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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Nevada addressed whether an employee injured in an automobile accident
while returning from a special errand for his employer was entitled to workers' compensation benefits.
The court adopted the actual street-risk rule and held that the special errand exception to the going-
and-coming rule includes the return journey. The court reversed and remanded because factual
questions remained regarding whether the injuries arose from a risk of employment and whether the
employee had resumed a solely personal journey.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an employee required to drive on public streets to perform an employment duty may establish
that an injury arising from a roadway risk arose out of employment.

2. Whether the special-errand exception to the going-and-coming rule includes the employee's return
journey after completing the employer's errand.

3. Whether factual issues remained regarding whether Murphy was still returning from the special errand
when the accident occurred and whether his injuries were caused by a risk inherent in roadway travel.

HOLDINGS

1. Nevada adopts the actual street-risk rule: when an employee is required to use public streets and
highways to carry out employment obligations, the risks of those streets and highways become risks of
employment, and an injury caused by an actual roadway risk arises out of employment.

2. The special-errand exception to Nevada's going-and-coming rule encompasses both travel to perform the
special errand and the return journey from that errand.

3. Murphy was not established as entitled to benefits on the existing record because factual questions
remained concerning both whether his injuries were caused by an employment-related roadway risk and
whether he was still returning from the special errand or had resumed a solely personal journey.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When an employee is required to use the streets and highways to carry out his employment obligations, the
risks of those streets and highways are thereby converted to risks of employment.” (130)

“We now clarify that just as injuries sustained while traveling to perform a special errand arise in the course
of employment, so too do injuries sustained when returning from the performance of the special errand.”
(132)

“To obtain workers' compensation benefits, Murphy must establish a causal connection between his injuries
and the risks of his employment, i.e., the risks of the street that Murphy's employment caused him to face.”
(133)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Murphy, a grout pump operator, was asked to deliver equipment from his employer's construction yard to a job
site on a Saturday when he was not scheduled to work. After delivering the equipment, he began driving toward
a personal side job and was seriously injured in an automobile accident approximately two miles from the job
site. The claims administrator and appeals officer denied benefits, concluding that the accident occurred after the
special errand ended.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The workers' compensation claims administrator denied Murphy's claim after he was injured in an automobile
accident following delivery of employer equipment. The appeals officer affirmed the denial. On judicial review,
the district court initially remanded for clarification regarding the special-errand exception, then reversed the
appeals officer after clarification and held that Murphy was entitled to compensation. The Supreme Court of
Nevada reversed the district court and remanded for further remand to the appeals officer.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The district court must remand the matter to the appeals officer. The appeals officer must determine whether
Murphy established a causal connection between his injuries and risks incident to his employment, and when
Murphy ceased performing the special errand and resumed a journey solely personal in nature, considering the
totality of the circumstances and the location of the accident.
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