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SUMMARY

The Illinois Appellate Court affirmed dismissal of a Structural Work Act claim brought by a drill-rig

operator who fell while descending from the rig. The court held that the rig's platform was not a

statutory "support" because it was used solely for ingress and egress rather than as a support for

performing construction work. The court also held that the alleged slip-and-fall was not the type of

extrahazardous activity contemplated by the Act and upheld denial of leave to amend.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the platform of a truck-mounted drill rig constituted a "support" within the meaning of the
Mlinois Structural Work Act when the plaintiff was using it to climb onto or off of the rig.

2. Whether the alleged slip and fall while stepping down from the drill rig involved the type of

extrahazardous construction activity protected by the Structural Work Act.

3. Whether dismissal of the Structural Work Act count and denial of leave to amend were proper.

HOLDINGS

1. The truck platform did not constitute a support within the meaning of the Structural Work Act because,
at the time of the injury, it was being used as a pathway for ingress and egress rather than as a support
from which plaintiff performed construction work.

2. The alleged slip and fall while stepping down from the drill rig was a routine, nondangerous ingress-or-
egress activity, not an extrahazardous construction activity within the intended scope of the Structural
Work Act.

3. The trial court properly dismissed the Structural Work Act count and denied leave to file an amended

count.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus the drill rig platform, which was being used solely as a means of ingress and egress at the time of
plaintiff's injury, did not constitute a support here within the meaning of the Act and plaintiff's count under the

Act was properly dismissed and the trial court properly denied leave to file an amended complaint.” (208)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Latronica operated a drill rig for Caisson Corporation at a construction site owned by Commonwealth Edison,
where Edward Gray Corporation served as general contractor. After operating the rig, he attempted to climb
down and fell from the truck platform, allegedly because oil and other fluids had accumulated on it. He claimed
the drill rig platform was a statutory support under the Illinois Structural Work Act.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Latronica sued under the Illinois Structural Work Act after falling from a truck-mounted drill rig. The circuit
court dismissed the Structural Work Act count on the ground that the drill rig was not a statutory support and

denied leave to amend. The Illinois Appellate Court affirmed.
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