nerve pain and
anxiety, two medications specifically for control of blood pressure, and a medication
for sleep that also helps control blood pressure. There is no indication that the
medications are ineffective, and Dr. Crim observed that Mr. Vorhies’ blood pressure
was under good control since he had stopped smoking.*! (5) Inthe addendum to
her 2011 PCE report Ms. Casady expressed concern about Mr. Vorhies’
employability in part because he was then taking narcotic medications for pain
every day, but Mr. Vorhies has not asserted that narcotic pain medications affect
his mental functioning; at the time of the hearing, he was not taking any narcotic
pain medications, and wanted to continue to do without them.

Critically, none of the medical professionals whose opinions of record state or
suggest that Mr. Vorhies is affected by mental conditions have described how those
conditions, or medications to treat them, affect either Mr. Vorhies’ daily functioning
or his ability to engage in activities. Where there is no objective medical evidence
of any measurable impairment in Mr. Vorhies’ mental functioning, the appeal record
appears consistent with Dr. Crim’s 2011 observations that “A formal psychological

The report itself mentions Dr. Lloyd's report only briefly, and does not further describe or discuss the
effects of any psychiatric conditions.

40 Exhibit D-5, p.7.

41 TR 299. There are differing indications in the record about when Mr. Vorhies most recently stopped
smoking, which could have been as early as 2009 or as late as early 2013. It is not important to resolve
the inconsistency since Dr. Crim’s testimony about the beneficial effect on Mr. Vorhies’ blood pressure
was offered at the end of 2013, TR 77, 296.
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evaluation confirmed absence of any untoward psychopathology . . . There are no
psychological problems complicating [his] neck injury.”?2

b. Physical Conditions

32. Of the physical conditions apparent from the record, the “disability” for subsection
(1)(c) is further limited to the effects of the condition(s) of Mr. Vorhies’ cervical
spine, without regard to GERD, headaches or condition(s) of his lumbar spine.
GERD is disregarded because it was not mentioned in either Mr. Vorhies’
application for LEOFF disability or Notice of Appeal, and Dr. Crim provided no
information regarding it. GERD most concerns Mr. Vorhies in connection with the
effects of narcotic pain medications, but there is no indication that Mr. Vorhies was
taking narcotic pain medication at the time of the hearing, or that medication he
testified to taking as prescribed for control of GERD is ineffective. '

Headaches are disregarded as a condition separate from arm and neck pain for
similar reasons. They were not mentioned in either Mr. Vorhies’ application for
LEOFF disability or Notice of Appeal. Headaches, which Mr. Vorhies described to
Capen personnel as “migraines”, appear in the 2011 and 2013 PCE's, reported in
notes of follow-up telephone calls with Mr. Vorhies, and in his own testimony, as an
effect of physical activity. However, the record contains no objective medical
evidence concerning diagnosis, origin, frequency or severity of headaches, effects
on Mr. Vorhies’ functioning, or plan for treatment. Dr. Crim did not mention
headaches in his testimony.

33. Mr. Vorhies does base his claim for a catastrophic benefit partly on the condition of
his lumbar spine, in both his application for LEOFF disability*® and his appeal
presentation. The effects of the lumbar spine condition(s), however, are not
material. :

In WAC 415-104-482, “your disability” in subsections (1)(b) and (c) must be the
same as the “physical or mental disability” incurred in the line of duty in subsection
(1)(a). Where an applicant has been retired for duty disability, the Department will
have identified some disability traceable to LEOFF eligible employment. WAC 415-
104-480(1). Thus the disability to be considered for subsections (1)(b) and (1)(c)
will have been fixed at retirement.

42 Exhibit D-8. o

43 Mr. Vorhies' narrative addendum to his application includes reference to his lower back injury. Dr.
Crim’s medical report, Part 3 of Mr. Vorhies’ application, does not name lumbar conditions in the sections
for history, complaints or findings on examination; however, in the “diagnosis” section, Dr. Crim's report
added “degenerative disk [disease with] “an[n]ular disk bulge/prot[r]usion” (724.9, 724.5); the “annular
disk bulge” matches Dr. Tomski's description of results of the September 7, 2010, MRI scan, and as far
as this record shows, that phrase is associated only with the lumbar injury. Further, the application
medical report identified the date on which Mr. Vorhies became disabled as September 8, 2010, the first
day he was absent from work after being examined at the hospital emergency room for lumbar pain.
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Here, the Department retired Mr. Vorhies for duty disability on the basis of the
origin and effects of his cervical spinal condition(s). The medical report portion of
Mr. Vorhies' application for LEOFF disability retirement listed only neck pain under
“present complaints”. In his “Progress Note” of the same time period, on which the
Department relied, Dr. Crim opined that Mr. Vorhies “should be declared 100%
disabled from his current job” (apparently meaning his former City law enforcement
position), based solely on cervical pain and risk of further damage to the neck area,
without mentioning the effects of a lumbar injury.

