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Johnson, Sandwich, orally,and for thebyof Center briefLeslie H.
petitioner.

(PatrickBranch,Devine, P.A., Manchester C.Millimet & of
Lucasrespondent,theMcHugh orally),on the brief and for

Industries, Inc.

Sutton,M. theBrock, petitioner, Tammy appealsTheC.J.
BoardHampshire Compensation Appealsthe Newdecision of

(board) psychologicalfor benefits forrequesther medicaldenying
injury. We affirm.following a work-relatedcounseling

1992,In thefollowingthe facts.parties disputeThe do not
Industries, InLucas Inc.petitioner employed by respondentwas

orupon gluewhich a lubricant1992, touched a door handlesheApril
eye.her left After shetouchedsubsequentlybeen andsprayedhad
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inburning eye, petitionera sensation her thepainful soughtfelt
a emergencyat local room.treatment She received workers’

compensation injury.benefits for this
accident,Approximately petitionerone month after the the began

Brannan,withpsychological counseling Michele a certified mental
complainedhealth counselor. The petitioner being frightenedof of

left,approaching her from the of blurred vision in herpeople left
others;beingand of unable to be close oreye, affectionate with she

eyeattributed each of these tosymptoms injury.the Brannan
diagnosed petitionerthe with post-traumatic stress disorder
(PTSD) began treatingand her accordingly. Whether these coun-
seling bysessions should be covered compensationworkers’ is the

appeal.issue on
The respondent petitionerreferred the to Dr. Robert Weiner for

independent psychiatrican evaluation. Dr. Weiner thatstated the
symptoms eyenotpetitioner’s by injury,were caused the but rather

by “unresolved emotional issues.” Following hearinga at which the
Brannan, testified,petitioner, Dr. Weiner theand board ruled that

didpetitionerthe “not her burden of thatproof disputed[meet] the
medical necessary regardtreatments were reasonable and with to

[eye] injury.”her
decision,In making its the board relied on Dr. Weiner’s testimony.

Dr. Weiner testified that an incident like petitioner’s eyethe injury
not thecould be forprecipitating incident PTSD:

is a mental illness. It is a psychiatric[PTSD] disorder. It
requires that a person has experienced something outside

anyof normal experience,life something so horrible that
they have been unable to it intobring their mental life. For

combat,warexample, campconcentration experiences,
hurricanes,natural disasters like earthquakes, some people

who experienced rape,have murder. This kind of horrible
experience. Not goall people experi-who such anthrough
ence would indevelop but order develop[PTSD] to such an
illness, the individual must have had that kind of awful
experience and theybecause are unable to intobring it

life,their theymental can’t talk about it.

that,Dr. Weiner concluded thealthough petitioner might suffer
from psychological problems,some she did not suffer from PTSD

anyand treatment PTSDfor was inappropriate. He also opined that
psychologicalher problems were to eyeunrelated the injury,

reiterating positionthe he took in his that petition-evaluation the
“anxietyer’s and depression byare not caused the industrial

injury.”
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The concluded:board

testing physicalthere is noobjectiveall[According to
finds that theThe Boardeye.the claimant’sproblem with

to ofrise treatmentsinjury giveof did not“stress” her
the fromfact claimant suffersBoard notes theThe[PTSD].

medicalrequirewhich couldproblemssome emotional
toattention, however, injury ... is not related[eye]her

in question.treatmentssaid

that boardon are thearguments appealpetitioner’s primaryThe
inthat the erredthe and boardby evidenceunsupportedisdecision

hearing.Dr. theWeiner atability to cross-examinelimiting her

decision isfirst that the board’spetitioner arguesThe
statute, theto we will affirmby evidence. Pursuantunsupported the

by prepon­can apetitionerthe demonstrateunlessboard’s decision
or unlawful.”“clearlyit is unreasonableevidence thatderance of

(1974). of board’s factualmakingIn review the541:13 ourRSA
to we would haveconclusions, not determine whethertask is“[o]ur

evidence,board, reweighor the butthan the todifferently didfound
compe­findings bythe are supportedwhetherrather to determine

Stetson, 293, 296,N.H.138Appealin the record.”tent evidence of
(1994) (citations each245, omitted); 541:13. Atsee RSA639 A.2d 248

the to demonstratepetitionerwas onhearings,her the burdenof
eyea of herwas resultcounselingpsychologicalthat her need for

498, 500,Michael, 135 606N.H.byTzimas v.injury. See Coiffures
(1992). causation,“prove legal1082, requiredwas toA.2d 1083 She

causation,work-connected,is, and medicalinjuryher isthat that
is, by the work-relatedactuallywas causeddisabilitythat that her

omitted); Briggs,see Appealbrackets(quotationevent.” Id. and of
(1994).655,623, 628, 645 A.2d 659138 N.H.

