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ROBIN F. WYNNE, Judge

Betty Boykin has filed a pro se appeal from the Arkansas Workers’ Compensation
Commission’s opinion finding that she failed to prove that she sustained any permanent
anatomical impairment as a result of her compensable injuries. Because of substantial
deficiencies in appellant’s brief, we must order rebriefing.

First, the abstract is entirely in question-and-answer format. Arkansas Supreme Court
Rule 4-2(a)(5)(B) (2012) provides that the question-and-answer format shall not be used in
the abstract. In abstracting testimony, the first person (“1”’) rather than the third person (“He
or She”) shall be used.

Next, we turn to appellant’s statement of the case. Rule 4-2(a)(6) requires a concise
statement of the case without argument. The statement of the case should be sufficient to
enable the court to understand the nature of the case, the general fact situation, and the

action taken below. Here, the statement of the case impermissibly contains argument.
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In addition, appellant’s argument section makes reference in several places to the
record, not to the abstract or addendum as required by Rule 4-2(a)(7). We further note that
appellant should ensure that the briefs contain the same material, as the argument section of
at least one copy of appellant’s brief was omitted entirely.

It is well settled that a pro se appellant must abide by the same rules and standards as
a licensed attorney. Hooker v. Farm Plan Corp., 331 Ark. 418, 962 S.W.2d 353 (1998). We
strongly encourage appellant to review the rules and to ensure that no other deficiencies are
present. A model appellant’s brief is available for review on the judiciary website.! Appellant
has fifteen days from the date of this opinion to file a substituted brief that complies with the
rules. See Ark. Sup. Ct. R. 4-2(b)(3). Failure to timely correct the deficiencies in the
appellant’s brief may result in the opinion of the Commission being affirmed for
noncompliance with the Rule. See Ark. Sup. Ct. R. 4-2(c)(2). After service of appellant’s
substituted brief, appellees shall have the opportunity to revise or supplement their brief.

Rebriefing ordered.

PITTMAN and HOOFMAN, JJ., agree.

Betty Boykin, pro se appellant.

Bridges, Young, Matthews & Drake, PLC, by: Michael J. Dennis, for appellees.
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