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STATE OF FLORIDA 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

OFFICE OF THE JUDGES OF COMPENSATION CLAIMS 
TAMPA DISTRICT OFFICE 

 
 

Ivan Edwards, 
 
     Employee/Claimant, 
 
vs. 
 
Citrus Staffing Depot, 
 
     Employer, 
 
and 
 
CNA ClaimPlus and Transportation 
Insurance Company, 
 
     Carrier/Servicing Agent. 
___________________________________ 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
 

 
 
 
 
OJCC Case No.  05-005683EHL       

 
Accident date: 1/22/2004 
 

   
 

AMENDED FINAL COMPENSATION ORDER ON PETITION FOR BENEFITS OF 2/3/09 
 

THIS CAUSE was heard before the undersigned in the video conference hearing room at 
Lakeland, Polk County, Florida on 8/10/08, upon the Claimant’s claims for PTD and penalties, 
interest, costs and attorney’s fees.  The petition for benefits was filed 2/3/09.  Mediation 
occurred on 2/12/09 and the parties’ pretrial compliance questionnaire was filed 2/19/09.    
Claimant’s counsel Bradley Smith, Esq., was present on behalf of Claimant.  John Crotty Esq., 
was present on behalf of the Employer/Carrier (hereafter “E/C).  At the conclusion of trial I 
allowed the parties time to submit written argument as to my ruling on the testimony of Ms. 
Tessari and to submit final argument, if desired, because I did not have time to allow final 
argument at trial.  E/C submitted two additional memorandums which I have added to the list of 
court exhibits.  I have considered these memorandums as argument only, in the same manner in 
which I considered the original trial memorandums filed by both parties.  The parties will find 
changes to my original order in paragraph 6 (second to last sentence) and 19 (paragraph 18 in the 
original order; new third and fourth sentences) and find that there is a new paragraph 14 under 
the section entitled “Findings of fact and conclusions of law.”   
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At the time of trial the parties entered into the following stipulations: 
 
1. The Court had jurisdiction of the parties and of the subject matter of the 

petition/claim. 
2. Venue properly lies in Polk County, Florida. 
3. The correct date of accident is 1/22/04. 
4. There was an employer/employee relationship at the time of the accident. 
5. There was workers’ compensation coverage in effect by the carrier at the time 

of the accident.   
6. The accident has been accepted as compensable. 
7. The left hand, arm, shoulder and neck injuries have been accepted as 

compensable. 
8. There was timely notice of the accident and injuries. 
9. AWW is $240. 
 
Exhibits received into evidence at the time of trial are listed on the evidence log at the 

end of this order.  In addition to the exhibits, Claimant, Robyanne Cash-Howard and Natalie 
Tessari testified live. 

 
The claims made at the time of trial were for determination of the following: 
1. PTD and PTD supplemental benefits from 5/21/08 and continuing. 
2. Entitlement to penalties, interest, costs and attorney’s fees at the expense of the 

employer/carrier. 
 
The defenses raised by the Employer/carrier to the claims were as follows: 
1. There is no entitlement to PTD and PTD supplemental benefits. 
2. Claimant reached MMI on 5/21/08 and was released to return to work without 

restrictions. 
3. There is no entitlement to penalties, interest, costs or attorney’s fees at the expense of 

employer/carrier. 
 
In making my findings of fact and conclusions of law in these claims and defenses, I have 

carefully considered and weighed all the evidence presented to me.  I have resolved all conflicts 
in the testimony, both live and by deposition, presented to me.  Although I may not reference 
each piece of evidence presented by the parties, I have carefully considered all the evidence and 
exhibits in making my findings of fact and in reaching my conclusions of law.  Based upon the 
foregoing, the evidence and applicable law, I make the following findings of fact and draw the 
following conclusions of law: 

 
1. I have jurisdiction of the parties and the subject matter of these claims. 
2. The stipulations of the parties are accepted and adopted by me as findings of fact. 
3. The evidence closed in this matter on 8/10/09, at the time closing arguments were 

made by the parties.  
 

