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The Chancery Court of Franklin County found the
plaintiff, Janes E. Stephens, to be permanently and partially
di sabled and entitled to future nedical care at the enployer’s
expense. The Special Wrkers’ Conpensation Appeals Panel, upon
reference for findings of fact and conclusions of |aw pursuant to
Tenn. Code Ann. § 50-6-225(e)(5)(Supp. 1998), found that Stephens
failed to prove that he had suffered any permanent vocational
disability due to his injury. The Panel dismi ssed his appeal
effectively foreclosing Stephens’ entitlement to future nedica

expenses.

Thereafter, Stephens filed a notion for review of the
Panel’s decision by the full Court pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. 8§
50-6-225(e)(5)(B) (Supp. 1998). W granted review in order to
determ ne his entitlenent to future nedical care at the enployer’s

expense.

St ephens, enpl oyed as a carpenter at Henl ey’ s Supply and
I ndustry, Inc., was injured when he was struck in the nmouth while
installing a pre-hung triple w ndow. St ephens suffered conpl ex
| acerati ons and bone fractures, which led to the renoval of all of
his upper teeth and two | ower teeth. He was fitted wth dentures--
a full upper set and a partial |ower set. However, Stephens no

| onger wears the upper denture due to disconfort.



The trial court awarded Stephens permanent parti al
disability of fifteen percent (sixty weeks) and future nedica
expenses, all in accordance wth the provisions of the Tennessee
Workers’ Conpensati on Act. The enpl oyer appeal ed, arguing that
there was no nedical evidence to support the award of pernmanent
partial disability. The Special W rkers’ Conpensation Appeals
Panel agreed with the enployer and reversed the ruling of the tri al
court, finding no nedical proof of permanence of a disability to
the body as a whole under Tenn. Code Ann. 8 50-6-207 (F)(Supp
1998). The Panel concluded that Stephens’ enployability was not

i mpaired by his dental injury.

The issue before us is whether the trial court properly
awar ded expenses for future nedical care to Stephens.® An enpl oyee
is entitled, under the provisions of Tenn. Code Ann. 8 50-6-204
(Supp. 1998), to recover any reasonable and necessary nedi cal
expenses in the future which nmay be incurred as a result of a

conpensabl e injury. Lindsey v. Strohs Conpanies, Inc., 830 S.W2d

899, 903 (Tenn. 1992); Roark v. Liberty Mut. Ins. Co., 793 S.W2d

932, 935 (Tenn. 1990). “I'f or when [the enployee] nakes
application for any such future nedical expenses, the trial judge
must at that time and under the evidence then adduced determ ne

whet her the enployer or its insurance carrier is liable for their

!As stated, the Panel’s reversal of the trial court’s award of
permanent disability is not before the Court.
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paynment.” Roark, 793 S.W2d at 935; Underwood v. Liberty Mit.

Ins. Co., 782 S.W2d 175, 176 (Tenn. 1989).

Revi ew of the findings of fact made by the trial court is
de novo upon the record of the trial court, acconpanied by a
presunption of the correctness of the findings, unless the

pr eponderance of the evidence is otherwise. Tenn. Code Ann. 8 50-

6-225(e)(2); See H Il v. Eagle Bend Mg., Inc., 942 S . W2d 483

(Tenn. 1997).

An enployer is required by Tenn. Code Ann. § 50-6-

204(a) (1) to furnish nedical treatnent to an i njured enpl oyee “as
ordered by the attendi ng physician . . . nmade reasonably necessary
[or] as may be reasonably required.” W have held that an

enpl oyee is entitled to nedical treatnment and expenses for work-
rel ated i njuries even though the injury does not produce vocati onal
i npai rment or otherw se affect the worker’s enployability. WIKkes

V. Resource Auth. of Sumer Cy., 932 S.W2d 458, 461 (Tenn. 1996).

By its recommendation that this case be dismssed, the
Panel forecl osed the possibility of the enpl oyee ever receiving, at
the enployer’s expense, the future nedical care to which he is
statutorily entitled. Accordingly, were-instate the trial court’s
judgnment regarding future nmedi cal expenses and adopt the findings
of fact and concl usions of |law of the Panel in regard to the trial

court’s denial of benefits for permanent partial disability.



In summary, we hold that Stephens is entitled to future
medi cal expenses pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. § 50-6-204. Thus, he
isentitled to all reasonabl e and necessary future nmedi cal care and
treatment resulting fromthe conpensabl e injury he sustained. This

care and treatnment shall be at the enployer’s expense.

For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent of the tria
court in reference to future nedical expenses is affirned. W
adopt the Panel’s conclusion of law that the enployee is not
entitled to benefits for permanent partial disability. Costs of
this appeal are taxed to the enployer, for which execution my

issue if necessary.
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