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NATURE OF CASE
Essentially, this is an appeal on a question oflaw. This action has been
extensively litigated with the underlying Award being appealed to the Court of Appeals
which affirmed the decision of the Appeals Board for the Division of Workers
Compensation, hereinafter referred to as the Board. See Case No. 110,233 In the Court

0/Appeals o/the State o/Kansas.

It was after the Board's decision on June 28,2013

(Board Decision, ROA V. 1 pgs 88-98) in favor of the Claimant!Appellant, that Claimant
took the steps that have led to this appeal. The pivotal issue is whether or not there is a
"stay" on the payment of a Worker's Compensation Award in death cases where all of
the compensation is due and owing at the time of the appeal to the Court of Appeals.
STATEMENT OF FACTS
The facts are simple. On June 28, 2013, the Board issued its decision or "final
award (ROA V. 1 pgs 88-98). On or about July 1,2013, a Demand for Compensation
was sent by Registered mail to the attorney for the Respondent and the Respondent
itself, and the insurance carrier. (ROA V. 1 pgs 99-111) It was and is the contention of
Claimant that K.S.A. 44-556 does not provide for a stay of compensation in death
cases. That at the time of the demand filed pursuant to K.S.A. 44-556, there was due
and owing, $25,000.00 to the two heirs of the decedent; funeral expenses in the amount
of$5,000.00; all Court costs, and the medical bills in the amount of $47,744.68. (ROA
V. 1 P. 99-111). Counsel for the Respondent and its insurance carrier immediately that
1

that it would not pay the proceeds contending that K.S.A. 44-556 is not applicable "as
there are no weekly benefits to be paid." The Respondent filed an appeal to the Court
of Appeals of the State of Kansas which was docketed on or about July 24,2013. A
Request for Penalties was filed on August 12,2013 by Claimant in conformity with the
statute. (ROA V. 1 pgs 113-134). That Request for Penalties was duly heard by Judge
Avery and his decision was issued on or about November 5, 2013 (ROA V.l pgs 157162). A copy of that Order is made a part of this brief as appendix One. The
Respondent then appealed Judge Avery's decision to the Board. The Board's decision
was issued on February 24,2014 (ROA V.1 pgs 199-207). This appeal then followed.
A copy of the Board's Decision is made apart of this brief as appendix Two.

ARGUMENTS AND AUTHORITIES
As the Court is aware, the Kansas Supreme Court has made it clear that workers
compensation laws are subject to a rule of strict construction. If no stay is statutorily
provided, then no stay exists. See Casco vs Armour Swift-Eckrich 283 Kan. 508

(2007); Bergstrom vs Spears Mfg. Co. 289 Kan. 605, (2009). The general rule of
statutory construction is that if the statute is plain and unambiguous, the court must
give effect to its express language rather than determine what the law should or should
not be. In the case at bar, there is no language indicating that compensation in death
case is stayed. In its most recent version, K.S.A. 44-556 does not grant a stay for death
cases and, in fact, states that the actions of the Board "shall be subject to review in
2

accordance with the Kansas judicial review act by appeal directly to the court of
appeals." That act can be found at K.S.A. 77-601 et. seq. K.S.A. 77-606 states that

" ... this act provides the exclusive means ofjudicial review of agency action."
Generally, that would mean that K.S.A. 77-601 et. seq. would control the
conduct of an appeal including any matters pertaining to a stay. K.S.A. 77-616, (ROA
V. 1, p 88-207) allows for a stay to be granted by the agency during judicial reviews.
However, the agency in this case is the Department of Labor, Division of Workers
Compensation and it did not stay its Order or Award. (ROA V. 1 p. 1-207).
The Court of Appeals could grant a stay, but no request for a stay has been
made by the Respondent and its insurance carrier. See K.S.A. 77-616. The judicial
review act specifically requires exhaustion of all administrative remedies. One of
those remedies would have been to ask the agency to stay its decision. The
Respondent has not done that. However, since there are no stay provisions in the
Workers Compensation Statute governing death cases, or in the provisions for the
appeal of a death case, then there is no statutory support for a stay. See K.S.A. 44510 b; K.S.A. 44-556. K.S.A. 77-603 (a) makes it clear that "this act applies to all
agencies and all proceedings for judicial review and civil enforcement of agency
actions not specifically exempted by statute from the provisions of this act." Emphasis

supplied. One's analysis should then look to see ifthe workers compensation act
exempted itself from the provisions of the act in reference to "stays." There is no
3

