OHIO COURT OF APPEALS, TENTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

State ex rel. Tanyhill v. Indus. Comm.

2026-Ohio-1823 - No. 25AP-187 - Decided May 19, 2026

SUMMARY

The Ohio Tenth District Court of Appeals denied Andre C. Tanyhill’s petition for a writ of mandamus

seeking scheduled-loss compensation for partial loss of uncorrected vision under R.C. 4123.57(B).

The court held that the Industrial Commission properly declined to rely on the submitted medical

opinion and that Tanyhill had not established medical evidence demonstrating entitlement to the

claimed benefits. The court overruled Tanyhill’s objections and adopted the magistrate’s decision.
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Original mandamus action challenging the Industrial Commission of
Ohio's denial of scheduled-loss compensation for partial loss of
uncorrected vision; the court reviewed objections to a magistrate's

decision recommending denial of the writ.

In mandamus review of Industrial Commission decisions, legal
questions are reviewed for whether the commission incorrectly
interpreted Ohio law, while factual determinations are reviewed under
the some-evidence abuse-of-discretion standard. The commission must

identify the evidence relied upon and briefly explain its reasoning.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Industrial Commission abused its discretion by rejecting Dr. Armstrong-Murphy's medical

opinion regarding Tanyhill's loss of uncorrected vision.

2. Whether Dr. Mattson's report constituted some evidence supporting the Industrial Commission's denial

of scheduled-loss compensation.

3. Whether Tanyhill demonstrated a clear legal right to scheduled-loss benefits and a clear legal duty
requiring the Industrial Commission to award them under R.C. 4123.57(B).

HOLDINGS

1. The Industrial Commission did not abuse its discretion by rejecting Dr. Armstrong-Murphy's report
because the report acknowledged that critical pre-injury and post-injury uncorrected visual-acuity
information was unavailable, provided an estimate rather than a supported determination, and indicated

that an additional opinion could be issued if further evidence became available.

2. A claimant seeking scheduled-loss compensation for partial loss of sight under R.C. 4123.57(B) bears
the burden of affirmatively submitting medical evidence establishing the percentage of vision actually
lost as a result of the injury; the degree of impairment must be determined by physicians, not the
Industrial Commission.

3. Tanyhill was not entitled to a writ of mandamus because he failed to establish a clear legal right to

scheduled-loss benefits or a clear legal duty on the part of the Industrial Commission to award them.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The ICO does not abuse its discretion to determine factual matters if there is some evidence in the record

upon which it could have based its determination.” (9 8)

“[T]o establish a claim for a scheduled-loss award for partial loss of sight under R.C. 4123.57(B), a claimant

is ‘required to submit medical evidence showing the degree of [the] visual impairment.”” (Y 10)

“Moreover, even if Dr. Mattson’s opinion is excluded in its entirety, Tanyhill has failed to point to any other
evidence establishing his entitlement to additional claimed scheduled-loss benefits under R.C. 4123.57 for

partial loss of uncorrected vision.” (Y 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Tanyhill, a corrections officer, was attacked by a patient at work and sustained multiple head and left-eye
injuries, including retinal tears and a retinal hole. The Bureau of Workers' Compensation awarded scheduled-loss



compensation based on a physician's estimated 25 percent loss of left-eye vision, but the Industrial Commission
later rejected that medical opinion and relied on another opinion finding no uncorrected vision loss. The
appellate court concluded that Tanyhill had not submitted competent medical evidence establishing the

percentage of uncorrected vision lost as a result of the work injury.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Bureau of Workers' Compensation initially awarded Tanyhill scheduled-loss compensation based on a 25
percent loss of vision in his left eye. After the employer appealed, an Industrial Commission district hearing
officer affirmed, but a staff hearing officer vacated the award and denied compensation, and the commission
refused further appeal. Tanyhill filed a mandamus action in the Tenth District, whose magistrate recommended
denial of the writ. The appellate court overruled Tanyhill's objections, adopted the magistrate's decision, and

denied the writ.
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