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SUMMARY

The Tennessee Workers’ Compensation Appeals Board affirmed the denial of Paula Smith’s request for

additional temporary disability and medical benefits following her workplace injuries. The Board held

that Smith failed to present admissible medical evidence supporting additional treatment or benefits,

lacked proof of an incorrectly calculated compensation rate, and waived her rate-calculation claim; the

case was remanded.
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affirmed

Interlocutory appeal from an expedited hearing order of the Court of
Workers’ Compensation Claims denying additional temporary

disability and medical benefits.

Factual findings are presumed correct unless the preponderance of the
evidence is otherwise, with considerable deference given to credibility
determinations based on live testimony. For deposition testimony, the
appellate panel is in the same position as the trial court and may draw
its own conclusions regarding the weight and credibility of expert
testimony. Statutory and regulatory interpretation are reviewed de

novo without a presumption of correctness.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the trial court improperly admitted or excluded evidence at the expedited hearing.

2. Whether Smith, as a self-represented litigant, was required to comply with the same substantive,

procedural, and evidentiary rules as represented parties.

3. Whether Smith presented sufficient medical proof to establish a likelihood of prevailing on her claim for
additional medical or temporary disability benefits after the authorized physician placed her at maximum

medical improvement.

4. Whether Smith established that her workers' compensation rate was incorrectly calculated or that she

was entitled to a penalty for delayed payment.

HOLDINGS

1. The employee bears the burden of producing admissible evidence supporting entitlement to additional
benefits even at an interlocutory expedited hearing, and the trial court did not abuse its discretion or

otherwise err in its evidentiary rulings.

2. At the interlocutory stage, an employee seeking additional medical or temporary disability benefits must
present sufficient expert medical evidence showing a likelihood of prevailing; absent countervailing

medical proof, the authorized treating physician's opinion supported denial of additional benefits.

3. Smith waived her challenge to the compensation rate by conceding that she had no evidence that the
employer calculated the rate incorrectly, and the record did not support additional disability payments

based on an additional period of disability.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Filing the records with the court prior to the hearing is not the same as having them admitted into evidence

during the hearing” (at 4)

“We agree with the trial court that, without countervailing medical proof, the only medical evidence in the
record addressing whether Employee suffered a work-related injury or reached MMI is that of Dr. Steinagle.”
(at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Smith alleged work-related injuries to her left wrist on July 10, 2025, and right knee on July 28, 2025. The
employer accommodated her wrist restrictions, provided a panel of orthopedic physicians, and authorized
treatment with Dr. Timothy Steinagle, who ordered an MRI, returned her to restricted work, and later placed her

at maximum medical improvement after finding no significant internal derangement requiring further treatment.



The employer discontinued temporary disability benefits after the MMI determination, and Smith sought

additional benefits and physical therapy but offered no contrary expert medical opinion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Paula Smith sought additional temporary disability benefits, compensation based on an allegedly incorrect
compensation rate, continuing medical treatment, and a penalty for delayed payment. After an expedited hearing,
the trial court found that the employer had provided authorized medical treatment and temporary disability
benefits through maximum medical improvement and that Smith had presented no proof supporting additional
benefits or an incorrect compensation rate. The Tennessee Workers' Compensation Appeals Board affirmed and
remanded.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case is remanded following affirmance of the trial court's order.
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