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Coverage,  
Catch-Phrases, 
and Causation

Loading and 
Unloading

occurring in some relation to the loading 
or unloading of a vehicle.

Many courts use contrast in drafting 
opinions, which in part makes it appear 
that two competing doctrines exist. It is 
not unusual to read opinions applying the 
“complete operation” rule as governing law 
but still discussing the “coming to rest” 
doctrine at length to elucidate the differ-
ence between the two rules and to highlight 
the breadth of the “complete operation” 
rule. In fact, the “coming to rest” doctrine 
has fallen out of use. Today most courts 
use it solely to demonstrate contrast rather 
than as an actual means to determine case 
outcomes. J.B. Harris, L. Applebaum, & J.T. 
Root, Truckers’ and Motor Carrier’s Com-
mercial Vehicle Insurance, New Appleman 
on Insurance §69.02[6][a][iii]). Now the 
compelling questions are (1) how does the 
“complete operation” rule function in prac-

tice, and (2) what role does causation play 
in its application? A few jurisdictions even 
have put aside the two formulaic labels 
altogether and focus solely on need to show 
causation between the conduct at issue and 
an injury. New Appleman on Insurance 
§69.02[6][a][iv].

Some opinions focus on determining 
the literal scope of the “complete opera-
tion” rule, and causation is not the primary 
issue. See, e.g., Colon v. Georgia-Pacific 
Corrugated, LLC, 2012 U.S. Dist. Lexis 
102665 (D.N.J. July 24, 2012) (where neg-
ligent loading of trailer that caused acci-
dent took place well before the tractor 
even arrived at facility, and the trailer was 
only later attached to the tractor, the orig-
inal loading still constituted use under 
the tractor owner’s commercial automo-
bile policy)); Bauer v. Century Surety Co., 
293 Wis. 2d 382, 718 N.W.2d 163 (Wis. Ct. 
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App. 2006, rev. denied, 2006 WI 126, 297 
Wis. 2d 320, 724 N.W.2d 203 (2006) (ap-
pellate court found preparatory steps for 
unloading began earlier than trial court 
had ruled, and that a third party became 
an insured operator under a commercial 
automobile policy because he was in the 
act of unloading insured vehicle)); Liberty 
Mutual Ins. Co. v. Montclair Art Museum, 
2006 N.J. Super. Unpub. Lexis 1554 (N.J. 
Super. Ct. App. Div. Aug. 28, 2006) (ap-
pellate court reversed trial court’s grant 
of summary judgment that unloading was 
over at time of injury, finding no bright-line 
rule existed as a matter of law as to when 
unloading is complete; and where issues of 
fact remained on state of completion which 
must be viewed not only on the basis of the 
immediate facts of accident, but with con-
sideration for past practices and industry 
customs); Safeco Ins. Co. of America v. Dale 
G. Kennedy Sons Warehouse, 251 Mich. 
App. 692, 650 N.W.2d 722 (Mich. Ct. App. 
2002) (trailer loaded by shipper at its site 
one day before being attached to tractor, 
which resulted in fatality to truck driver 
from fall of poorly secured parts after being 
driven back to trucker’s yard and unloaded 
by driver the next day, did not establish use 
under “complete operation” rule because 
shipper’s loading/operation was completed 
prior to incident).

This article, however, will focus on 
causation issues rather than defining the 
breadth of a “complete operation.” Fur-
ther, in addressing the role that causation 
plays in “complete operation” cases, we will 
explain how different jurisdictions define 
causation using specific cases, mostly of 
recent vintage, and then discuss specific 
case examples applying those principles to 
determine whether a party can sufficiently 
prove causation.

Basics of the “Complete Operation” 
and “Coming to Rest” Rules
The “complete operation” and “coming to 
rest” rules are tests to determine whether 
loading or unloading has occurred during a 
specific time and at a specific place. In turn, 
this is relevant to determining whether a 
“use” of a motor vehicle happened, which 
will often be defined in an insurance policy, 
by statute, or by the courts to encompass 
loading and unloading. Use of an involved 
motor vehicle is relevant to determining 

whether an insurance policy offers cover-
age in the first instance because, for exam-
ple, under a commercial vehicle insurance 
policy a personal injury or property dam-
age must “arise out of” the use of a motor 
vehicle for the policy to provide coverage. 
On the other side of the coin, the very same 
analysis may be relevant to interpreting a 
commercial general liability policy when 
an “auto exclusion” for claims arising “out 
of” the use of a motor vehicle could pre-
clude coverage.