Recitation of the factual evidence 
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4. Claimant testified at trial he was injured when his left hand was caught in machinery 

and he was hit in his left shoulder.  Dr. Gordon performed surgery on his thumb and 
then released him to return to work.  He tried to return to work for the employer but 
was unable to do his job because of his injuries.  He also saw Dr. Dowdy who 
performed two surgeries on his left shoulder, one in 2007 and one in 2008.  He 
continued to have pain in his shoulder when he moved it.  He had no strength in his 
left hand and he had pain in his hand if he tried to bend his thumb.  He was unable to 
straighten his thumb completely.  He could not grasp or pull hard with his left hand.  
Claimant was right handed but he had always had heavy work that required him to be 
able to use both hands and arms.  Claimant had worked as an agricultural laborer and 
in packing plants.  He had very little education.  He had not looked for any other 
work and began receiving social security retirement in 2005.  I note that claimant had 
a very heavy accent and was difficult to understand. 

5. Robynanne Cash-Howard, vocational expert, testified at trial she performed a 
reemployment assessment of claimant initially on 8/31/05 and updated her 
assessment on 4/20/09 after reviewing additional medical records.  She was aware 
that Dr. Dowdy placed claimant at MMI with no restrictions as of 5/21/08; before that 
Dr. Dowdy had restricted claimant to sedentary work, as had Dr. Fiore.  Dr. Halperin 
restricted claimant from lifting more than 15 to 20 pounds with no overhead work and 
limited claimant’s use of his left hand to activities as tolerated.  Dr. Fiore did not 
allow claimant to use his left arm for repetitive work and placed sedentary restrictions 
on his left hand with activities as tolerated for the use of claimant’s left shoulder.  Ms. 
Cash-Howard felt all the doctors placed similar restrictions on claimant until Dr. 
Dowdy placed claimant at MMI when he assigned no permanent restrictions.  Dr. 
Gordon had treated only claimant’s thumb injury and assigned claimant a lifting 
restriction of 10 pounds for 6 months after he reached MMI on 6/21/04 and then 
claimant had no restrictions.  But claimant never returned to Dr. Gordon and Ms. 
Cash-Howard was not certain if Dr. Gordon’s lack of restrictions was valid.  Taken 
all together, Ms. Cash-Howard felt claimant’s restrictions limited claimant to 
sedentary work (at least using Dr. Dowdy’s restrictions before claimant reached 
MMI).  Claimant was 64 years old at the time of trial (59 ½ when he was injured).  
He had a work history as an unskilled laborer and had only performed jobs with 
heavy to medium exertional abilities.  He was only slightly literate with a limited 
education and no math skills.  He had no skills from his past employment that would 
transfer to sedentary jobs.   Ms. Cash-Howard could locate only two jobs that would 
be available to claimant with his education and skills (vine pruner and flower picker) 
and neither of those were within his restrictions.  Claimant had done his best to try to 
return to work given his limited skills.  She did not believe claimant could work as a 
cashier, gate guard or greeter:  he did not have the skills for these jobs and they were 
not sedentary positions.  Claimant was not eligible for retraining.  Ms. Cash-Howard 
concluded there was not even sedentary work available for claimant within a 50 mile 
radius of his home. 

6. Natalie Tessari, vocation expert, testified she performed a reemployment assessment 
on 7/16/09.  I sustained claimant’s motion to strike certain portions of Ms. Tessari’s 
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testimony on the grounds that she went beyond the activities required of a 
reemployment assessment and questioned employers as I would expect an expert to 
do in an effort to provide job placement services.  After trial I reviewed Ms. Tessari’s 
report of 8/7/09 which confirmed my ruling at trial that she had crossed the line in 
preparing her re-employment assessment into the area of reemployment services 
because she recommended that claimant register with “One Stop Centers” to perform 
a job search and that he apply with a temporary labor agency.  In addition Ms. Tessari 
stated she had performed a labor market survey which is one of the activities defined 
as part of re-employment services by F. S. 440.491.  I will summarize only the 
testimony which I identified as admissible at trial; the balance of Ms. Tessari’s 
testimony was treated by me as proffered at trial and I will not summarize it or 
consider it in making my findings of fact and in reaching my conclusions of law.  Ms. 
Tessari determined that claimant’s past work history was as an unskilled worker 
requiring light, medium and heavy exertional capabilities.  Claimant had a 3rd grade 
education and could read the newspaper and basic road signs but was not able to 
write well.  Claimant had no transferrable skills.  Ms. Tessari performed a labor 
market survey by reviewing data from the Florida Department of Labor and by 
reviewing on-line employment websites.   She was looking for jobs that were 
unskilled and were light to sedentary in nature.  She used the Dictionary of 
Occupational Titles to determine the exertional requirements of specific jobs unless 
she was familiar with the physical requirements of the job already.  She was able to 
identify some jobs in her report that were unskilled and might be within claimant’s 
abilities.  There were some security job positions, such as a gate guard or a night 
guard, that claimant could probably do once he obtained a license.  Ms. Tessari 
testified she located a company that assisted individuals in taking the test required to 
obtain this license and that she was sure claimant could pass the test because the 
company told her that it prepared the test and ensured that its students could pass it.  
He could also work as a door greeter or a school crossing guard. 