language showing such an exemption and, in fact, there is no blanket stay language to
be found in the workers compensation act. The negative implication of this statutory
language is that if the legislature had sought to exempt workers compensation death
claims from K.S.A. 77-603 it would have done so, and ifit wanted to stay the payment
in death cases, it would have made provisions for such a stay. The legislature is
presumed to have expressed its intent through the language of the statute. Bergstom,
supra, at 607. Since the clear language of the statute allowing a stay on "weekly"
compensation would have no impact on a death case, the negative implication is that
the legislature specifically left out any basis for a stay in death cases.
Bergstrom, supra, makes it clear that our courts should not add language that is
not readily found in a statute. There is no basis for a stay in workers compensation
cases and it would cause the court to "strain" to create a stay where there is no
language to permit one.
As Judge Avery indicated in his opinion, the Kansas Supreme Court has
addressed this issue. In Acosta v. National BeefPacking 273 Kan. 385 (2002), the
Supreme Court considered the application for penalties and reviewed the meaning of
several pivotal statutes. In particular, the Court found that under K.S.A. 44-512a:
"The right to an action under K.S.A 44-512a occurs when an award becomes the final
award of the Workers Compensation Board. An appeal of the award to the appellate
courts does not stay the operation of the statute. Emphasis added. K.S.A. 44-512a is
remedial in character and was intended to supplement existing remedies provided in
the Workers Compensation Act. Under this remedy, the employer has the
choice of protecting his or her vested rights by complying with the terms and
requirements of the award until it is set aside, modified, paid or redeemed, or to permit
4

the worker to invoke the statute.
It is declared public policy of the State that Workers compensation awards shall
be promptly paid, and K.S.A. 44-512a is the means selected by the legislature to
insure the enforcement. K.S.A. 44-512a applies to all awards and judgments without
qualification.
In the case of workers compensation award payments past due and not paid
within 20 days of demand, the K.S.A. 44-512a proceeding supersedes the original
award. Under K.S.A. 44-556, any party wishing to appeal to the appellate courts has to
have made payments when due". See Acosta, Supra; (ROA V. 1 P 157 & 158)
K.S.A. 44-512a provides for an action in the district court for civil enforcement
of a workers compensation award which has been awarded but not paid when due.
The only question to be considered in the action is whether the respondent has failed
to pay amounts past due within 20 days of a proper demand pursuant to K.S.A. 44512a.
The Supreme Court, in essence, found that the" .. award became final and the
appellants were obliged to pay while seeking any future appeal or review and
modification. See Acosta, supra at 400-401. The only procedure for obtaining a stay
can be found in K.S.A. 44-530 and under K.S.A. 77-616 upon judicial review.
Neither of those avenues were used by the Respondent and no attempt was
made to obtain a stay at the Court of Appeals level. See Case No. 110,233 In the Court
of Appeal in the State of Kansas. Since K.S.A. 77-601 governs ALL judicial appeals
of every administrative agency subject to its provisions, it is clear that K.S.A. 77-601
has preempted the field of judicial review of administrative actions and, if that is true,
then logically it follows that a stay must be obtained in conformity with K.S.A. 77-601
5

et. seq. Further support for that proposition can be found at K.S.A. 77-603 (a) which
emphatically states: "this act applies to all agencies and all proceedings for judicial

review and civil enforcement of agency actions not specifically exempted by statute
from the provisions of this act." Emphasis supplied. Since the Division of Workers
Compensation has not been specifically exempted from the provisions of this act, the
agency and its actions are subject strictly to the provisions ofK.S.A. 77-601.
CONCLUSION
Based on the above and foregoing, penalties should be assessed at the rate of
$100.00 per week for each week after June 28,2013 and 10% of the outstanding
medical bills or the sum of$4,774.00. (ROA V. 1 Pg 159) In addition, the payment of
$100.00 per week for the non-payment of the funeral bill. (ROA V. 1 pg 159) In
addition, attorney fees at the rate of $200.00 per hour for the post-award prosecution
of this matter. The Board's decision should be reversed and the decision of
Administrative Law Judge Avery should be affirmed in all respects.
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BEFORE THE DIVISION OF WORKERS COMPENSATION
STATE OF KANSAS
LESLIE FRANCIS NUESSEN
Claimant

VS.
SUTHERLANDS
Respondent

AND
LUMBERMEN'S UNDERWRITING
ALLIANCE

)
)
.)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Docket No. 1,057,760

}
Insurance Carrier

}

ORDER
Claimants1 are seeking penalties for the failure of the respondent to pay the lump
sum award made by this Court resulting from their father's accidental death.
Claimants are owed a lump sum of $25,000, In addition to medical expenseS and
funeral expenses. See K.S.A. 44-510b(d). The Workers Compensation Board of
Appeals decision' affirming this Court's decisfori 'ortJering payment was issued on June
28, 2013. According to the web site of the Court of Appeals, the case was docketed
for review on July 24, 2013
This Court agrees with claimant's assertion that there is no language In the
Workers Compensation Act that stays the obligation of the respondent to pay penalties
In the event payment Is not provided. In Acosta v. National Beef Packing 273 Kan. 385
(2002) the Supreme Court considered claimant's application for pena~tles under K.S.A.
44-512a relative to a pOrtion of an award made by the Kansas Workers Compensation

IThe -claimants- refer to Marc Nuessen,. and Julie WBson, the adult offspring of the deceased,
Leslie Francis Nuessen. and the beneficiaries of the Court's previous award