The Department did not accept lumbar spine injury, conditions or symptoms as a
basis for Mr. Vorhies’ duty disability retirement.#* He has not disputed, or asked to
reopen, the Department’s decision. The terms of WAC 415-104-482(1), including
the severity of disability under subsection (1)(c), are therefore applied to the effects
of Mr. Vorhies’ cervical spine condition(s), which the Department deemed
sufficiently duty-related and sufficiently debilitating to disable him from further
employment as a law enforcement officer.

The optional plural “condition(s)” is used because Mr. Vorhies’ neck pain symptoms
may be due to more than one condition.#® The record does not provide a single
consistent diagnosis, but a variety of diagnostic descriptions.*® The resulting
physical effects appear similar, that is, nerve pain from inflammation of, or pressure
on, the nerves connected to the spinal cord in the cervical segment of the spine,
because of compression or narrowing (stenosis) of the areas of the spine where the
nerves connect, or pass through the spinal column, and compression of the disk
spaces between the vertebrae.4’ .

2. WAC 415-104-482(1)(a),(b),(d)

34. The terms of WAC 415-104-482(1)(c) are the focus of this appeal, but before close
examination of that subsection, some attention should be given to its context.
(1)(c) is one of five subsections, of which only the first four are relevant in this case.
The rule directs that the Department determine that the requirements of all the
subsections are met. Where an application for a catastrophic disability benefit is

44 In addition to the reports reviewed in the Department's Action Sheet (2011), Mr. Vorhies' testimony and
medical reports in this record confirm that he experienced recurring low back pain well before he entered
LEOFF covered employment.

45 The provisions governing the catastrophic disability benefit use only the singular terms “condition” and
“disability”. This may aid clarity, but it is not logically necessary that only one condition cause only one
disability; it is possible that multiple conditions could cause a single identifiable disability, and that a single
condition could cause more than one identifiable disability.

46 Examples include “Left C6 radiculopathy secondary to disk osteophyte complex”, Exhibit A-2; “left-C5
radiculitis secondary to foraminal stenosis”, Exhibit A-5; “cervical degenerative disk disease”, Exhibit A-8;
“cervicalgia”, Exhibit A-11-B; “neck sprain”, Exhibit A-15-B; osteoarthritis and post-operative arthritis
(arthritic bone spurring), and disk disease in the neck, testimony of Crim, TR 281 (11), 298 (7-12), 313
(22-25) through 316 (10).

47 Testimony of Crim, TR 282-283, 290, 298, 302, 316.
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denied, the applicant who appeals the denial under chapter 415-08 WAC retains
the burden of proof, and must prove that he meets all the relevant eligibility
requirements set out in WAC 415-104-482(1).

35. Previous retirement for duty disability under WAC 415-104-480 does not by itself
prove that any of the elements of WAC 415-104-482(1) are met, but the record
here does indicate that three of the subsections are sufficiently covered. The
surgical reports and the testimony and written opinions of Dr. Crim regarding the
likely origin of Mr. Vorhies’ cervical spine injuries and post- -surgical cervical status,
combined with the results of the PCE’s and the Department’s documentation of its
duty disability retirement decisions, provide sufficient evidence to meet the terms of
subsection (1)(a) with respect to the cervical spine condition(s).

For subsection (1)(d), the duration requirement, there is acceptable uncontested
evidence that Mr. Vorhies has had a cervical spine condition forcing some limitation
of work activity since at least the 2009 surgery.

For subsection (1)(b), the separation requirement, it is not clear that Mr. Vorhies
resigned his City employment only because of his neck condition(s). An injury to
his lumbar spine trlggered his absence from work beginning in September 2010,
but when he resigned in December 2010 the lumbar pain had been treated with
some success by epidural steroid injection. In the interim, both Dr. Crim and Dr.
Tomski reported reservations about the overall condition of Mr. Vorhies’ spine, but
in November 2010 Dr. Crim’s opinion letter to the City focused clearly and
specifically on his concern about Mr. Vorhies’ cervical spine condition(s), because
of both the history of injury there and unacceptable risk of future injury. Thus there
is evidence to support a conclusion that Mr. Vorhies separated from his LEOFF
employment because of disability resulting from his cervical spine condition(s).

