BEFORE THE APPEALS BOARD
FOR THE
KANSAS DIVISION OF WORKERS COMPENSATION

LLOYD B. CHANDLER
Claimant

VS.

Docket No. 255,338

FORD MOTOR COMPANY
Respondent

AND

LIBERTY MUTUAL INSURANCE
Insurance Carrier
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ORDER

Respondent appeals from a preliminary hearing Order entered by Administrative
Law Judge Julie A. N. Sample on June 27, 2000.

ISSUEs
The Administrative Law Judge ordered respondent to pay preliminary benefits for
an injury that occurred as claimant was removing his luggage from his truck after returning
from a company-sponsored seminar. Respondent contends the injury did not arise out of
and in the course of claimant’s employment.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAwW

After reviewing the record and considering the arguments, the Appeals Board
concludes the Order by the Administrative Law Judge should be affirmed.

Claimant works as a health and safety representative for the United Auto Workers.
In March 2000 he attended a work-related seminar in Las Vegas. Claimant used his own
vehicle to get to and from the airport. He returned late March 16 and arrived in Kansas City
early morning on March 17. He drove directly home. He injured his hand as he removed
his luggage from the back of the truck. The luggage also contained the seminar materials.
Claimant was paid mileage for use of his personal truck and was paid wages while on the
trip.
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The Administrative Law Judge explained her decision to award benefits as follows:

The rationale for this finding is this: Claimant was in the process of completing a trip
that was sanctioned by his employer. Although he was at his home in his own
driveway, he was nevertheless completing a necessary step in the process, that of
removing his luggage and seminar materials from the vehicle. [Citation omitted.]
This would have been a far more complicated decision had Claimant injured himself
after leaving the vehicle and gone [sic] into his house. As it is, the court believes
Claimant was still within the umbrella of exposure. He was still in the process of
completing the employer’s work. Accordingly, Claimant is entitled to the benefits he
seeks.

The Board agrees with this rationale. The Board also agrees that this case is
distinguishable from Peck v. State of Kansas, WCAB Docket No. 255,064 (Oct. 1998), a
Board decision to which both parties have compared this case. In Peck, the Board denied
benefits to a highway patrol officer who was injured when he slipped on the ice between
his home and his car. He was going to the car to scrape ice off the windshield at the time.
Here, claimant was doing more than going from his house to his vehicle.

WHEREFORE, it is the finding, decision, and order of the Appeals Board that the
preliminary hearing Order entered by Administrative Law Judge Julie A. N. Sample on
June 27, 2000, should be, and the same is hereby, affirmed.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated this day of August 2000.
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Philip S. Harness, Director



