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SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Supreme Court held that a workers’ compensation disclaimer releasing claims

against an employer’s customers did not violate the public policy embodied in § 204(a) of the

Pennsylvania Workers’ Compensation Act. The disclaimer applied to third-party tort claims for

injuries covered by workers’ compensation and did not deprive the employee of workers’

compensation benefits. The Court also rejected challenges based on the employer’s waiver of

subrogation rights and the release of claims arising after execution of the disclaimer.
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Appeal from the Superior Court's order affirming the Philadelphia
County Court of Common Pleas' grant of Sunoco's motion for

judgment on the pleadings dismissing Bowman's negligence claim.

Review of judgment on the pleadings is limited to whether the court
committed an error of law or unresolved material facts remained.
Well-pleaded allegations of the nonmoving party are accepted as true,

and the scope of review over legal conclusions is plenary.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Pennsylvania Workers' Compensation Act § 204(a) invalidates a preinjury release of an
employee's negligence claims against a third-party customer of the employer for injuries covered by

workers' compensation.

2. Whether Allied's waiver of its statutory subrogation rights under § 319 violates the public policy

underlying the Workers' Compensation Act.

3. Whether the disclaimer was invalid because it released claims that had not accrued when the disclaimer

was signed.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 204(a) applies to agreements barring claims against an employer and does not invalidate a
release of an employee's claims against a third-party customer for injuries covered by workers'

compensation.

2. An employer may voluntarily waive its statutory workers' compensation subrogation rights, and such a

waiver does not violate the public policy underlying the Act.

3. The disclaimer was not invalid merely because it was executed before the negligence claim accrued

where the parties specifically contemplated future work-related injury claims against Allied's customers.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Based on this history, we determine the legislature originally intended and presently intends the provisions
of § 204(a) to apply only to agreements to bar a claim against an employer, and not to the circumstances of

the case sub judice, as argued by appellant.” (at 908)

“As the Appeals Court of Massachusetts found in Horner v. Boston Edison Company, 45 Mass.App.Ct. 139,
695 N.E.2d 1093 (1998), the disclaimer here “extinguishes only the employee’s right to recover additional
amounts as a result of a work-related injury for which the employee has already received workers’

compensation benefits.”” (at 910)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sabrina Bowman worked as a private security guard for Allied Barton Security Services and signed a disclaimer
releasing claims against Allied's customers for work-related injuries covered by workers' compensation. While
assigned to provide security at a Sunoco refinery, she fell on snow or ice, sustained injuries, and received
workers' compensation benefits. She subsequently sued Sunoco for negligence, contending that the disclaimer

violated Pennsylvania public policy and improperly released a cause of action before it accrued.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bowman, a security guard employed by Allied Barton Security Services, received workers' compensation

benefits after falling on snow or ice at a Sunoco refinery. She then sued Sunoco for negligence, but Sunoco



relied on a preemployment Workers' Compensation Disclaimer releasing claims against Allied's customers for
injuries covered by workers' compensation. The Court of Common Pleas granted judgment on the pleadings, the

Superior Court affirmed, and the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania granted allowance of appeal and affirmed.
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