36. The next step, then, is to assess the severity of disability from Mr. Vorhies’ cervical
spine condition(s) under WAC 415-104-482(1)(c). When an applicant for a
catastrophic disability benefit has retired for duty disability, it may be taken as
established that he cannot return to LEOFF eligible employment (in this case, law
enforcement). The record here generally supports the Department’s determination
that Mr. Vorhies was unable to return to work in law enforcement, though it does
not make clear what law enforcement duties Mr. Vorhies was prevented from
performing as a result of his cervical spine conditions. But for a catastrophic
disability benefit, the applicant must then prove that he cannot do other activity from
which he could earn a minimum amount of income. It becomes necessary to
discern the extent of what he still can do. :

B. WAC 415-104-482(1)(c)
1. Scope of Evidence

37. Mr. Vorhies first applied for LEOFF disability retirement in February 2011, using a
Department-provided form, the record copy of which did not ask him to specify a
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particular type of disability benefit. The Department treated his application as
including a claim for a catastrophic disability benefit as well as a line-of-duty
disability retirement benefit. His retirement for duty disability was later approved
retroactive to January 1, 2011. The hearing in this matter was held in late 2013. In
appeals before this agency it is established practice to determine an applicant’s
eligibility for a retirement benefit by considering his or her circumstances at the time
of application, or, in some cases, at the date of retirement.®® WAC 415-104-482,
the Department’s rule governing the catastrophic benefit at issue here, does not
direct that eligibility be determined as of a particular point in time.

38. In the absence of specific direction, and for application of subsection (1)(c) only, the
undersigned has admitted and considered evidence relating to Mr. Vorhies’
situation as of the time of the appeal hearing, including evidence developed in 2013
in preparation for the hearing. Much of this evidence addressed his condition or
circumstances in 2013 rather than at some point in the past.

39. This approach appears best in light of WAC 415-104-482(7)(b),* which expressly
recognizes that a duty disability retiree whose disability was not severe enough to

48 Some claims for disability retirement must be determined with reference to the date that the applicant
separated from retirement-system-covered employment. An example is found in WAC 415-1 04-485(4)
(emphasis added):

(4) Is there a time limit for filing an application for nonduty disability benefits? No. . . However, if
you have separated from employment, your application must be based on your condition af the time of
separation.

49(7) If my request is approved, when will my monthly allowance begin to be paid? If your request
is approved, you will begin to receive a catastrophic disability allowance in the month following the
approval. . . . The date your allowance for catastrophic disability accrues is determined as follows:

(a)Ifyou sepérated from LEOFF Plan 2 employment due to a catastrophic disability, your
allowance will accrue from the first of the month following your separation date.

(b) If you are receiving a duty disability allowance or a service retirement allowance, and you are
subsequently approved for a catastrophic disability, your allowance will accrue from:

(i) The first of the month following the month in which a specific, one-time event, verified by -
medical records, occurred that clearly caused your duty disability to become a catastrophic
disability; or ‘

(ii) If the department determines there is not a one-time event that caused your disability to
become catastrophic, the first of the month following the month in which the department receives
your request for a catastrophic disability allowance.

Example: John has been receiving a duty-disability allowance under WAC 415-104-480 since
June 1, 2005, when he separated service as a firefighter due to a back injury he incurred in the
line of duty.

Example of (b)(i) of this subsection: A one-time event. On January 15, 2007, John
accidentally twisted his back causing a catastrophic disability. Because John's catastrophic
disability was clearly the result of a specific one-time event, his catastrophic disability allowance
will accrue from February 1, 2007, the first of the month following the month in which the event
occurred.
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qualify as “catastrophic” when he retired might later become entitled to a
catastrophic disability benefit if he became more severely disabled by the same
condition. Subsection (7)(b) seems to assume a separate, later application for the
catastrophic benefit, but this should not be required here. Where the initial
application was treated as including a claim for a catastrophic benefit, and there is
a possibility of measurable change in condition after application or retirement but
before a final agency determination, this de novo proceeding may extend to
receiving and considering all legally relevant evidence. Therefore for this order Mr.
Vorhies’ ability to engage in any other kind of substantial gainful activity in the labor
market under WAC 415-104-482(1)(c) has been evaluated as of the time of the:
hearing, rather than only when he separated from his City employment orwhen he
applied for disability retirement.

2. Extent of Mr. Vorhies’ Physical Disability

40. Mr. Vorhies experiences constant neck pain. According to Dr. Crim, Mr. Vorhies’
pain intensity is not static, but will “wax and wane depending on a variety of
factors”, with “good days and bad days”; overall, the general condition of his
cervical spine is likely to deteriorate; and it is not reasonable to expect that Mr.
Vorhies will be pain free, but it is a reasonable goal to have pain that is
manageable. Dr. Crim accepts Mr. Vorhies’ descriptions of the intensity of his pain
because they are consistent with his own observations of Mr. Vorhies, both in clinic
and in other settings in the Sequim area.

