
 

Summary of Appellate Division Cases: February 2018 
 

 
 

 
STEWART, GREENBLATT, MANNING & BAEZ 

 
 

 
 
DONALD R. STEWART (RET.) 
MADGE E. GREENBLATT 
ROBERT W. MANNING 
RICARDO A. BAEZ 
DAVID J. GOLDSMITH 
PETER MICHAEL DeCURTIS 
LAURETTA L. CONNORS 
JOHN K. HAMBERGER 
       __           ___ 
 
LISA LEVINE 
ANDREA L. De SALVIO 
KRISTY L. BEHR 
LUKE R. TARANTINO 
THOMAS A. LUMPKIN 
JONATHAN SO  

 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

 
6800 JERICHO TURNPIKE 

 
SUITE 100W 

 
SYOSSET, NY 11791 

____   ____ 
 

516-433-6677 
 

FAX 516-433-4342 

 
 

 

 
    KAFI WILFORD (2003-2010) 
MICHAEL H. RUINA (1992-2016) 

          _____ 
 

RAYMOND J. SULLIVAN 
MONICA M. O’BRIEN 

      MARY ELLEN O’CONNOR 
OF COUNSEL 

 

   

SUPREME COURT, APPELLATE DIVISION, THIRD DEPARTMENT, NEW YORK 

 

Matter of Larine Galster, Respondent 

v. 

Keen Transport, Inc, Appellant 

and 

Workers’ Compensation Board, Respondent 

 

Decided February 15, 2018 

 

Facts: The claimant (who passed away during the pendency of the claim), New York 

resident, was hired as a truck driver to make deliveries throughout the United 

States by a company based in Pennsylvania.  He was involved in a work-related 

accident in Illinois and filed a claim in New York, although his employer filed a 

claim for him in Pennsylvania.  The carrier controverted the claim in New York 

claiming the Board did not have jurisdiction.  The Judge established the claim and 

the Board Panel affirmed.  The carrier appealed.   

 

Holding: Affirmed. 

 

Discussion: If the Board’s determination that there are sufficient contacts with New York to 

find jurisdiction, that decision will not be disturbed if is based on sufficient 

evidence.  The claimant was hired after a phone interview from his home in New 

York.  He made significantly more deliveries to locations in New York than 

Pennsylvania.  After the accident, the employer found light duty work for the 

claimant in New York that it described as “an extension of his employment.”  

However, the claimant’s dispatcher was located in Pennsylvania and his employer 

did not own any property in New York.  In this case, there is sufficient evidence 

to sustain the Board’s finding that the contacts with New York were significant 

enough to find jurisdiction. 