The “complete operation” rule, some-
times called the “continuous passage” rule, 
is broader than the “coming to rest” rule. It 
encompasses “the entire loading or unload-
ing process to evaluate [insurance] cover-
age.” New Appleman on Insurance §69.02[6]
[a][ii]. Under the “complete operation” rule, 
courts will focus on whether the negligent 
act at issue “was part of the loading or un-
loading operation” and will deem such op-
eration complete “only when the goods 
being transferred reach their destination-
either onboard the trailer in their ultimate 
configurations, ready for transport, or de-
posited at the final unloading location.” Id. 
Under this rule, loading does not begin with 
movement of the goods but instead it can 
include the process of preparing the move. 
And unloading begins not when the goods 
are physically lifted for delivery but upon a 
truck’s simply arriving at the loading dock, 
and it ends upon the delivering trucker’s 
concluding any role in the delivery. Id.

The “coming to rest” rule is more restric-
tive than the “complete operation” rule. 
New Appleman on Insurance §69.02[6][a]
[iii]. Here, coverage is limited to actually 
moving goods to or from a vehicle, and 
under the two insurance policy types men-
tioned above, the policies would not pro-
vide coverage while the goods are at rest 
before loading, have come to rest after 
unloading, or during pauses in the mov-
ing process. Id.

The “Complete Operation” 
Rule and Causation
While many states use the “complete oper-
ation” rule, they do not frame the concom-
itant causation requirement identically. 
Below are examples of how some state 
courts address the causation requirement 
in the context of the “complete opera-
tion” rule.

New Jersey is one state that expressly 
follows the “complete operations doc-
trine.” Joseph v. Jefferson, 2013 N.J. Super. 
Unpub. Lexis 320 (N.J. App. Div. Feb. 12, 
2013). Under its law, “use of a vehicle” 
encompasses acts of loading and unload-
ing; “[h]owever, to be covered, ‘the injury 
“must have occurred during the process 
of loading or unloading the vehicle and be 

causally connected to the act.” Under the 
“complete operations doctrine,” the party 
seeking coverage is required to prove “‘that 
the act or omission which resulted in the 
injury was necessary to carry out the load-
ing or unloading.’” Further, “’there must 
be a substantial nexus between the injury 
suffered and the asserted negligent mainte-
nance, operation or use of the motor vehi-
cle.” Under New Jersey law, a “substantial 
nexus” is something more than “but for” 
causation. Liberty Ins. Corp. v. Tinplate 
Purchasing Corp., 743 F. Supp. 2d 406, 411, 
414 (D. N.J. 2010).

Texas likewise applies the “complete 
operation” rule in determining whether 
there has been the use of a motor vehicle. 
Salcedo v. Evanston Ins. Co., 2012 U.S. App. 
Lexis 3499 (5th Cir. Feb. 22, 2012). Even 
when applying that rule, a court must still 
determine whether the injury and liability 
arose out of the use of an auto in evaluat-
ing insurance coverage. In determining 
whether liability arises out of the use of a 
motor vehicle, there must be a causal con-
nection between the use and the accident 
and injury. All that is required is “but for” 
causation, which does not rise to the level 
of proximate or direct causation. In Texas, 
courts generally require that

(1) the accident must have arisen out of 
the inherent nature of the automobile, 
[and] as such, (2) the accident must have 
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arisen within the natural territorial lim-
its of an automobile, and the actual use 
must not have terminated, [and] (3) the 
automobile must not merely contrib-
ute to cause the condition which pro-
duces the injury, but must itself produce 
the injury.
Illinois also applies what it refers to as 

the “complete operation doctrine” to ques-

tions of loading and unloading in deter-
mining if there has been use of the vehicle. 
To fall within a policy’s coverage, an acci-
dent must not only have occurred during 
the loading or the unloading process, but 
it “must be causally connected with the 
act of loading or unloading.” Menard Inc. 
v. Country Preferred Ins. Co., 2013 IL App 
(3d) 120340, 2013 Ill. App. Lexis 484 (Ill. 
App. Ct. July 18, 2013). While there must 
be some causal connection, strict proxi-
mate cause is not required. At least some 
Illinois courts use the “reasonable contem-
plation” test: coverage exists if “the injury 
is the result of an activity that presented the 
type of risk that the parties reasonably con-
templated would be covered by the policy.” 
Thus, courts “must determine whether the 
negligent act which caused the injury was 
a reasonable incident or consequence of the 
use of the automobile.”