41. The disability for WAC 415-104-482(1)(c) is the impairment in Mr. Vorhies’
functioning as a result of the pain in his neck due to his cervical spine condition(s)
and physical deconditioning from his limited activity. Mr. Vorhies and his wife and
son have testified to what he does and does not do in general and in a typical day.
This testimony gives a picture of the changes that have occurred in Mr. Vorhies’
daily life since he first saw Dr. Crim for shoulder pain in 2006. But is only minimally
useful for the application of subsection (1)(c) because it describes only what he
does and does not do, instead of what he can and cannot do. A disability benefit
applicant, and close family members, are generally not in a good position to
objectively measure the applicant’s capabilities; what he can and cannot do must
be assessed more objectively.

42. Dr. Crim’s written opinions and testimony also provide little information about what
Mr. Vorhies can and cannot physically do for purposes of WAC 415-104-482(1)(c).
As Mr. Vorhies’ longtime primary care physician, he shows an understandable
interest in treating and protecting his patient. When he advised the City in
November 2010 that Mr. Vorhies should not return to law enforcement duties, Dr.
Crim did not describe any law enforcement duties, or even activities, that Mr.
Vorhies could not perform because of his neck condition; rather, he expressed his

Example of (b)(ii) of this subsection: No specific event. John's back gradually worsened until
his disability qualified as a catastrophic disability. On May 15, 2007, John applied for a
catastrophic disability allowance. His allowance will accrue from June 1, 2007, the first of the
month following the month the department received his application.
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concern that returning to that type of work presented an unacceptable risk of future
neurological harm. In his statement for Mr. Vorhies’ disability application, and in his
testimony in this proceeding, he provided partial diagnoses, and some

recommended limitations on activity, but no description of Mr. Vorhies’ capabilities.

43. Where opinions given by Dr. Crim before his testimony varied from his testimony
regarding Mr. Vorhies’ physical capacities, capability for employment, and the
possibility of treatment for his cervical spine condition(s) and chronic pain
associated with them, Dr. Crim’s hearing testimony has been accepted here over
any prior inconsistent opinions.

44. As far as this record shows, the only objective measurements of what Mr. Vorhies
“can and cannot physically do comes from the PCE'’s of 2011 and 2013. Dr. Crim
endorsed the results of the 2013 report, which did not differ greatly from the 2011
report, as a well-validated measure of Mr. Vorhies’ physical capacities, consistent
with his own recommended limits on activity. He also believed that other
specialists who have examined Mr. Vorhies would agree with the results of the
2013 report. The vocational experts who testified in this matter both accepted the
results of the 2013 report (Ms. Berndt compared the two against each other).
Because these reports are the only objective measurements available, and
because the experts all accepted the results and conclusions, the undersigned
places greatest rellance on these reports to measure Mr. Vorhies’ physical
capacities.

45, In addition, the undersigned places somewhat greater reliance on the 2011 report
than on the 2013 report. Again, for catastrophic disability only the disability
stemming from the conditions accepted for duty disability retirement (here, the
cervical spine conditions) can be considered. For this analysis, the 2011 report
gives a slightly better idea of Mr. Vorhies’ capacities in relation to the neck
condition(s). Ms. Casady’s 2013 report does not show that she was aware of any
specific diagnoses, and her testing and commentary gave noticeably more attention
to Mr. Vorhies’ lumbar complaints than did the 2011 report, but without any
consistent distinction between the effects of the lumbar and cervical spine injuries
or conditions. The 2013 PCE report thus reveals less than it could about the
effects of only the cervical spine conditions. The effect is not marked because
despite the differences the conclusions in the two reports do not differ greatly.

46. The limits of Mr. Vorhies’ permitted physical activities in an eight-hour workday,
then, are as follows: he can alternately sit, stand and walk a maximum of 6.5 to 7.5
hours in an eight-hour day; he can walk 20 minutes at a time, up to 1.33 hours
intermittently in an eight-hour day; he can stand 15 minutes at a time, up to 1.5
hours intermittently in an eight-hour day; he can alternately stand and walk 30
minutes at a time, up to 2.5 hours in an eight-hour day; and can sit for up to 1.5
hours at a time, up to five hours intermittently in an eight-hour day. He is able to
kneel and crouch frequently, bend or stoop, climb stairs and twist or turn the low
back occasionally, and only seldom to occasionally climb ladders, or twist or turn or
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bend his neck. He can lift and carry 10 to 25 pounds occasionally and up to 12.5
pounds frequently, tolerances within the sedentary to light weight-handling
categories. Because the 2013 PCE report specifies that these results are based on
high-effort performance, that weight handling capacities are on a less-than-
reasonably continuous basis, and that Mr. Vorhies would be precluded from the full
range of light duties, it would be reasonable to expect that Mr. Vorhies would not be
able to perform all these activities at their maximum limits through every work day,
but could sustain them at somewhat reduced levels. These limits on physical
activities describe Mr. Vorhies' disability for WAC 415-104-482(1)(c).