Pagel

I

Appeals Board of $57,936.72, the amount found to be due and owing the cfalmant. 2
The Supreme Court, In affirming the summary judgment by the District Court for
the total amount of the award due and owing, made the following findings regarding
KS. A. 44-S12a:
9. The rlgbt to an action under K.S.A. 44-512a occurs when an award becomes
the final award of the Workers Compensation Board. An appeal of the award to
the appellate courts does not stay the operation of the statute. Emphasis added.
10. ~S.A. 44-512a is remedial In character and was intended to supplement
existing remedies provided In t~e Workers, Compensation Act. Under this
remedy, the employer has the choice of protecting his or her vested rights by
complying with the terms and requirements of the award until It is set aside,
modified, paid, or red~emed, or to'permlt the worker to Invoke the statute.
11. It Is the declared public policy of the State that workers compensation awards
shall be promptly paid, and K.S.A. 44-512a Is the means selected by the
legislature to Insure the enforcement. K.S.A. 44-512a applies to all awards and
judgments without qualifICation.
12. In the case of workers compensation award payments past due and not paid
within 20 days of demand, the KS.A. 44-512a proceeding supersedes the
original award. Under KS.A. 44-556, any party wishing to appeal to the appellate
courts has to have made payments when due.
13. KS.A. 44-512a provides for an action In the district court for civil
enforcement of a workers compensation award which has been awarded but not
paid when due. The only question to be considered in the action Is whether the
respondent has failed to pay amounts past due within 20 days of a proper
demand pursuant to KS.A. 44-512a.
'
In Titterington, DN 270,414 the Workers Compensation Appeals Board
considered tne legality of an assessment of a K.S.A. 44-512a penalty after a $40,000
lump sum payment was awarded under K.S.A. 44-510b(a}. The Board reversed the
penalties ordered by the administrative law Judge and made the following finding:
Therefore, rather than becoming due In July of 2003 with the supplemental
Award, the $40,000 lump sum payment became due as of April 18, 2001 ,the
'date of Benny Titteringto~'s death. That payment would, therefore, be controlled
.

,

21n Its review of the Initial award In ON 206,691. the Board made the foUowIng award for due and
owing amounts: As of January 31, 1999, .43 weeks of temporary total and 177.29 weeks of
permanent partial general disability compensation. ~th totaling $57,936.72, are,due and'
.
owing. less any amounts previously paid. The Supreme Court made no attempt to limit the amounts
found due and owinp In accordance with ~ alleged limitations of K.S.A. 44-556(b). ,
.

'
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by K.S.A. 44-556, and the appropriate stay provisions of that statute would apply.
KS.A. 44-556(b) states, "Commencement of an action for review by the court of
appeals shaU not stay payment of compensation due for the ten-week period next
prece~:Ung the board's decision and for the period of time after the board's decision and
prior to the decIsion of the court of appeals on review. It The Board concluded that
because the lump sum did not become due during the period of time when payments
were not stayed, the lump sum was not due an owing. 3
However, the Supreme Court in Acosta, op. cit. Syllabus 9 made the specific
finding that the operation of K.S.A. 44-512a was not stayed by an appeal ofthe
Board's order and the right to proceed under the statute arlsEts when the Board Issues
Hs order. The Supreme Court considered K.S.A. 44-556 at Acosta, op. cit at p. 398. It
concluded, "the claimant obtained a total award $79,608.38 ofwhfch $57,936.72 was
due when the award became final and .the appellants were obliged to pay while seeking
any future appeal or review an modification." Acosta, op. cit., p. 400-401.
The Board did not cite or attempt to distInguish the Acosta, op. cit. opinion in
making its determination In Titterington, op. cit. 4
In the present case, there is no dispute the entire $25.000 and claimant's funeral
expenses and medical bills are due and owing. K.S.A. 44-512a(b) states:
After the service of such written demand, If the payment of disability
compensation or medical compensation set forth in the written demand is not
made within 20 days from the date of service of such written demand, plus any
clviT penalty, as provided in subsectlon(a), If such compensation was In fact past
due, then all past due compensation and any such penalties shall b~come
Immediately due and payable.
The entire amount assessed by this Court and affirmed by the Board of $25,000
Is therefore Immediately due and payable. Penalties are assessed in the amount of
$100 per week for the 18 week period since the award was Issued for the lump sum
payment. Penalties on the lump sum continue until the award and penalties are paId In
full. A penalty of $4,747.76 Is assessed on Mr. Nuessel1's unpaid medical bills.
amounting to 10 percent of the unpaid balance. Penalties are to be distributed evenly
between the two beneficiaries.
. .
The respondent has raised an additional issue at the motion hearing of