Massachusetts likewise applies the 
“complete operation” rule in determin-
ing whether there has been use of a motor 
vehicle. American Home Assurance Co. 
v. First Specialty Ins. Corp., 894 N.E. 2d 
1167 (Mass. App. Ct. 2008). The terms 
“arising out of” or “resulting from,” in 
either coverage or exclusionary clauses, 
are read expansively. Their range is greater 
than proximate cause under tort law and 

is more analogous to “but for” causation 
“in which the court examining the exclu-
sion [or coverage] inquires whether there 
would have been personal injuries, and a 
basis for the plaintiff’s suit, in the absence 
of the objectionable underlying conduct.” 
In other words, “what is required for inju-
ries to ‘arise out of ’ the loading of a vehicle 
is a reasonably apparent causal connection 
between the loading of the vehicle and the 
injury.” Further, “[t]hat other causes for an 
injury also may exist does not preclude a 
determination that the injury arise out of 
activities excluded from coverage under 
the policy.”

Oklahoma applies the “complete oper-
ation” doctrine and the “causal relation” 
doctrine in completing the “complete oper-
ation” analysis. Travelers Indemnity Co. v. 
General Star Indemnity Co., 157 F. Supp. 
2d 1273 (S.D. Ala. 2001). In Oklahoma, 
“for coverage to exist under the loading 
or unloading clause of a policy of liability 
insurance, it must not only appear that 
the accident which resulted in an injury 
occurred during the loading or unloading 
period but that the accident was causally 
connected with the loading or unloading.” 
Coverage will not exist “if the injury was 
directly caused by some independent act 
or intervening cause wholly disassociated 
from, independent of and remote from the 
use of the vehicle.”

Courts Not Applying Either Test
Pennsylvania has adopted neither the 
“complete operation” nor the “coming to 
rest” doctrines. Scottsdale Ins. Co. v. Bro-
addus, 2009 U.S. Dist. Lexis 14879 (E.D. 
Pa. Feb. 11, 2009). Instead, Pennsylvania 
courts focus on whether there is a suffi-
cient connection between the use of the 
vehicle and the accident. Without the vehi-
cle as an active factor in the operation, or 
without a connection between the vehi-
cle’s use and the accident, the “loading and 
unloading” clause in an insurance policy 
will not, under Pennsylvania law, cover the 
accident. Scottsdale Insurance Company v. 
Travelers Insurance Company, Inc., 1995 
U.S. Dist. Lexis 12765, at **8–9 (E.D. Pa. 
Aug. 29, 1995). Pennsylvania cases address-
ing whether loading or unloading is suffi-
ciently connected to, or part of, the use of 
a vehicle to create coverage involve pol-
icy language framing the accident caus-

ing the injury as “arising out of” the use of 
the vehicle. In such cases, the causal con-
nection between the loading or unloading 
and use of the vehicle is “but for” causation, 
rather than proximate causation. Aetna 
Life and Casualty v. Federal Ins. Co., 1997 
U.S. Dist. Lexis 18993, at **12–14 (E.D. Pa. 
Nov. 26, 1997). In contrast to the Massa-
chusetts case law cited above, the “Supreme 
Court of Pennsylvania has interpreted the 
words ‘resulting from’ in an insurance con-
tract as meaning proximate causation.” 
Cher-D, Inc. v. Great American Alliance Ins. 
Co., 2009 U.S. Dist. Lexis 30206, at **19–20 
(E.D. Pa. April 7, 2009).

Nevada’s Supreme Court rejected the 
either/or of complete operations or com-
ing to rest, and even saw causation as only 
a factor to be considered. Richfield Oil Corp. 
v. Harbor Ins. Co., 85 Nev. 185, 452 P.2d 462 
(Nev. 1969).