sup­that insufficient evidencearguesfirstpetitionerThe
opinionDr. Weiner’s hadasserting thatruling,the board’sported

argument, essentiallyrejectin We this which“no basis fact.”
petitioner’sDr. that the emotionalWeiner’s statementchallenges

issues, as to stem­family opposedstem from unresolvedproblems
inthis statementadoptThe board did notming eye injury.from the

findingThe was thatoperativenor it have. board’sruling,its need
eyeto herwere unrelatedpetitioner’s problemsemotionalthe

respon­Theby testimony.Dr. Weiner’sinjury, supportedwaswhich
ofsome alternative cause thedemonstrateobligationbore no todent

297,Stetson, 138 N.H. at 639problem. AppealSeepetitioner’s of
injurywhere or how theprove“need not(respondentA.2d at 248

occurred”).actuallyclaimed
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ail-psychologicalpetitioner’sthat theboard’s conclusionThe
supported by ampleiseye injuryhertoare unrelatedments
296, 248.639 A.2d atSee id. atin the record.evidencecompetent

worker,mental healthBrannan, treatingpetitioner’stheAlthough
decision, thewith the board’sthat conflictedtestimonyoffered

oftestimonyof thein favorreject testimonythiswas free toboard
487, 490-91,Gamas, 642 A.2dN.H.138AppealSeeDr. Weiner. of

(1994). testimony, asconflicting expertwith925, “When faced927
in or in part,wholedisregard accept,orhere, are free tofactfinders

burden ofto meet herhas failedtestimony.” petitionerId. Thethat
isevidentiary support orlacksfindingthisdemonstrating that

we491, at 927-28. Becauseid. at 642 A.2derror. Seeby legaltainted
need not addressweground,on thisaffirm the board’s decision

was “rea-under these circumstancesfor PTSDwhether treatment
1995).281-A:23, AppealI See(Supp.RSAbyrequiredsonable” as of

(1992).1333,211, 213-14, 1334612 A.2d136 N.H.Levesque,
limitingin herthe board errednext contends thatpetitionerThe

hearing. As we haveDr. Weiner at thecross-examineability to
veryafter astated, onlythat PTSD arisesDr. Weiner testified

combat, campconcentrationas “wartraumatic event suchserious
hurricanes, . . .earthquakes,likenatural disastersexperiences,

Dr. Weiner testified thatOnrape, murder.” cross-examination[or]
had suffered atreating anyone for PTSD whohe did not remember

than these exam-somethingthat was less serioustraumatic event
Dr.counsel indicated thatpetitioner’sHe testified to this afterples.

compensa-in some other case that a workers’Weiner had testified
event wasprecipitatingsuffered from PTSD where thetion claimant

to cutrespondent soughtfor theperjury.an accusation of Counsel
issue, on relevanceagreed,this and the boardquestioningoff on

solelyrelied on herground petitionerthat thegrounds and on the
questioning.thesupportrecollection of the tocounsel’s case

inapply proceedingsthe rules of evidence do notAlthough
irrelevant,board, immaterial or“maythe board excludebefore the

1993) (now541-A:18, II (Supp.evidence.” RSAunduly repetitious
Rules,541-A:33, 1995)); Admin.II see N.H.(Supp.codified at RSA

206.05(d). “cross-examination, byalmostIn any proceeding,Lab
definition, in to determineof direct examination orderis a review

of the witness.”knowledgeand ofveracity, accuracy depththe
829,250, 258, 564 A.2d 834132 N.H.Betty Sprague,Petition of

(1989). thefalls within board’sThe of cross-examinationscope
260, 835, mustdiscretion, and cross-examinationid. at 564 A.2d at

true disclosure offor a full andnecessaryallowed “to the extentbe
541-A:18, IVfacts,” 258, (Supp.See RSAid. at 564 A.2d at 834.the
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1993) (now 541-A:33, 1995));codified at RSA IV (Supp. Appeal of
Kelleher, (1983).274, 278-79, 1322,124 N.H. 469 A.2d 1325

The petitioner argues that further cross-examination about the
other case directlywould have contradicted Dr. testimonyWeiner’s
that it was impossible to have a PTSD diagnosis except under

circumstances,certain and thus she would damagedhave Dr.
testified,Weiner’s Dr.credibility. Weiner had responding hypo-to

questioning,thetical that he makingdid not recall such diagnosis,a
and that if he diagnosis,did make such a “maybe made a[he]
mistake.” In view of the fact that no offer of proof was made to

cross-examination,substantiate the further proposed we conclude
that the board’s denial of further cross-examination did not diminish

full fairthe and disclosure of the facts of this case. See Petition of
Betty 259-60,Sprague, 132 N.H. at 564 atA.2d 835.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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