'The only procedure for staying an award In the Workers Compensation Act Is contained In K.S.A.
44-530, a statute which survived In tact after the recent revision of the Act In 2011. Claimant also points
out the stay procedure contained KS.A. 77-616 upon Judicial review. There was no evidence provided the
respondent had requested a stay under either procedure.
4'mpllclt In the TItterington, op. cit opinion Is an assumption that unless amounts due and owing
are exempted from being stayed under K.S.A. 44-556(b), then amounts due and Owing at other time
. periods are somehow stayed. This assumption appears to contradict the findings of Acosta, op. aIt, that
•An appeal of the award to the appeHate courts does not stay the operatfon of the statute" and the
lE;'glslatJVe Intent that awards shall be paid promptly:
..
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September 20, 2013. Counsel stated:
Under 44-512(a), we don't believe that the-the 20 day filing wa~ timely, and we
think It was filed too soon, it was premature. We think the time for appeal
needed to have run before that was flied in order for it to be effective.
K.S.A. 44-512a states:
(a) In the event any compensation, including medical compensation. which has
been awarded under the workers compensation act, is not paid when due to the
person, flrm or corporation entitled thereto, the employee shall b~ entitled to a
civil penalty, to be set by the administrative law Judge and assessed against the
employer or Insurance carrier liable for such compensation in an amount of not
more than $100 per week for each week any disability compensation is past due
and in an amount for each past due medical bill equal to the larger of either the
sum of $25 or the sum equal to 10% of the amount which Is· past due on the
medical biJI, If: (1) Service ·of written demand for payment, setting forth with
particularity the Items of dlsabffity and medical compensation claimed to be
unpaid and past due, has been made personally or by registered· maJl on the
employer or insurance carrier liable for such compensation and Its attorney of
record; and (2) payment of such demand is thereafter refused or is not made
within 20 days from the date of selVice of such demand.
(b) After the service of such written demand, if the payment of disability
compensation.or medical compensation set forth in the written demand is not
made within 20 days from the date of service of such written demand, plus any
civil penalty, as provided In subsection (a). if such compensation was In fact past
due, then all past due compensation and any such penalties shall become
Immediately due and payable. Service of written demand shall be required only
once after the flnal award. Subsequent failures to pay compensation, Including
medical compensation, shall entitle the employee to apply for the civil penalty
without demand. The employee may maintain an action in the district court of the
county where the cause ·of action arose for the collection of such past due
disability compensation and medical compensation, any civil penalties due under
this section and reasonable attorney fees Incurred In connection with the action.
(c) The remedies o~ execution. attachment, garnishment or any other remedy or
procedure for the collection of a debt now provided by the laws of this state shaJl
apply to such action and also to all Judgments entered under the prOVisions of
KS.A. 44-529 and amendments thereto, except that no exemption granted by
any law shall apply except the homestead exemption granted and guaranteed by
the constitution of this state.
NeHher side presented exhibits at the penalties hearing either contesting or
supporting respondent's argument that claimants flIed their demand for penalties too
soon. The Supreme Court has stated, "A statutory demand under K.S.A. 44-512a can
only be effective for compensation awarded claimant and which is then due and
Page -4-

unpaid: Hallmark v. Dalton Construct/on Co., 206 Kan. 159 (1970). However, the
~ourt's finding in Dalton,· op. cit. was bas~d upon a version of.K.S.A. 44-556 that stated
in relevant part:
.
....No compensation shall be due or p'ayable until the expiration of such twenty
(20) day period and then the payment of past due compensation awarded by the
director shall not be payable, if within such twenty. (20) day period notice of
appeal to the district cOl:Jrt has been filed and the right to appeal shall include the
right to make no payments of such compensation until th~ appeal has been
decided bythe district co~rt If the employer Is insured for. workmen's
compensation liability with an Insurance company authorized to do business in
this state or, if the employer Is a self-insurer. and has filed a bond with the district
court In accordance with K.S.A. 44-530: Provided, however. That the perfect of
an appeal to the district court shall not stay the payment of compensation due for
the ten-week period next preceding the director's deCision, and for the period of
time after the director's decision and prior to the decision in such appeal.
The Court noted at Hallmark, op. cit., pg. 161, the contradiction in the language
but relied on past rulings to determine the respondent had the 20 day period in which
no compensation shall be due or payable. The 20 day stay language cited above was
removed In 1993. See 1993 Kansas Session Laws Chapter 286, p. 1568-1569, leaving
In place the current language residing in K.S.A. 44-556{b).
.
There Is a "Demand for Compensation" In the Court's file dated July 1, 2013 per
KS.A. 44-556 demanding the entire amount awarded be paid. There Is a subsequent
Request for Penalties Pursuant to KS.A. 44-512(a) dated August 7,2013. 6 The latter
demand for penalties was clearly submitted after the 30 day appeals time had passed
by registered mall in compliance with K.S.A. 44-512a(a). Given that both the time for
appeal had passed and the Supreme Court's finding that a right to an action under
KS.A. 44-512a accrues after the Board's opinion has become final, the Court finds
claimants' demand was not premature.
IT IS SO ORDERED.
Dated this 5 th day of November, 2013.

'Soth the demand for compensation and request for penalUes wiU be admitted as part of the
record of the penalties hearing.
.
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Copies to:
Michael Helbert. Attorney fo"r Claimant. PO Box 921, Emporia. KS 66801
-

-

Mark Hoffmeister, Attorney for Responden~, 8880 W. 1i51 1l, Suite 100, Overland Park,
KS 66221·

Workers Compensation
Director
MAR 12 2014

'ilT£it.:t=-:

.- .
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FEB 24.2014
BEFORE THE APPEALS BOARD
FOR THE
KANSAS DIVISION OF WORKERS COMPENSAnON

LESUE: F. NUESSEN, DECEASED
Claimant
VS.