47. Mr. Vorhies expressed his belief that he cannot work, or engage in substantial
gainful activity because pain so limits his physical activity. In other words, he views
his disability as more severe than the PCE’s would indicate. The Department
points out that aside from taking some prescribed medications he has not
lmplemented suggestions by health care professionals that could reduce the effect
of his pain. The undersigned gives no determinative weight to this consideration
because the Department’s catastrophic disability rule does not address an
applicant’s efforts to reduce the effects of his physical disability. However, for a
catastrophic disability claim based on a physical disability, it is highly desirable to
have a complete picture of an applicant’s physical capacities. Here the central
complaint is pain, and examining or treating health professionals have made
suggestions or recommendations for steps beyond surgery and medications that
could mitigate its effects. Where these have not been tried the concern does arise
that the record has not provided a complete picture of Mr. Vorhies’ physical
capacities.

3. Severity
a. Personal Factors

48. Education and experience  Mr. Vorhies’ education and work experience are
somewhat limited. His formal education does not extend beyond high school, and
the content of his later training for law enforcement work is not known. His work
experience as a building painter, nuisance wildlife trapper, mechanic and
equipment operator/driver, and narcotics detective all required physical work at
levels higher than the light to sedentary level that this record indicates he now can
do. His education and work experience have not equipped him with significant
clerical skills or even medium proficiency with computer software that would easily
suit him for general office work. Thus the focus shifts to his transferable skills.

Transferable skills WAC 415-104-482(1) defines “transferable skills” as “any
combination of learned or demonstrated behavior, education, training, work traits,
and skills that you can readily apply. . . . skills that are interchangeable among
different jobs and workplaces.”
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The vocational experts who testified in this case identified skills that Mr. Vorhies -
could transfer to potential employment. He has skills in customer service,
negotiation, working on a team or collaboratively with others, mechanical,
troubleshooting and problem-solving, estimating and bidding painting jobs
(structures), performing basic mathematical calculations, billing, collecting payment
and money transactions, record keeping, observation, investigation and

- interviewing, abiding by and enforcing rules and regulations, and knowledge of
Clallam and Jefferson counties and of tools and construction equipment and
methods. :

| Additional behaviors or work traits that Mr. Vorhies has demonstrated in work and
hobby activities are creativity, a strong work ethic and the ability to learn quickly.

b. External Factor: Labor Market

49. The labor market in Clallam and Jefferson counties has reported employment in
classifications in which at least some jobs would require only sedentary to light
physical activity, and for which Mr. Vorhies already has skills to perform the typical
duties or has the capacity to quickly acquire them.

c. Conclusion

50. Mr. Vorhies has not met his burden of proving that he is so severely disabled by his
cervical spine condition(s) that he is incapable of engaging in substantial gainful
activity in his labor market. '

d. Discussion

51. Where an applicant for a catastrophic disability benefit is already retired from
LEOFF for duty disability, it is no longer necessary to consider whether he can
return to LEOFF eligible employment, in this case to law enforcement duties. WAC
415-104-482(1)(c) then requires the applicant to prove that his disability is so
severe that he cannot engage in any (other) kind of substantial gainful activity in the
labor market. In subsection (13), the rule defines “labor market” only in terms of
distance, that is, the geographic area within reasonable commuting distance of the
applicant’'s home or last paid employment. It is not disputed that Mr. Vorhies lives
in Sequim, which is also where he was last employed, as a law enforcement officer
for the City of Sequim, so the pertinent labor market is reasonable commuting
distance from Sequim.5® “Substantial gainful activity” is “any activity that produces
average earnings . . . in excess of eight hundred sixty dollars a month in 2006,
adjusted annually as determined by the department based on federal Social
Security disability standards”. The parties have agreed that the amount of earnings
applicable in this case to determine substantial gainful activity is $1040 per month.

50 Only the eastern portion of Jefferson County would likely be within Mr. Vorhies’ labor market for this
purpose.
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“Earnings are any income or wages received, which are reportable as wages or
self-employment income on IRS form 1040.”

52. Mr. Vorhies is not employed and there is only slight evidence that he has income
reportable as wages or self-employment income for federal income tax purposes.
Thus he must prove that he cannot engage in substantial gainful activity, or activity
that would produce average earnings of at least $1040 per month, considering his
education, transferable skills and work experience.