7. Dr. Halperin, orthopedist specializing in hand and upper extremities, testified in his 
deposition he performed an IME on 7/14/05.  Claimant reported he had injured his 
hand and shoulder in the accident.  Claimant had diminished range of motion in his 
left thumb as a result of the fracture suffered in the accident.  Claimant complained of 
diminished strength in his left hand but Dr. Halperin felt claimant was exaggerating.  
He had complaints of pain in his left shoulder due to impingement but Dr. Halperin 
did not believe claimant’s shoulder complaints were related to the accident.  Dr. 
Halperin assigned an 8% impairment rating to claimant’s shoulder. He agreed 
claimant reached MMI on 6/21/04 (I note this was Dr. Gordon’s date of MMI but at 
that time Dr. Gordon was treating only claimant’s left hand injury and not his 
shoulder).  Dr. Halperin did not assign any restrictions to claimant’s hand injury.   

8. Dr. Gordon, orthopedist, testified in his first deposition he began treating claimant on 
1/26/04 for complaints of an injury to his left, non-dominant, thumb.  At that time 
claimant had no shoulder complaints.  Claimant’s hand was injured when it was 
caught in a conveyor belt.  Claimant had suffered a laceration and fracture of his 
thumb.  Dr. Gordon performed surgery to pin the fracture.  Claimant was released to 
light duty work on 2/29/04.  Dr. Gordon placed claimant at MMI for his thumb 
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fracture on 6/21/04 with a 5% impairment rating based on claimant’s loss of range of 
motion.  Dr. Gordon wanted claimant to avoid lifting more than 10 pounds with his 
left hand for an additional 6 months and then claimant could use his left hand without 
restriction.  Claimant did not return to Dr. Gordon until 3/15/05 when he complained 
of pain in his thumb and shoulder.  Claimant’s thumb was hyperextended with 
decreased range of motion as a result of the fracture and surgery.  Dr. Gordon did not 
believe claimant’s shoulder complaints were related to the accident because of the 
length of time between the accident and the first complaints of shoulder pain.  
However there was a possibility that claimant’s shoulder pain could have been a 
result of his hand injury or the accident.  Claimant was capable of working light duty 
from the standpoint of his hand injury.  Because claimant had complaints of shoulder 
pain, Dr. Gordon again restricted him from lifting more than 10 pounds. 

9. Dr. Gordon testified in his second deposition that if claimant’s shoulder pain was 
considered related to the accident, then the only restriction he would have placed on 
claimant’s activities related to his shoulder was no overhead lifting.  Based on that 
restriction claimant was capable of returning to his prior employment with the 
employer because that job did not require overhead lifting.  Claimant was also 
capable of working at other jobs such as a cashier or security guard.  He had not seen 
claimant since 3/15/05.  At that time Dr. Gordon recommended claimant obtain an 
MRI of his shoulder.  In his second deposition Dr. Gordon stated that his lifting 
restrictions of no more than 10 pounds were to be lifted after claimant was 6 months 
past MMIDr. Gordon clarified that as of the last visit of 3/15/05 claimant continued 
to have complaints relating to both his hand and shoulder but claimant was at MMI 
for his hand and Dr. Gordon was not changing his opinion regarding claimant’s 
restrictions for his hand (no more than 10 pounds, to be lifted after 6 months).  As of 
3/15/05 claimant had no restrictions on the use of his hand.  Dr. Gordon testified that, 
despite claimant’s shoulder complaints, he did not place any restrictions on 
claimant’s use of his shoulder on the DWC-25 form which was somewhat different 
from his testimony in his first deposition.  However even if claimant had continued 
pain in his thumb and hand on 3/15/05, Dr. Gordon did not believe claimant required 
any work restrictions as a result of his thumb fracture.  Dr. Gordon believed claimant 
would have some pain while using his arm and undergoing physical therapy but he 
did not believe claimant required any work restrictions because of that pain.  I note 
that the court reporter could not transcribe portions of the questions in this deposition 
and the doctor had difficulty hearing the questions.   