~JIa;Rs~

)

SUTHERLANDS
Respondent
. .·AND··. . . . .:.....
. ." ..
'lUMBERMEN'S UNDERWRITING ALLIANCE
.
' . '. Insurance Carrier

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Docket No. 1,057,760

.'

ORDER
Respondent and its insu~nce carrier appealed the November 5. 2013, Order
entered by Administrative law Judge(ALJ)8rad E. Avery. This appeal was placed on the
Board's summary docket for disposition without oral argument.

ApPEARANCES
Michael C. Helbert of Emporia. Kansas. appeared for claimant. Mark J. Hoffmeister
or Overland Park, Kansas. appeared for respondent and Hs insurance carrier (respondent).

RECORD
The record on appeal is the same as that considered by the ALJ and consists of the
transcript of the September 20. 2013, motion hearing, together with the pleadings
contained in the administrative file.
Issues
This fs a cla1m for a·December 21,2010. accidental death resulting from head
trauma that clafmant sustained from a fall at work on December 20.2010. In a December
7. 2012. Award. AlJ Avery detennlned clalma.nt's death arose out of his employment with
respondent. TheAlJ awarded death benefits to claimant's two aduH legal heirs ($12,500
to each for a total t;'f $25.000), funeral expenses not to exceed $5.000, and medical

I

I

Mar. 12. 2014 5:10PM

i

.YQOl- ALJ-Mediation

LESLIE F. NUESSEN. DeCEASED

No. 5799

--.

2

DOCKET

NO~

P. 7/14

1,057,760

expenses. On June 28. 2013, a majority of the Board affirmed the ALJ's Award with two
Board Members dissenting.
.
Claimant, through his heirs, frieda Demand (or Compensation and a separate
Request for Penalties Pursuant to K.S.A. 44-512(a)1 (hereinafter referred to as Request
for Penalties) because ofrespondent's failure to pay the award of $25,000 to claimant's
heirs, funeral eXpenses of $5,000 and medical expenses totaling $.47,744:68. Claimant
also requested costs and attorney fees.
Respondent asserts· the,Board's Order has been appealed to the Kansas Court of
Appeals and, therefore. clalmant's-demand for penalties Is premature. Respondent
contends that under KS.A. 44-556; no weekly benefits are due and owing because no .
benefits· became due and owing in the ten weeks·prior to the Board's Order and no benefits
became due and Owing thereafter; Respondent bases this contention on the theory that
claimant's benefits were due· on the date of his death.
ALJ Avery ordered respondent to pay claimant penalties, stating: .
.There Is.a -Demand for Compensation-In the Court's fire dated July 1. 2013
per K.S.A 44-556 demanding fhe:entireamount awarded be paid. There;s a
subsequenf Request for Penalties Pursuant to KS.A. 44-512(a) dated August 7.
2013. [Footnote: Both the demand for compensation and request for penalties will
be admitted as part of lhe· record of the penalties hearing.] The latter demand for
penalties .was clearly submitted after the 30 ·day appeals .lIme had passed by
registered maU in compDancewilh KSA 44-512a{a). Given fhaf both the time for
appeal had passed and the SuprerneCoUJ1's finding that a righl to an action under
K.S~A 4+512a accrues afterfheBoard's opinion has become final. the Court finds
claimants' demand was not premature.2

The issue before the Board on this appeal is whether claimant ;s entitled to penalties
because respondent failed to pay the $25.000 lump sum death benefit to claimant's heirs,
burial expenses notto exceed $5,000 and medical expenses in the amount of $47.744.68.
FINOINGS OF FACT

After reviewing the record and considering the parties' briefs, the Board finds:'
In the December 7. 2012, Award, ALJ Avery awarded benefits as spelled out above.
On JUI~e 28, 2013. a majority of the Board affirmed the ALJ's Award with two Board
Members dIssenting.
.
.

1

AJthough the sfatute cited in lhe UUe Is KSA 44-512(a). the correct citation Is KS.A. 44~12a.

2 AW

Order (Nov. 6, 2013) at 5.
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Claimant sent a Demand for Compensation dated July 1, 2013, to respondent's
attorney. A receipt from the U.S. Postaf Service shows respondent's attorney received the
demand on July 3, 2013. The Demand for Compensation stated in its entirety:
TO: MarkJ. Hoffmeister, ·Attorney for Respondent and Insurance -Carrier
Demahd Is hereby made pursuant 10 KS.A. 44.556 that your client pay
those funds due and owing to ClaImant under the Board's decision. Since an
compensaUonwas due at thel/me of the Board's decision, it Is demanded that all
funds be paid now pursuant to KSA M-S56{b).
. If payment is not ·timely made, penalties win be requested. 3