53. Mr. Vorhies has not proven that he cannot so engage. It would take just over 100
hours of work per month, or just under 24 hours per week, at the lowest wage
appearing in Ms. Berndt’s job classification list,-$10.18 per hour, to reach the $1040
per month threshold. Alternately walking, standing and sitting, he has the physical
capacity to engage in income-producing activity for less than five hours a day in a
standard five-day work week, the most that would be required at the lowest wage.

There is no evidence that the job classifications listed by Ms. Berndt require more
education that Mr. Vorhies has, and he is equipped to learn and perform the tasks
generally expected within these classifications by virtue of his varied transferable
skills. Mr. Vorhies’ transferable skills make it quite plausible that he could earn
compensation greater than $10.18 per hour, in which case fewer hours of work
would be needed to reach the threshold.

54. Ms. Larson’s qualifications and experience suggest that she is an effective
vocational rehabilitation counselor. However, the undersigned has not found her
testimony in this matter to be effective in proving that Mr. Vorhies is not able to
engage in substantial gainful activity in his labor market.

First, the applicant’s burden of proof was not well served by her testimony. It is not
the Department’s burden to prove that a catastrophic disability applicant can
engage in substantial gainful activity; it is the applicant’s burden to prove that he
cannot. The Department's rule does not provide for burden shifting as the SSA
decision indicates occurs in the Social Security Disability program.%" The bulk of
Ms. Larson’s testimony was merely a critique of Ms. Berndt’s report and
conclusions, producing very little useful evidence that Mr. Vorhies’ labor market
affords no realistic employment opportunities for someone with his physical
capacities and transferable skills.

55. Second, Ms. Larson’s testimony displayed a mistaken view of the eligibility
requirements for LEOFF catastrophic disability. With few exceptions, she
expressed the results of her research and her opinions in terms of employability for
the purposes of vocational rehabilitation services for workers’ compensation.
LEOFF Plan 2 has always separately provided for workers’ compensation coverage
for its members, but the LEOFF duty and catastrophic disability provisions have
neither directed use of workers’ compensation law nor adopted its terminology.

51 Exhibit D-5, p. 6.
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Where the authorizing statute subsection and the implementing rule show
significant connections to a federal disability program rather than to workers’
compensation, it is error to render opinions in terms defined and used in workers’
compensation; those terms designate different concepts in another statutorily-
authorized program. It is assumed here, for example, that when our state
legislature chose to use the term “substantial gainful activity”, it was intending to
designate something other than “gainful employment” (or “substantial gainful
employment”) for workers’ compensation, however closely these terms may
resemble each other in common usage.%? Ms. Larson was able to ldentlfy and read
into the record crucial terms of the catastrophic disability rule, but taken in total her
testlmony did not show that she recognized any significant differences between the
provisions governing that benefit and the standards that govern her practice in
vocational rehabilitation.

This confusion was most apparent where Ms. Larson opined on Mr. Vorhies’ ability
to be “competitive” in his labor market, or to “obtain” competitive employment. |
These are not express requirements for a catastrophic disability benefit, but appear
to have been assumed or tacitly added by Ms. Larson to serve Mr. Vorhies’ theory
of the case. Under WAC 415-104-482(1)(c), the primary concern is with an
applicant’s ability to engage in income-producing activity; making that requwement
so much more specific, tying it to an applicant’s ability to obtain, or perform the -
essential functions of, a particular position or type of position, would alter the
pertinent eligibility requirements as well as the burden of proof. The test does is
not whether an applicant can obtain any specific kind of work, only whether he can
engage in some kinds of work that are available in his labor market.

Another apparently unrecognized difference of concern was the inclusion of age as
a factor in evaluating an applicant’s ability to engage in substantial gainful activity.
Ms. Larson twice expressed her opinion in response to questions that included Mr.
Vorhies’ age as a factor. A claimant's age may be a factor in Social Security
disability5? or in workers’ compensation, but an applicant’s age is not an eligibility
factor in WAC 415-104-482(1).

56." Third, Ms. Larson’s treatment of Mr. Vorhies' physical abilities was too selective to
merit great credit. Of course she was engaged to appear in this matter to help
prove that Mr. Vorhies cannot engage in substantial gainful activity. However, the
persuasiveness of her opinions suffered from an overly narrow focus. She viewed
the standing, walking and neck flexion limitations in the PCE'’s as particularly
significant, the neck flexion for clerical work and the standing and walking for many
other job classifications listed in Ms. Berndt’s report. Thus focusing on the more
severe restrictions in the PCE activity tolerance profile as a bar to being hired or
performing job functions, she did not effectively address what Mr. Vorhies can do,

52 |n WAGC 415-104-482, the term “gainful employment” does appear, but only in subsection (13)(f), the
definition of “labor market”; the pertinent labor market was generally not disputed here. “Substantial
gainful activity” is separately defined without use of the term “gainful employment”.

