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OpinionMemorandum

byappeals SuperiorThe defendant a determination the Court
(Dalianis, J.) plaintiff compensationthat the is entitled to workers’

chapter uncertaintybenefits under RSA 281. Because of about the
scope order,of the trial court’s we vacate and remand.

undisputed priorisIt that to a work-related accident in 1982the
plaintiff debilitatingprogressivelysuffered from several diseases.

petition departmentAfter the accident labor,he filed a with the of
parties requestingrecord,which the have not inincluded the an

compensation 281:37,award of workers’ benefits under RSA I. The
department petition grounddenied the on the that the accident did

aggravation preexistingcausenot a of“substantial” the conditions.
plaintiff appealed superior court, id.,The then to the where he

sought merely by referring appealidentified the hebenefits in his
original petition. granted petitiondocuments to the The court the

departmentand ordered the case remanded to the forof labor the
computation opinion.”of [the court’s]benefits “consistentwith

appeal immediately stumblingtheIn to this we hitcourt a block
try exactlywe towhen determine what bebenefits would consistent
superior opinion. plaintiff interprets opin-with the court’s The the

awarding permanent disability.ion as benefits for and total See
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(Supp. briefs,1986). It isRSA 281:23 unclear from the but the de-
may interpret opinion differently,fendant the somewhat as award-

ing total,permanent, though disability.forbenefits not See RSA
claims, any case,281:25. The defendant in that the court should have

only period duringawarded benefits for the which the accident will
aggravate plaintiff’s underlying degenerative conditions,the and

any periodshould have denied benefits for thereafter. See RSA
however,(Supp. We,1986).281:23 cannot determine whether either

correctly award,party interprets the trial orcourt’s thewhether
awarding onlycourt intended a third alternative of benefits for

temporary disability. Consequently saytotal See id. we are unable to
presentswhether the record the issue that the defendant seeks to

appeal.onraise
difficulty appearsThe reason for our from an examination of the

findings, rulings is, first,trial court’s supportand decree. There for
plaintiff’s interpretation.the courtThe found that the accident

aggravated pointhis condition “to the where couldhe not return to
fall,”prior granted... he had inthe condition been to the and it the

requestplaintiff’s totallyto permanentlyfind hethat was and
disabled.

suggestshand, of the recordexaminationfurtherthe otherOn
the had causedrule that accidentdid not find andthe courtthat

disability. expressly found thatpermanent The courtcompensable
disabled,totally but itinjury plaintiffrendered thethe accidental

disability.permanent At theinjury athe causednot find thatdid
progres-preexistingexpressly that andthe foundtime’ courtsame

have resultedsively disc diseases woulddegenerative arthritic and
total, disability, ifnecessarily therethough evenpermanent, notin

grantingfinding by ofoneinjury. (The thiscourt madebeen nohad
withsubject qualification, “consistentrequests to thethe defendant’s

inconsistency opinionthebetweenopinion.” noWe seecourt’s][the
disability thereforeandfinding permanentrequested onand the

it.)granted as we have describedinwas factthat the latterassume
havewouldsum, preexisting conditionsthecourt found thatIn the

degree,permanently to some andplaintiff disabledtherendered
totally forhim disabledrenderedthe of the accident hadthat effect

expectedfindings we would haveperiod. of theseOn the basissome
for the tem-payment of benefitsto an order forthe trial court enter

disability 1986), an(Supp.porary period under 281:23of total RSA
probably not now contest.wouldorder which the defendant

appeal byambiguitycould, course, and thisboth theor resolveWe
duration,limiting temporaryreading toas benefitsthe court’s order

findings notwe areexpress on causation. Butthein withaccordance
this, any interpre-and suchentirely intendedthe courtcertain that
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by plaintifftation us would partiallyleave the a rulingwith adverse
that not appeal.he did understand and therefore did not There is
less part followingrisk of error on our in the different course of
vacating remandingthe trial court’s andorder proceed-for further
ings findings, rulings decree,to revise the and so as to remove the
ambiguity.

Vacated and remanded.
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