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judgment. After athorough review of the record and careful consideration of relevant authorities,
we have determined that the failure to file the SD1 form contemporaneously with the order of final
judgment does not affect the finality of the judgment. Accordingly, we agree with the Special
Workers' Compensation Appeals Panel initsdismissal of the appeal as untimely because asit was
not filed within the time prescribed by Rule 4 of the Tennessee Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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I. Facts and Procedural History

In July of 1996, LindaJ. Corum, a49-year-old wife and mother of two, began employment
with Holston Health Care and Rehabilitation Center (“Holston”) in the housekeeping department.
Her duties involved strenuous physical activity such as mopping, collecting garbage, cleaning
garbage cans, and removing mattressesfrom bedsfor cleaning. She performed these dutiesfor three
years without incident. On August 11, 1999, Corum fell at work and injured her lower back. She
reported the incident to her employer and sought treatment. Her employer referred her to Dr. James
McGuire, who treated her injury and ultimately performed a partial hemilaminectomy. Asaresult
of the surgery, McGuirepermanently restricted Corum’slifting to no morethan twelve poundswith
no repetitive stooping or bending. He also assigned her a 10% impairment to the body as awhole.

Following the surgery, Corum filed for workers' compensation benefitsin the Knox County
Chancery Court. The case was tried on June 14, 2001, and the trial court found that Corum had
sustained a compensable injury. Further, the court found that Corum was entitled to: 1) benefits
based on a40% permanent partial disability to the body asawhole; 2) future medical treatment; and
3) certain discretionary costs. Accordingly, the court awarded benefits to be paid by Holston and
dismissed the Second Injury Fund from the case.

Thetrial court’s order was filed and stamped “ENTERED July 13, 2001” by the clerk. No
other documentswerefiled with the order. OnAugust 16, 2001, thirty-four days after the judgment
had been entered, Holston filed a notice of appeal. Corum filed a motion to dismiss the appeal on
the bad sthat the notice of appea wasnot filed within thirty days of the date the judgment became
final, asrequired by Rule 4 of the Tennessee Rules of Appellate Procedure. Relying upon Tennessee
Code Annotated section 50-6-244(b) (1999), Holston contended that becausethetrial court’s order
had not been filed with the statutorily required SD1 form, the appeal time had not yet begun to run.

A Special Workers' Compensation A ppeal s Panel heard argument on the motion and agreed
with Corum. The Panel dismissed the appeal as untimely, and Holston filed thismotion for review.
We granted review to resolve the conflict between Tennessee Code Annotated section 50-6-244(b)
and Rule 4 of the Tennessee Rules of Appellate Procedure.

1. Standard of Review

Issues of statutory construction are questions of law reviewed by this Court de novo with no
presumption of correctness accorded to the findings of the court below. Bryant v. Genco Stamping
& Mfg. Co., 33S.W.3d 761, 765 (Tenn. 2000); Perry v. Sentry Ins. Co., 938 S.W.2d 404, 406 (Tenn.
1996).

. Analysis
In general terms, the issue in this case is whether a Supreme Court rule predominates a
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statute, and the resolution of this issue essentially affects the computation of time within which to
appeal aworkers compensation case. The precise question is whether ajudgment in a workers
compensation case isfinal for purposes of appeal under Rule 4 of the Tennessee Rules of Appellate
Procedureif the SD1 form required by Tennessee Code Annotated section 50-6-244(b) is not filed
contemporaneously with the judgment.

We begin by reviewing the procedural rules that inform the appellate processin aworkers
compensation case. Workers' compensation appeds must proceed in accordance with Tennessee
Code Annotated section 50-6-225(e)(1) (Supp. 2002). Under this section, “[a]ny party to the
proceedings in the circuit, crimina or chancery court may, if dissatisfied or aggrieved by the
judgment or decree of that court, appeal to the supreme court, where the cause shall be heard and
determined as provided in Tennessee Rules of Appellate Procedure.” Tenn. Code Ann. § 50-6-
225(e)(1).