10. Medical records from physical therapy in 2004 indicated claimant had less than 50% 
of the grip strength in his left hand that he had in his right hand.  Claimant was able to 
lift 5 pounds with his left hand but complained of pain when lifting 10 pounds.  I do 
not know if the reduced strength was consistent with claimant’s injury or with the fact 
that he was right hand dominant. The therapist stated that claimant was very focused 
on his pain and inconsistent during therapy. 

11. Dr. Winters, orthopedist, was appointed to serve as the EMA in this matter by Judge 
Hofstad and examined claimant on 9/25/06.  Claimant reported he had injured his left 
shoulder and left thumb in the accident.  On examination of the shoulder Dr. Winters 
noted that claimant had difficulty raising his arm but the shoulder joint was stable.  
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Dr. Winters diagnosed claimant with impingement of his shoulder and recommended 
an arthroscope to “clean out” the joint since claimant had not improved with 
injections.  Dr. Winters did not assign any work restrictions to claimant’s shoulder 
and deferred to his treating physician with respect to restrictions from his fractured 
thumb.  Claimant was not at MMI for his shoulder injury.  Claimant’s impingement 
was related to the accident but he also had some pre-existing arthritic changes of the 
shoulder joint.  The accident was the major contributing cause of the need for the 
arthroscopy of the shoulder joint. 

12. Medical records from Dr. Dowdy, orthopedist indicated he began treating claimant on 
6/11/07 for complaints of left shoulder pain.  Dr. Dowdy recommended arthroscopy 
to try to relieve his shoulder impingement.  Surgery was performed 6/26/07.  During 
surgery Dr. Dowdy repaired tears of the labrum and rotator cuff in addition to 
resecting the clavicle and decompressing the subacromial space.  After surgery 
claimant was referred to physical therapy.  Claimant saw Dr. Dowdy again on 
11/14/07 and 12/26/07.  He still had severe pain and Dr. Dowdy diagnosed claimant 
with adhesive capsulitis as a result of the first surgery.  Dr. Dowdy recommended a 
second procedure to release the adhesions.  Apparently this procedure was performed 
(there were no surgical notes in the composite for it) and claimant returned to Dr. 
Dowdy on 5/21/08 and had good rotator cuff strength but restricted range of motion 
of the shoulder.  Dr. Dowdy placed claimant at MMI with a 5% impairment rating.  
He was released to full-duty work.  The next visit was on 4/24/09.  Claimant 
complained of ongoing pain and loss of function in the shoulder.  Dr. Dowdy 
administered an injection which relieved 80% of claimant’s pain but claimant still 
had weakness in the shoulder.  Dr. Dowdy ordered an arthrogram to determine if 
claimant had retorn his rotator cuff and placed claimant on modified work duty.  
There were no further reports and I could not determine if claimant ever had the 
arthrogram or if Dr. Dowdy ever lifting claimant’s work restrictions.  I had no DWC-
25 form for that visit so I could not determine in what manner Dr. Dowdy restricted 
claimant’s work abilities at that visit.  However before Dr. Dowdy repaired 
claimant’s torn rotator cuff, he restricted claimant from lifting more than 5 pounds 
with his left arm and from repetitive activities involving the left shoulder. 