Whether adopting one of the specific 
theories [complete operations or com-
ing to rest], or speaking to the individual 
circumstances of an accident or injury, 
the decisions in this area almost univer-
sally refer, at least implicitly, to the need 
for some causal relationship between 
the unloading process and an accident 
or injury before coverage under a pol-
icy exists.

Further,
the causal relation requirement is actu-
ally only another means of, or a part 
of, any interpretation of the scope of 
coverage since it means some connec-
tion must exist between the accident or 
injury and some ‘use,” more specifically 
the ‘loading’ or ‘unloading’ as the case 
may be, of the insured vehicle.

That court found that the same broad or 
narrow construction using the correspond-
ing rule could happen with a causal relation 
test by making the type of causation broad 
or narrow, just as the complete operation 
and coming to rest doctrines were broad 
and narrow.

This court believed that the better 
approach was to look at the problem as 
one of insurance contract interpretation 
and the parties’ intent when determining 
whether liability arose out of the use of the 
vehicle. Under this construction,

[i]n determining the intent of the parties 
a court should consider all the salient 
facts, including for example: (1)  The 
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existence or lack thereof of a causal con-
nection or some reasonable connection 
between the loading or unloading and 
the accident or injury; (2) who had con-
trol of the goods which were the subject 
of the loading or unloading; (3) whether 
the loading or unloading was an active 
factor in the resulting accident or injury; 
(4) did any independent factor or inter-
vening cause occur; and, (5)  the close-
ness or remoteness of the connection, if 
such connection be found, between the 
truck and the accident.

Examples of Cases Finding 
Causation Sufficient
In American Home Assurance Co. v. First 
Specialty Ins. Corp., 894 N.E. 2d 1167 
(Mass. App. Ct. 2008), Bone was employed 
by J.P. Noonan Transportation and was 
injured while loading oil at Global’s oil 
terminal. Bone loaded the truck from its 
top, 10 feet above ground. He fell from the 
passenger’s side, while still on top of the 
truck, after having difficulty with one of 
the pipes. Global had a guard rail on the 
driver’s side but not on the passenger’s side 
and was later cited by the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
for safety violations. Bone sued Global. 
Noonan had agreed to indemnify Global 
for such claims, and Global’s insurance 
carrier demanded coverage from Noonan. 
The dispute at issue was between Noonan’s 
commercial auto insurance carrier and 
its general liability insurance carrier over 
which had to defend and indemnify Global.

The commercial auto carrier argued 
that Global’s negligence in maintaining 
the oil pipe and not supplying a guard rail 
caused the harm and that there was no 
causal connection to the loading of the oil. 
Therefore, Global claimed, the injury did 
not result from the use of the vehicle. The 
court observed, however, that the applicable 
standard in interpreting an insurance poli-
cy’s “arising out of” language, language that 
it equated to the phrase “resulting from,” 
did not require proximate cause under tort 
law. Rather, the causation standard was 
more analogous to “but for” cause, which 
only required showing a reasonably appar-
ent causal connection, whether or not there 
were other causes as well.

Here, Bone was loading the tanker and 
trying to make the loading pipe work when 

he fell. Thus, he “was engaged in the very 
activity for which the tanker truck was 
present,” and the facts provided a sufficient 
causal connection between loading (use of 

the vehicle) and the resulting injury. While 
the defective pipe may have involved some 
preexisting negligence, it was also essen-
tial to the loading process that took place. 
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This established both coverage under the 
commercial auto policy and that an exclu-
sion applied under the commercial general 
liability policy.

In Salcedo v. Evanston Ins. Co., 2012 U.S. 
App. Lexis 3499 (5th Cir. Feb. 22, 2012), 
Salcedo was injured while uploading oil 
from a truck to a reservoir at an asphalt 
plant. The injury occurred when a pump 

switch broke and the hose transporting 
the oil ruptured. At issue was a commercial 
general liability policy’s exclusion when 
loading and unloading an auto.

The court found that the injury occurred 
while the truck was being used as it was 
inherently intended to be used. Although 
it was not moving, the truck’s inherent 
purpose involved uses made while at a 
stop, which patently included loading and 
unloading from the truck. The court fur-
ther found that there was nothing unex-
pected or unnatural in using an oil truck 
to upload oil.