Under the Tennessee Rulesof Appellae Procedure, “[a]n appeal as of right to the Supreme
Court . . . shall be taken by timely filing a notice of appeal with the clerk of thetria court . . ..”
Tenn. R. App. P. 3(e). Inaddition, “the notice of gppeal . . . shall be filed with and received by the
clerk . . . within 30 days after the date of entry of the judgment appealed from....” Tenn.R. App.
P. 4(a). Furthermore, the Advisory Commission Commentsto Rule 4 declaresin relevant part that
“[t]he 30-day period specified in this subdivision in which to file notice of appeal isto be uniformly
applied. It applies to appeals by the state as well as private parties, and in al civil and criminal
proceedings.”

Pursuant to Rule 58 of the Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure, entry of a judgment or an
order of final disposition iseffectivewhen it is*marked on theface by the clerk asfiled for entry.”
Based on these procedural rules, it is clear that a notice of appeal, to be timely, must be filed within
thirty days of the date the final judgment or order is marked by the clerk asfiled for entry. Inthe
case at bar, the trial court’s order was endorsed by the clerk as “ENTERED, July 13, 2001.”
Therefore, it appears that the time for filing anotice of appeal began on July 13, 2001, and expired
on August 12, 2001.

The conflict in this case, however, arisesin attempting to apply Tennessee Code Annotated
section 50-6-244(b) to the circumstancesin this case. That statute dictates the manner in which a
workers’ compensation judgment must be accepted by the clerk of the court. It provides, in pertinent
part:

The [statistica data] form shall be required to be filed in every workers
compensation case at the conclusion of the case and shdl be filed with the clerk of
the court . . . contemporaneoudy with thefinal order. Anorder of acourt isnot final
until the statistical dataform required by thissectionisfully completed and filed with
the clerk of the court.

Tenn. Code Ann. § 50-6-244(b) (emphasis supplied).
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Relyingonthe above-quoted statute and on an Attorney General’ sopinion,* Holston contends
that becausethe SD1 formwasnot filed “contemporaneoudy” with the judgment, thetimefor filing
the notice of apped beganwhentheSD1 form wasfiled (November 7, 2001) and not July 13, 2001,
the date the judgment was entered. Corum, on the other hand, contends that the failure to file the
SD1 form did not toll the time period prescribed by Rule 4 of the Tennessee Rules of Appdlate
Procedure. She asserts that the thirty-day time limit prescribed by the rule became immediatdy
applicable on July 13, 2001. Thus, she contends that Holston failed to protect and perfect itsright
to appea when it failed to comply with the requirements of Rule4. We view the two provisions set
out above asincongruous, and to resol vethis case, we must decidewhich predominates. TheCourt’s
rolein construing statutory language is “to ascertain and give effect to the legislative intent without
unduly restricting or ex panding astatute’ scoverage beyond itsintended scope.” Owensv. State, 908
S.W.2d 923, 926 (Tenn. 1995). When the language within the four corners of the statute is
unambiguous, the legislative intent must be derived from the statute’ s face and courts must follow
the*“natural and ordinary meaning” of thestatute. Bryant v. Genco Stamping & Mfg. Co., 33S.W.3d
761, 765 (Tenn. 2000) (quoting Davisv. Reagan, 951 SW.2d 766, 768 (Tenn. 1997)).