13. Dr. Fiore, orthopedist, testified in his deposition he performed an IME of claimant on 
3/17/09. Claimant had had surgery to his left shoulder.  His shoulder was stable 
although he had some complaints of achiness in his shoulder with some range of 
motion.  Claimant also had some restricted range of motion of his left thumb.  
Claimant was diagnosed as having had a left thumb laceration and fracture and 
adhesive capsulitis of the left shoulder following surgical debridement, distal 
resection of the clavicle and repair of the rotator cuff tendon together with a follow-
up surgery to manipulate the shoulder joint under anesthesia.  Claimant was at MMI 
for his hand and shoulder injuries.  Claimant had an 11% impairment rating to his 
shoulder and a 17% rating to his hand.  Dr. Fiore added the two ratings to obtain a 
total rating of 28%.  I note that Dr. Fiore completely ignored the combination table 
and instructions in the Florida Uniform Impairment Rating Schedule and that the 
actual combined rating would be 26%.  Dr. Fiore restricted claimant from any use of 
the left arm for manual labor repetitive work.  Claimant could perform sedentary 
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work with his left shoulder but could probably only do non-demanding sedentary 
work with his left hand.  Dr. Fiore thought it would be preferable to have claimant 
undergo an FCE to determine what he could do with his left hand.  Claimant could 
work as a greeter, usher or security guard, although as a guard he would not be able 
to use his left hand to unlock doors or gates.   

 
 

Findings of fact and conclusions of law 
 

14. After review of E/C’s memorandum of law regarding my ruling striking certain 
testimony of Ms. Tessari, I do not find any reason to reverse the larger part of my 
ruling at trial.  The stricken testimony dealt with Ms. Tessari’s efforts to conduct a 
labor market survey which is one of the tasks performed in providing reemployment 
services (see 440.491(1)(f)).  While Ms. Tessari may not have actually tried to place 
claimant in a position, it was apparent from her report and from the argument of 
E/C’s counsel, that she was trying to establish that there were actual open positions 
for claimant and not just testify that after reviewing claimant’s medical records, and 
conferring with the employer, physician and claimant, she had a physical and 
vocational rehabilitation plan to assist the employee in returning to suitable gainful 
employment (see F.S. 440.491(1)(e)).  A vocational expert is prohibited from 
providing both a reemployment assessment and reemployment services.  I will 
however reverse my ruling as to one limited issue:  Ms. Tessari spoke with a 
company who assisted individuals in passing the test necessary to obtain a security 
guard job.  That type of testimony does deal with claimant’s ability to be vocationally 
rehabilitated and that testimony is admissible.  I have identified that specific 
testimony in paragraph 6 above, the second to last sentence of the paragraph, and 
have discussed the implications of that testimony in paragraph 19 below. 

15. I find claimant reached MMI on 6/21/04 from his hand injury on 6/21/04 and on 
5/21/08 from his shoulder injury.   

16. I find claimant suffered a permanent impairment to both his hand and shoulder.  I 
need not rule on the specific ratings because the petition sought PTD benefits, not 
impairment benefits.  

17. I accept the opinions of Dr. Fiore regarding claimant’s restrictions as to his left 
shoulder:  no repetitive use of the left arm for manual labor.  Dr. Gordon’s opinions 
regarding restrictions were 1) confusing and compromised by the inability of the 
doctor and the court reporter to hear the questions of claimant’s counsel and 2) 
provided before claimant had any treatment to his left shoulder.  Similarly Dr. 
Halperin’s and Dr. Winter’s opinion were provided before claimant had any treatment 
to his left shoulder.  Dr. Dowdy’s opinion following the claimant’s last visit was that 
claimant should be on modified duty because of his shoulder but the parties did not 
provide the DWC-25 form for that visit and I could not determine the specific 
restrictions, although a reasonable inference might be that the restrictions were those 
that had been imposed prior to the time claimant had his rotator cuff surgery since Dr. 
Dowdy wanted to investigate whether claimant had retorn his rotator cuff.  Those 
restrictions were no lifting more than 5 pounds and no repetitive use of the shoulder.  
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These restrictions are so similar to Dr. Fiore’s restrictions that I see no practical 
difference between the two. 

18. I accept the opinion of Dr. Gordon that claimant had no restrictions on the use of his 
left hand once he was 6 months past MMI.  Dr. Fiore could not provide restrictions 
for claimant’s hand, other than to state that claimant could probably do non-
demanding sedentary work with that hand. 