.Respondent's attorney sent a letter dated July ~, 2013, to claimant's attorriey
disputing the Award was due and owing. In the letter, respohdenfs attorney ind~ted that
no weekly payments were due and payable to claimant's heirs under the AWard and,
therefore, the lump sum awarded was not due and payable until the decision on
compensability became final.
On July 24,2013, respondent appealed the Board's June 2B, 2013, Order to the
Kansas Court of AppeaJs ..
On August 7, 2013, claimantfileda Request for ~enalties alleging respondent faired
to pay the award of $25,000 to claimant's heirs, burial expenses of $5,000, medical
expenses ofS47,744.68 and aU court costs. Claimanfs Requestfor Penalties argues that
.K.S.A. 44~6 does not grant a stay for d~ath benefits. Claimant asserted K.S.A. 77-616 .
allows a stay fo be granted by the agency during the Judicial" review, in this case the
Department of labor. Division of Workers Compensation, but no such stay was granted.
Claimant argued K.S.A. 77--616 pennits th~ Kansas COurt of Appeals to grant a stay, but
respondent made no such request for a stay. The Request for Penalties requested $100
per"week comm~cing June 28,2013, each for failure to pay the $25,000 award and the
borial expenses, "and $4,774 for fallure to pay the medical expenses. Claimant also
requested attorney fees at the rate of $200 per hour,
A hearing on claimant's request for penalties was held on September 20,2013. No
testimony was taken and no exhibits were IntroduCed. In his November 5,2013. Order,
ALJ Avery ruled:
The entire amount assessed by this Court and affirmed by the Board of
$25.000 is therefore Immediately due and payable. PenalHes are assessed in the
amount of $1 00 per week for the 18 week period since the award was Issued forthe
lump sum payment. Penalties on the lump sum conUnue until the award and

3

ClaJmanrs Demand for Compensation dated Jury 1, 201~.
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penallfesare paid in .fulf. A penally of $4,747.76 Is assessed on Mr. Nuessen's
unpaid medical bins, amounting to 10 percent of the un~ld balance. Penalties are
to be distributed evenly between the two beneficiaries.~
.
P6'NCfPLES Of LAW AND ANALYSIS

The Worke~ Compensation Act places the burden of proof upon the claimant to
establish· the right to an award of compensation and to· prove the conditions on which that
right depends.' ~'Burden of proof means the burden of a party to persuade the trier of
facts by a preponderance of the credible evidence that such party's position on an issue
Is more probably true·.than not t(ueon the basis of the whole record. lIS
K.S.A. 2010 Supp. 44-556(b) provides:
Commence~nl of.an

action for review·by the court of appeals shaff not stay the
.payment of compensation due for the ten-week period· next preceding the board's
decision and for the period of time after the board's decision and prior to the
decision ofthe court of appeals on review.

KSA 44-512a states in pertinent part:
(a) In the event any compensation, 'ncluding medical compensation, which has
been awarded undel:'the.wOrken; compensation aot. Is oot paid when due to.the
person,finn or oorporationenUtled thereto, the employee shall be entitled to a ciVO
penalty, to beset by the administrative law· judge and assessed against the
employer or Insurance carrier liable for such compensation In an amount of not
more·(han.$100 per week for each week any disabUity compensation is past due
and In an amount for each past due medical bill equal to the larger of either the sum
.of $25 or the sum equal to 10% of the amount Whtch Is past due on the medical bil~
if: (1) Service of written demand for payment. seWngforth with particularity the
items of disabilily and medical compensation claimed to be unpaid and past due,
has been made personally or by registered mail on the employer or insurarice
carrier liable for such compensation and its attorney of record; and (2) payment of
such demand Is thereafter refused or Is not made within 20 days from the date of
service of such demand.
(b) After the service of such wriUen demand. f( the payment of disability
compensation or medical compensafion set forth in the written demand Is not made
within 20 days from the date of service of such written demand. plus any civil
penalty, as provided In subsection (a). If such compensation was in fact past due,
.. AU Order (Nov. 6. 2013) at 3.

s K.S.A 2010 Supp. 44-501(8).

• K.S.A 2010 Supp. 44-508(9).
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then all past due compensation and any such penalties shall become Immediately
due and payable. :8eIVIceof written demand shall be required only once after the
final .award. . Subsequent failures to pay compensation, including medical
compensatloni shaft entitle the employee to apply for the civil penally without
demand. The employee' may maintain an action In the district court of the county
where the cause of aelion arose for the collection of such past due disabffity
compensation and medical compensation, any civn penalties due under this sectfon
and reasonable attorney fees Incurred in connection with.the action.
The Board vacates the AlJ's November 5,2013. Order and finds claimant is not
entitled to penalties. The Board finds claimanfs Demand forCompen~ation was premature
as it was sent to and received by 'respondent's attorney prior to the expiration of
.respondent's 30-daytime .limlt to appeal to the Kansas Court ofAppeals. In Hallmark.1 the
Kansas Supreme Court held compensation-awarded was not due until the time for filing
an appeal had expired. The Board ·followed the precedent·of Hallmark In MiclJel.' In
Michel. on July 15, 2005, the Kansas Court of Appeals,issuedlts Memorandum Opinion
·affirming the Board's decfsion, and on'July 20,2005. Michel's demand leHer'wassent to
respondent. The Board defennined. cfalmanfs written demand for compensation was
premature.

