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SUMMARY

The Oklahoma Supreme Court reviewed a workers' compensation award arising from Robert Hill's
shoulder injury while working as a paramedic. The Court held that the administrative law judge
properly admitted the employer's medical report under the applicable evidentiary standard. It also
upheld the constitutionality of statutory provisions requiring use of the American Medical Association
Guides, Sixth Edition, to assess impairment for nonscheduled members, and affirmed the Workers'
Compensation Commission's order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the employer's physician's report, which relied on the Sixth Edition of the AMA Guides, was
inadmissible under Daubert because it addressed impairment rather than disability and lacked vocational
information.

2. Whether the Administrative Workers Compensation Act's mandatory use of the Sixth Edition of the
AMA Guides for evaluating permanent partial disability to nonscheduled body parts unconstitutionally
restrained the fact-finder or predetermined adjudicative facts.

3. Whether the AWCA's reference to the current or most current edition of the AMA Guides unlawfully
delegated legislative authority to the American Medical Association.

4. Whether mandatory use of the Sixth Edition violated procedural or substantive due process.

5. Whether mandatory use of the Sixth Edition violated Oklahoma Constitution article 2, section 6,
concerning access to courts and remedies.

6. Whether the mandatory-use provisions violated the workers' compensation grand bargain.

HOLDINGS

1. The administrative law judge did not err in admitting the employer's physician's report. Under the
AWCA, permanent partial disability is functionally tied to impairment ratings based on the AMA
Guides, and vocational evidence was not required for the determination at issue.

2. The AWCA's mandatory use of the AMA Guides is a permissible legislative definition of admissible
evidence and permanent partial disability; it does not assign particular reports elevated probative value
or predetermine the claimant's impairment rating.

3. The AWCA's references to the current or most current edition of the AMA Guides do not unlawfully
delegate legislative authority to the American Medical Association when construed to mean the Sixth
Edition in effect when the relevant provisions were enacted.

4. Mandatory use of the AMA Guides did not deny Hill procedural due process because he received notice,
a hearing, an opportunity to present and challenge medical evidence, and an adjudication by the ALJ.

5. The mandatory-use provisions are rationally related to the legitimate governmental interest in
establishing uniform standards for evaluating workers' compensation impairment and therefore do not
violate substantive due process.

6. The AMA Guides requirements do not violate Oklahoma Constitution article 2, section 6, because they
do not prevent Hill or similarly situated workers from filing claims, obtaining a hearing, or seeking
judicial review.



7. The court declined to invalidate the AMA Guides provisions based on Hill's arguments concerning
erosion of the workers' compensation grand bargain or the alleged inadequacy of his award.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the Legislature is free to determine what evidence is and is not admissible in specific types of adjudicatory
proceedings, but it may not afford elevated probative value to particular evidence nor give determinative
effect to specific evidence or compel the conclusions to be drawn from it.” (¶ 29)

“Because the second interpretation would render the provisions requiring use of the AMA Guides an
unconstitutional delegation of legislative authority, we are compelled to adopt the interpretation that "most
current edition" and "current edition" refer to the current edition of the AMA Guides when the relevant
provisions were enacted: the AMA Guides, Sixth Edition.” (¶ 41)

“The core elements of procedural due process are notice and an opportunity to be heard.” (¶ 45)

“The mandatory use of the AMA Guides, Sixth Edition, for assessing impairment for non-scheduled members
does not violate the Constitution.” (¶ 64)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Robert Hill injured his right shoulder while working as a paramedic for American Medical Response and later
underwent rotator-cuff surgery. At maximum medical improvement, Hill's physician rated him at 8% whole-
person impairment under the Sixth Edition of the AMA Guides and 31.8% under the Fifth Edition; the
employer's physician rated him at 4.2% under the Sixth Edition. The administrative law judge admitted the
employer's report, found 7% whole-person impairment, and awarded Hill $7,913.50 in permanent partial
disability benefits.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hill, a paramedic, sustained a shoulder injury and sought permanent partial disability benefits. After a hearing,
the administrative law judge admitted the employer's medical report, found 7% whole-person impairment, and
awarded $7,913.50. The Workers' Compensation Commission affirmed on November 18, 2016. Hill petitioned
the Oklahoma Supreme Court for review, and the Supreme Court retained the matter and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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