Ontheother hand, itiswell settled that the Tennessee Supreme Court hastheinherent power
to promul gate rules governing the practice and procedure of the courts of thisstate. Statev. Mallard,
40 SW.3d 473, 480-81 (Tenn. 2001) (citing Statev. Reid, 981 S.W.2d 166, 170 (Tenn. 1998)); see
also Tenn. Code Ann. 88 16-3-401, -402 (1994). This inherent power “exists by virtue of the
establishment of a Court and not by largess of the legislature.” Mallard, 40 S.W.3d at 481 (quoting
Haynesv. McKenzie Mem'| Hosp., 667 SW.2d 497, 498 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1984)). Furthermore,
becausethe power to control the practice and procedure of the courtsisinherent inthejudiciary and
necessary to engage in the complete performance of the judicial function, this power cannot be
constitutionally exercised by any other branch of government. Mallard, 40 SW.3d at 481 (citing
Anderson County Quarterly Court v. Judges of the 28" Judicial Cir., 579 S.\W.2d 875, 877 (Tenn.
Ct. App. 1978)); seealso Tenn. Congt. art. 11, § 2.

Rules prescribed by the Supreme Court may not abridge, enlarge or modify any substantive
right guaranteed by the Constitution of the United States or State of Tennessee. Tenn. Code Ann.
816-3-403 (1999). Additionally, “[a]fter such rulesshall have become effective, all lawsin conflict
therewith shall be of no further force or effect.” Tenn. Code Ann. 8§ 16-3-406 (1999); see also
Advisory Commission Comments to Tenn. R. App. P. 4(a).2

L While Attorney General opinions are not binding upon the courts, we note that Op. Att'y Gen. No. 99-230,
1999 Tenn. AG LEXIS 225, statesthat “theclerk must declineto accept any final order in aworker’scompensation case
unlessitis submitted along with a fully completed statistical data form.”

%2 Those comments state:

The 30-day period specified in this subdivision in which to file notice of appeal is to be uniformly
applied. It applies to appeals by the state as well as private parties, and in all civil and criminal
proceedings. Statutes prescribing some other time period for an appeal are in conflict with these

rules and of no further force or effect.

(Emphasis supplied).



The purpose for filing the SD1 form is to assist the Department of Labor in its efforts to
collect datarel evant to assessing theworkers' compensation system. Tenn. Code Ann. 850-6-244(a)
(1999). Thefiling of an SD1 form does not enhance or improve theappellate procedural processin
anyway. Rather, thefiling requirement hasthe potential to impede or hinder the processby allowing
a party to manipulate the time within which to file an appeal. If strictly construed, section 50-6-
244(b) would enable employers® to hold judgments hostage on the basis of their own failure or
refusal to filethe SD1 form. In such circumstances, the employer alone has the ability to control or
mani pulate the beginning of the time within which to appeal. While we agree that the SD1 form
must befiled in accordance with the statute, to the extent the statute conflictswith the thirty-day time
limit prescribed by Rule 4 of the Tennessee Rules of Appdlate Procedure, the rule controls.
Therefore, we hold that aworkers’ compensation judgment isfinal on the date of entry stamped by
thetrial court clerk whether or not it isfiled contemporaneously with the SD1 form. Wefurther hold
that the Special Workers' Compensation Appeal s Pand properly dismissed theapped becauseit was
filed beyond the thirty-day period following the entry of judgment.

We note Holston’ s additional contention that the trial court’sjudgment isnot final because
theissue regarding lump sum commutation has yet to be adjudicated. We find this contention to be
without merit. AsCorum pointsout, theorder entered on July 13, 2001 directed that benefitsbepad
on aweekly basis. The order, therefore, resolved all issues in the case and was final for purposes
of appeal.

IV. Conclusion
In accordance with the foregoing, we affirm the Special Workers' Compensation Appeals

Panel in its dismissal of the appeal as untimely. Costs of thisreview are taxed to the defendant,
Holston Health & Rehabilitation Center for which execution may issue, if necessary.

ADOLPHO A. BIRCH, JR., JUSTICE

3Tennessee Code Annotated section 50-6-244(e) (1999) states:
It isthe responsibility of the employer or the employer’s agent to complete and file the form required

by this section, contemporaneously with the filing of the final order or settlement. The employee and
any agent of the employee are required to cooperate with the employer in completing this form.

-5