The AWls November 5, 2013. Order relies heavily on Acosttfl and cites five of the
Kansas Supreme Court·s 13 syllabi. The AU stated:

K.S.A. '44~) .states, "Commencemen' of an action for review by the
court ·of appeals,. shaD not stay-payment of compensation due for' the ten~k
period next preceding the board's. decision and for the period of time after the.
board's decision and prior to the decision of the court of appeals on review.· The
Board concluded that because the lump sum did not become dUe during the period
of time whenpayrnents were not stayed, the lump sum was not due an(d] owing.
[Footnote: The only procedure (or staying an award In the Workers Compensation
Act Is contained In K.S.A. 4+630, a statute Which survived In tact [sic] after the
recent revision of the Act In 2011. Claimant also' points out fhe'stay procedure
. contained [In] KSA n..a16 upon judicial review. There was no evidence provided
the respondent had requested a stay under either procedure.)
However, the Supreme Court In Acosis,.op. eft. SylJabus 9 made the specific
finding that the operation of KSA 44~512a was not stayed by an appeal of the
Board's order and the right to proceed under the statute arises when the Board
Issues Its order. The Supreme Court considered KS.A. 4400556 at Acosta, OPe cIt(.)
7

Haflmark v. Dalton ConsfrucUon Co.• 206 Kan. 169, 476 P .2d 221 (1970).

• Mk;lJe/ v. Nal/onaf 8«Jf PaokIng company. No. 270,798, 2005 WI. 3665469 (Kan. WCAB Dec. 6,

2005).
, Acosta v. Nallon8J Beef PackIng Co., 273 Kan. 385, 44 P.3d 330 (2002).
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at p. 398. It concluded, "the claimant obtained a total award $79,608.38 of which
$57,936.72 was due when the award became final and the appellants were obliged
10 pay whRe seeking any future appeal or review an(d] modification .. Acosta,op.
cit., p. 400-401. to

Acosta Is distinguishable from the current claim In that Acosta was not a death
claim. In Acosts.,$57,936.72 of$78,608.38 awarded to claimant was due and owing from
'the date ofaccldenf, with a balance remaining 0($20.671.66. 'Thus, underK.S.A.
44-556(b), oompensation was due and payable during (he ten weeks priorto the Board's
Order and thereafter. In the current claim, no benefits were due claimant's heirs in the tenweek period prior to the Board's Order or thereafter.
'nTitterington,11 the AU entered an initial award determinIng Titterington died as
tl1e result of a work~related accfdent That award did not discuss the status· of the
beneficiaries. The award was appealed to the Board. which entered its Order on June 25,
2003. ·The matter was timely ,appealed to the Kansas Court of Appeals, and later was
transferred to the Kansas Supreme Court. In the meantime, on July 16, 2003, the ALJ
entered a subsequent award which cfariftedthe status of the flVing dependents and ordered
that the initial payment of $40,000 be paid pursuant to K.S.A. 44-510b, folfowedby 840
weeks of benefits in the amount of $250 per week. totaling $210.000. Effective April 16,
2003, respondent ,began making payments of weeldy benefits as required by K.S.A~
44·556(b). April 16, 2003, was fen weeks prior to the Board's Order of June 25, 2003. The
weekly benefit payments continued, pending a final determination by the Kansas Supreme
Court. On September 12, 2003, Titterington issued a demand for compensation.
requesting all benefits due and owing pursuant to the July 16. 2003, supplemental award
of the AlJ. In particular. rltterington sought payment of the lump sum $40,000 payment,
due and owing under K.S.A. 44-510b(a). 'The ALJ awarded Titterington penalties for 27
weeks from July 19, 2003, at the rate of $100 per week, totaling $2,700. The Board
reversed, stating:

The Board, fherefore. finds that the $40.000 lump sum payment Is an Initial payment
.due and owing immediately after the death occurs. Therefore, rather than
becoming due In July 0'2003 with the supplemental Award, the $40.000 lump sum
payment became due as of April 18. 2001, the date of Benny Titterington's death.
Thatpaymen( would. therefore, be controlled by K.S.A 44-556, and the appropriate
stay provIsions of that statute would apply.
KS.A. 44-512a allows for a penaHy of up to $100 per week for each week
·anydisabifity compensatfon Is past due: lFootnote clUng K.SA 44-512a(a).] As,
pursuant to KS.A 44-510b and K.S.A. 44.s56. the $40,000 lump sum payment was

10

AU Order (Nov. 5, 2013) at 3.

n Thterfngton

v. BrookelnsurBnce, No. 270,414, 2004 WL 1058385 (Kan. WCAB Apr. 30,2004).
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stayed, If would not become past due. To award penalties under KS.A. 44·512a
tor tsHure to pay that amount was error on the Administrative Law·Judge·s part. 12