19. I accept the opinion of Robyanne Cash-Howard that claimant was unable to perform 
even sedentary work because he had no transferable skills and had never done any 
sort of work other than manual labor/agricultural labor work.  Claimant was clearly 
not capable of working as a security guard because he had no license for that type of 
employment.  I reject Ms. Tessari’s testimony that claimant could obtain his security 
guard license through a school she located because the it appeared from her testimony 
that this school wrote the test and ensured that all its students would pass it.  I do not 
find this type of educational opportunity to be true retraining.  Further Ms. Tessari 
conceded claimant would have to work at night so that his accent and inability to 
write well would not be an issue.  I could not envision how claimant could work as a 
cashier without using his left arm repetitively.  Every school crossing guard I have 
ever seen holds up a stop sign with one hand and uses the other arm to wave children 
across the street. Claimant had no license to work as a security guard as of trial and 
therefore that occupation was not open to him. While it was conceivable that claimant 
could work as a store greeter, the availability of such jobs is extremely limited and I 
do not construe F. S. 440.15 (1)(a) to mean that if one job exists in one locale, that is 
sufficient to establish that claimant retains the capacity to work in a sedentary job.  I 
find claimant had no transferrable skills and no work experience dealing with the 
public or performing any type of job that did not require the active use of both arms 
and that he was not capable of performing even sedentary work because of his 
inability to use both arms and his limited education.   

20. I grant claimant’s petition for PTD and PTD supplemental benefits and award such 
benefits from 5/21/08, the date he reached MMI, together with interest and penalties 
on all late payments of such benefits. 

21. Because I have awarded the benefits claimed, I award entitlement to a reasonable 
attorney’s fee and taxable costs at the expense of E/C and reserve jurisdiction to 
determine the amount of said fee and costs if the parties are unable to come to an 
agreement. 

 
 
 
 
WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: 
 

1. E/C shall pay claimant PTD and PTD supplemental benefits beginning 5/21/08, 
together with interest and penalties on all late payments of such benefits. 

2. E/C shall pay claimant’s counsel a reasonable attorney’s fee and taxable costs and 
I reserve jurisdiction to determine the amount of said fee and costs if the parties 
are unable to come to an agreement. 
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DONE AND ELECTRONICALLY MAILED to the attorneys and MAILED to the 

parties this 13th day of August, 2009, in Tampa, Hillsborough County, Florida. 
 

S         
Ellen H. Lorenzen 
Judge of Compensation Claims 
Division of Administrative Hearings 
Office of the Judges of Compensation Claims 
Tampa District Office 
1000 North Ashley Drive, Suite 309 
Tampa, Florida  33602-3330 
(813)272-2380 
www.jcc.state.fl.us 
 

 
EVIDENCE LOG   Ivan Edwards  OJCC # 05-005683 
 
TRIAL DATE     8/10/08     
 
 
COURT EXHIBIT JOINT EXHIBIT CLAIMANT 

EXHIBIT 
E/C EXHIBIT 

1.  Pretrial 
stipulation filed 
2/18/09 and order 
entered 2/19/09 
 

 1.  Deposition of Dr. 
Fiore filed 8/5/09 

1.  Deposition of Dr. 
Halperin filed 
8/4/09 

2.  Claimant’s trial 
memo filed 8/5/09 
 

 2.  Deposition of Dr. 
Winters filed 8/5/09 

2.  Deposition of Dr. 
Gordon taken 
12/26/06 and filed 
8/4/09 

3.  E/C’s trial memo 
filed 8/4/09 
 

 3.  CV of 
Robynanne Cash-
Howard filed 
8/10/09 

3.  Deposition of Dr. 
Gordon taken 
1/17/06 and filed 
8/4/09 
 

4.  Petition for 
benefits 
 

 4.  Report of 
Robynanne Cash-
Howard filed 
8/10/09 

4.  Composite of 
medical records 
filed 7/10/09 

5.  E/C’s memo 
filed 8/12/09 
regarding my ruling 

  5.  CV of Natalie 
Tessari filed 8/10/09



 10 

striking certain 
portions of Ms. 
Tessari’s testimony 
6.  E/C’s closing 
argument filed 
8/12/09 

  6.  Report of Natalie 
Tessari filed 8/10/09

 
 
Ivan Edwards 
Post Office Box 1324 
Lake Wales, Florida  33859 
 
Citrus Staffing Depot 
5937 State Road 60 East 
Lake Wales, Florida  33898 
 
CNA ClaimPlus 
Post Office Box 946610 
Maitland, Florida  32794 
 
Transportation Insurance Company 
Post Office Box 946550 
Maitland, Florida  32794 
 
Bradley G. Smith, Esquire 
 jccmail@sfsmlaw.com 
 
John Crotty, Esq. 
jcrotty@waltonlantaff.com 

 
 


