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SUMMARY

The Alaska Supreme Court reviewed a workers' compensation dispute involving Scott Groom's
claimed workplace slip-and-fall injury and alleged aggravation of congenital lymphedema. The court
held that the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board failed to provide adequate notice before revisiting
its prior determination that Groom sustained a compensable injury, and that it applied the incorrect
legal standard in evaluating the presumption of compensability. The court reversed and remanded for
further proceedings.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Groom appealed the superior court's affirmance of an Alaska Workers'
Compensation Board decision denying his workers' compensation
claims. The Alaska Supreme Court independently reviewed the
administrative decision.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently reviews and directly scrutinizes the merits of
the administrative board's decision when the superior court acts as an
intermediate appellate court. Factual findings are reviewed for
substantial evidence, while legal questions not involving agency
expertise are reviewed de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Workers' Compensation Board violated due process by revisiting its prior finding that
Groom sustained a compensable workplace slip-and-fall injury without providing adequate notice.

2. Whether the Board applied the correct legal standard in determining that the State rebutted the
presumption of compensability as to both the existence and work-relatedness of Groom's injuries.

3. Whether the statute of limitations barred Groom's claims based on snow shoveling and prolonged
standing.

HOLDINGS

1. The Board violated due process by revisiting its earlier factual finding that Groom sustained a
compensable March 13, 1999 slip-and-fall injury without giving him adequate notice that the issue
might be reconsidered.

2. The Board applied an improper legal standard by finding that the State rebutted the presumption of
compensability based only on evidence that Groom could return to some employment, without
determining whether the State produced substantial evidence that the claimed injuries were not work
related.

3. The court could not resolve whether the statute of limitations barred Groom's snow-shoveling and
prolonged-standing claims because the Board had not determined when Groom discovered the relevant
injuries, their relationship to employment, and resulting disability.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The question is whether the complaining party had sufficient notice and information to understand the
nature of the proceedings.” (635)

“Even if the board could reconsider the issue—in a modification for example—it could not do so without
giving the parties some notice that it was considering doing just that.” (636)

“Due process requires, at a minimum, some notice of what may be decided so that a party has the opportunity
to prepare and present his case.” (640)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Scott Groom, who had congenital lymphedema, worked as a weigh station operator for the Alaska Department of
Transportation. He reported that he injured his left leg in a March 13, 1999 slip and fall at work and later
claimed that standing, snow shoveling, and other work duties aggravated his condition. The Board initially found



the slip-and-fall injury compensable, but in 2003 revisited that finding without expressly notifying Groom that
the issue would be reconsidered and denied all of his claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Workers' Compensation Board initially found in 1999 that Groom sustained a compensable workplace slip-
and-fall injury. After additional claims, discovery, hearings, and an independent medical evaluation, the Board in
2003 revisited its earlier factual finding, determined that the slip and fall had not occurred, rejected Groom's
other work-related aggravation claims, and denied benefits. The superior court affirmed, and Groom appealed to
the Alaska Supreme Court.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded for further proceedings consistent with the opinion. The Board remained free to make
factual determinations relevant to the statute-of-limitations issue and was required to reconsider the claims under
the proper presumption-of-compensability standard and without revisiting the prior slip-and-fall finding absent
adequate notice.
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