K.SA 2010 Supp.·44-510b(a) provides that where a worlcefs death results from a
worlc-reiated injury, the dependents wholly dependent on the worker's earnings shall
recefve a $40,000 rump sum due and payable Immediately. In the' past, the Board has
ruled that a death benefit Is due and owing on the date of the decedent's cteath.13 K.S.A.
2010 Supp~ 44~510b(d) ·provides that where a worker whose death results from a workrelated Injury feaves no dependents, either wholly or partially dependent upon the worker,
the legal heirs are entitled to a·lump sum.payment of $25,000. 'The'Boardacknowiedges
KSA. 2010 Supp. 44-51 Ob(d) does not speclflCalJy state the $25,000 lump sum is due and .
payable immediately as provided in K.SA. 2010 Supp. 44-510b(a). Despite the omission
of such SpecifIC language In KSA. 2010 Supp. 44-510b(d)~ the Board finds the $25,000
due 'and owing clafmanfs legal heirs, his adult children, was due and· payable upon his
death.
.
Claimant argues Belfl$lrom'" and Ca.sco'i .require the Board to give effect to the
plain and unambiguous language of K.S.A. 2010 Supp. 44-556(b). Claimant asserts the
plain and unambiguous language of K.SiA. 2010 Supp. 44-556 does not grant a stay of
. payment of compensation In death cases. ·Accordlng to claimant, pursuant to K.S.A.
-77-616, only the Kansas Department of Labor or Kansas .Court of Appeals has the
authority to grant a stay. .Claimant contends the Kansas Department of labor did notimpose a stay and the Kansas .Court of Appeals has not been requested to issue a stay.
The Board agrees KSA 2010 Supp. 44 556(b) is plain and unambiguous and
states that commencement of an action for review by the Court of Appeals shall not stay
the payment of compensation due for the ten-week period next preceding the Board's
decision and for the period oHlme after the Board's decision and prior to the decision of
the Court of Appeals on review. Claimant's lump sum dea~h benefit was due· and owing
Immediately. not during the ten-week period prior to the Board's Order, orthereaftet. From
the record, the Board finds It Is also apparent that claimant's medical expenses and burial
expenses were due and payable more than ten weeks prior to the Board's June 28, 2013,
Order.
p

13 T/tt8rington V.

also D9V0f8

Brook8lflSuta/JC8, No. 270,414,2004 WI.. 1058385 (Kan. WCAS Apr. 30, 2004): see

v. Inner CRy 017 Company. No. 256,742, 2008 Wl6484139 (Ken. WCAB Dec. 31 ~ 2008) and

Khan v. MobU8COI1Jm Profess/ollals. Inc., No. 1,030,411,2009 WI:. 3191381 (Kan. WCAB Sepl17. 2009).
... Bergstrom v. Spears Manufacturing Co., 269 Kan. 605, 214 P.3d 676 (2009).
t5 Ca$co

v. Armour SwIfr.f!oktldr. 283 Kan. 606, 154 P.3d 494, reh'g denkKI (2007).

~
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Claimanfasserts respondent failed to ask (or a stay under KS.A. 77-616. which
states in part:

(a) Unless precluded by law, the agency may grant a stay on appropriate terms or
other temporary remedies during the pendency of JucflCial review.
(b) A party may file a motion In the reviewing court, -during the pendency of Judicial
revfewi seeking Interlocutory review of the agency's action on an application for stay
or other temporary remedies.
I

_

(c) If the agency has found that. Its action on an application for stay or other
temporary remedies is Justified to protect against a substantial threat to the public
heaHh,·safety-or welfare,' the court may not grantrertef unless it finds that:
(1) The applicant Is -Ikely to prevail when the court finally cflSposes of the matter;
(2) withoutrefJef the applicant will suffer irreparable Injury,
(3) the grant of relief· to the applicant Will not substantiaUy hann other parties to the
proceedings; and

{4) Ihe.fhreat to the public health; safety orwel(are relied on by the agency is not
.sufficiently serious to-Justify the agenots action in th~ circumstances.
The Board finds K.SA. n-616 is not applicable. Claimant filed a request for
penalties pursuant to K.S.A. 44-512a that was granted by the ALJ. ~ Respondent appealed.
Therefore, there was no reason for respondent to request a stay unqer K.S.A. 77~616.

Simply stated, the $25,000 lump sum death benefit, burial expenses and medical
expenses incurred by claimant were due and owing more than ten weeks prior to the
Board's June·2B, 2013, Order and no compensation was due after the Board's Order.
Therefore, claimant is not entiUed to penalties.
CONCLUSION

Claimant Is not entitled to receive penalties because:
1. Claimant's written Demand for Compensation was premature.
2. K.SA. 2010 Supp. 44-556(b) stays payment of compensation due and owing
claimant's adult children whfle the Board's Order is on appeal to the Kansas appellate
courts.
WHEREFO~Er the Board reverses and vacates the November

Issued by AlJ Avery.

5. 2013. Order
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IT IS SO ORDeRED.
Dated this

'ltfllaay of February. 2014;

(

BOARDM
C:

R

Michael C. Helbert, Attorney for Clalmanf
krusseD@helbelt-allemang.com

Mark J. Hoffmeister, AUomey for Respondent and Its InsiJrance Carrier
mhoffmelster@hdwfawtirm.com
Honorable Brad E. Avery. Administrative law Judge

Workers Componsatron
. Director
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