53 Exhibit D-5, p.6. :
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his capacities, where the profile identified areas in which his tolerances were better.
She especially did not address the identified ability to alternately sit, stand and walk
for three hours at a time, up to 7.5 hours per day, or the fact that Mr. Vorhies is
much less restricted in the use of his right hand and arm, and is either right-hand
dominant (PCE’s) or ambidextrous with use of his right hand for fine-motor tasks
(his own testimony). For example, she would limit Mr. Vorhies to a maximum of 2.5
hours per day as a retail greeter, apparently on the assumption that such a position
could be performed only on one’s feet. In determining whether an applicant meets
the requirements of WAC 415-104-482(1), what he can do is as important as what
he cannot do. Ms. Larson’s opinions that Mr. Vorhies’ physical limitations prevent
him from obtaining or performing so many types of jobs lack force where it cannot
be seen that she considered the full content of the PCE’s. In much the same vein,
she acknowledged that some employers provide accommodations such as
ergonomic workstations, chairs, different keyboards and headsets, but avoided
discussing possible accommodations.

57. Fourth, Ms. Larson offered meager support for her opinions with respect to the
pertinent labor market. She testified that she performed labor market surveys for
this appeal, but the only specifics supplied were three contacts with employers of
security guards in the Sequim-Port Angeles area. She identified only one out-of-
area school district that she contacted with respect to crossing guard positions. In
discussing security and parking lot attendant classifications, she identified her
source of information as surveys or investigations done for other clients. Beyond
this, her testimony consisted largely of surmise regarding what individual positions
within job classifications might require, making it difficult to rely on her experience
with labor market surveys and knowledge of the labor market in the northern
Olympic Peninsula. ‘

58. Ms. Berndt's report and testimony are given greater credit as the undersigned finds
them more appropriate to the catastrophic disability rule and more reliable. Ms.
Berndt maintains qualifications to act as a vocational expert as distinct from a
vocational rehabilitation counselor; acting as a vocational expert in this matter, she
produced a report with the type of information that is appropriate to the particular
benefit at issue, in the appropriate system. She detailed her use of a consistent
method for producing a vocational assessment, and identified the source of the
information on which she relied. She developed her list of employment options with
reference to the entire content of the PCE results and publicly available information
in state agency databases on which she commonly relies. She recognized that
labor market surveys as prescribed for vocational rehabilitation services in the
workers’ compensation program were not prescribed or needed in an appeal of a
LEOFF catastrophic disability application. In her inventory of Mr. Vorhies'
transferable skills she included skills acquired through activities other than paid
employment, in line with the broad definition of “transferable skills” in WAC 415-
104-482(13), whereas Ms. Larson recognized only skills acquired through previous
paid employment, a restriction not apparent in that definition.
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Il Other Issues
A. Consideration of SSA Decision

59. In his reply brief Mr. Vorhies raised a concern about the effect in this decision of the
January 2012 SSA appeal decision denying Mr. Vorhies’ claim for SSD benefits.

It has already been noted that WAC 415-104-482(5) advises applicants for the
catastrophic disability benefit that the LEOFF plan administrator will “rely
substantially” on determinations of the SSA. In an appeal of a benefit decision by
the Department, the presiding officer exercises the same authority that the agency
has, so it would seem that the second sentence of WAC 415-104-482(5) would also
authorize the Department’s presiding officer, in an administrative appeal of a denial
of a catastrophic benefit application, to rely on an SSA determination granting or
denying SSD benefits.

In Mr. Vorhies’ case, the SSA appeal decision was entered after the Department
issued its petition decision, so the Department had no opportunity to consider the
SSA decision in its earlier denials. The Department itself has not argued that the
SSA decision should be relied upon on this proceeding. The undersigned does not
rely on the SSA appeal decision here, for the following reasons.

First, reliance on an SSA determination of SSD benefits would not generally align
with the goals or requirements of the Department’s administrative appeal process.
This adjudicative process under the WAPA is intended to provide an appellant with
a de novo review of a Department determination, including the opportunity to create
a new factual record specific to the result sought, such as the requirements for
LEOFF disability benefits here. The WAPA requires a presiding officer to enter
written findings of fact drawn only from evidence placed in the record of the appeal
proceeding.?* Absent a stipulation by the parties, a final order for the Department
would not be based on facts found by another agency in a different proceeding.

In addition, with respect to required conclusions of law, a presiding officer in
Department administrative appeals can apply only provisions of Washington state
law. In an appeal of a denial of an application for a LEOFF catastrophic disability
benefit, the pertinent law comprises the provisions already reviewed and applied in
this order. Though these state law provisions contain some terms that also appear
in the federal law governing SSD benefits, the state provisions have not directly
adopted provisions of the federal law, or approved reference to that law for
determinations of LEOFF benefits. It can easily be seen from the SSA appeal
decision that the federal law being applied there still differs significantly from the
provisions that must be applied here; as one example, the LEOFF catastrophic
disability provisions have nothing comparable to the SSD sequential determination
process or-its accompanying schedule of impairments. WAC 415-104-482(5)

54 RCW 34.05.461(4).

FINAL ORDER [DOCKET 12-1.-006] - 47




serves primarily as information for applicants, and does not create a mandate in
Department’'s administrative appeals.

Second, WAC 415-104-482(5) specifies that the Department’s medical advisor will
rely on an SSA determination, but it also qualifies any reliance, stating, “The
LEOFF plan administrator . . . will rely substantially on determinations that have
been made by the Social Security Administration unless there is information
available that would produce a different determination”. This provision advises
catastrophic disability applicants that an SSA determination may, but need not,
control the Department’s initial determination. The same possibility is always open
in an administrative appeal where a new factual record may be created. In the
undersigned’s view, in this appeal it would not be appropriate to rely on the
decision of the SSA, where the ALJ considered a good deal of evidence never
offered to the record here, and expressly discounted or never considered the
results of the 2011 and 2013 PCE'’s, evidence that is important here.

.In an appropriate case, then, the Department's presiding officer could choose to
rely on an SSA determination in an appeal of a denial of a LEOFF catastrophic
disability benefit application. But in this case, the undersigned finds no reason to
rely on the January 2013 SSA determination; both the evidence considered and the
law applied by the SSA ALJ are too far removed from the record produced and the
law applicable in this proceeding to provide any useful guidance.

B. Consideration of DL/ Decisions

60. Similarly, though this question was not raised in Mr. Vorhies’ legal arguments,
decisions by the DLI played no role in this decision. As far as may be seen from
this record, DLI approved Mr. Vorhies’ claim for benefits for the effects of a lumbar
strain, accepting that activities on September 7, 2010, resulted in an injury that was
covered by the workers’ compensation program; DLI later closed his claim without
finding any permanent impairment. These decisions were not explained, and they
were addressed to an injury or condition other than the injury or condition accepted
by the Department for Mr. Vorhies’ duty disability retirement. They have no
relevance to application of the catastrophic disability benefit provisions here.

C. Consideration of IME

61. In his Notice of Appeal Mr. Vorhies expressly disagreed with “several statements
made by the IME”, which he states he attended in July 2011. The reference is
taken to be to an IME performed in April 2011, which the Department reviewed
when it reconsidered Mr. Vorhies’ catastrophic retirement benefit claim in
September 2011, and which was reviewed in some detail in the Department’'s
petition decision. The vocational expert witnesses also reported having reviewed a
2011 IME report. However, neither party proposed including the report of the April
2011 IME in the record of this appeal proceeding, and neither included reference to
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it in their legal arguments. Thus that report has not been reviewed or considered in
reaching this decision, and Mr. Vorhies’ disagreement with it cannot be addressed.

ORDER

Mr. Vorhies’ application for LEOFF Plan 2 catastrophic duty disability
retirement is denied.

Done this 5t day of February, 2015.

" ] '
W s ’ ///547//7////: »»»»» -
ELLEN G. ANDERSON
Presiding Officer
Department of Retirement Systems

Notice of Further Appeal Rights

Reconsideration: Any party to this appeal may ask the DRS Presiding Officer to
reconsider this Final Order, but must do so promptly. The party must file a petition for
reconsideration within ten days of the mailing date in the certification at the top of this
Order. The ten-day time limit is strictly observed; DRS must receive the petition within
that time. RCW 34.05.470, 34.05.010(6). '

A petition for reconsideration must state specific reasons why the Final Order should
be changed, and must be addressed to the Presiding Officer at the Department of
Retirement Systems, PO Box 48380, Olympia, WA 98504-8380.

Judicial Review: A party may request judicial (Superior Court) review of this Final
Order. A petition for judicial review must be filed within 30 days of the Final Order
mailing date. Any party seeking Superior Court review should carefully read and
comply with the requirements for judicial review in the state Administrative
Procedure Act (chapter 34.05 RCW). Petitions for judicial review go directly to the
Superior Court; it is not necessary to request DRS reconsideration. RCW 34.05.470(5),
34.05.542. ’
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