The court next found that the accident 
occurred within the truck’s natural ter-

ritorial limits before the use terminated. 
In fact, the use continued as the oil flowed 
through the hose when it ruptured. The 
hose’s rupture was the instigating factor 
causing the injury. Further, the truck did 
not merely contribute to the harm; rather, 
it produced the injury.

Nor was the truck merely the situs of 
the injury, which in itself would not consti-
tute a use. Rather, as stated, the truck was a 
producing cause. This meant that Salcedo 
could not have been injured in the manner 
that he was in fact injured without using 
the oil truck in an expected way: “but for 
the use of the oil truck in its expected and 
intended state of uploading oil, Salcedo 
would not have been injured.”

In Old Republic Ins. Co. v. Lumbermens 
Mutual Casualty Co., 2004 U.S. Dist. Lexis 
4041 (E.D. Pa. March 10, 2004), aff’d, Old 
Republic Ins. Co. v. Kemper Cas. Co., 2005 
U.S. App. Lexis 8589 (3d Cir. May 13, 2005), 
the court applied Florida law. Ricchiuti 
drove for Ryder and transported goods 
for Woolworth’s. According to the parties’ 
agreement, a driver such as Ricchiuti was 
to assist with unloading in delivery loca-
tions. Ricchiuti suffered an injury when 
cargo (chairs) from a trailer fell on him. He 
alleged that employees of Foot Locker had 
carelessly and negligently loaded the chairs 
onto that trailer in Denver, Pennsylvania. 
He then drove to a mall in Lancaster, Penn-
sylvania. When he later began to unload 
those chairs from the trailer in Lancaster, 
the chairs fell on Ricchiuti, injuring him.

Foot Locker demanded a defense from 
Old Republic, Ryder’s business auto insurer. 
The court found that Foot Locker had used 

the Ryder truck at the time of Ricchiuti’s 
injury within the terms of Old Republic’s 
policy language. Thus, Old Republic had to 
provide coverage to Foot Locker. First, the 
accident arose out of the truck’s inherent 
nature, as individuals use trucks custom-
arily for loading, unloading, and trans-
porting. Next, the injury was not caused by 
any separate or intervening act unrelated 
to the truck. Furthermore, the loading and 
unloading of the truck are activities essen-
tial to its use as a cargo transport truck.

The court mentioned one other factor: 
“Finally, there was a causal relationship 
between the insured truck and the acci-
dent. There were no attenuated circum-
stances in which the loading or unloading 
of the truck was distanced from the result-
ing bodily injury as to make the unload-
ing significantly peripheral to the actual 
use of the truck.” In distinguishing an ear-
lier Florida case that found permissive 
use could not be established once loading 
is complete and the vehicle is in motion, 
the court further recognized that (1) Foot 
Locker was an additional insured on the 
Old Republic policy, and (2)  Foot Locker 
directed the cargo’s movement. Under 
these circumstances, the court found that 
Old Republic intended to insure and to 
protect Foot Locker from improper load-
ing claims.

Examples of Cases Finding 
Insufficient Causation
In Gap, Inc. v. Travelers Ins. Co., 2013 N.J. 
Super. Unpub. Lexis 290 (N.J. Super. Ct. 
App. Div. Feb. 8, 2013), a trucking com-
pany, Apex, was engaged to make deliveries 
to Gap stores. During a delivery involving 
two Apex employees, the Apex driver told 
the Gap employees that the shipment had 
arrived. The Apex employees lowered the 
shipment to the sidewalk using the truck’s 
hydraulic lift gate. Normally, at that point, 
the goods would then be moved by dol-
lies supplied by Apex. However, instead of 
using Apex’s dollies, Gap’s employees pro-
vided the driver with a “baker’s rack” so 
that the dollies would not scratch the floor.

This baker’s rack had space for trays, 
some of which were missing while others 
were not. The Gap employees had vertically 
stretched bungee cords among the trays 
with fastening hooks. The Gap employ-
ees previously had attached these bun-
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gee cords. They routinely used this set-up 
to carry out trash, and they secured the 
trash bags with the bungee cords. The 
Apex driver testified that these cords had 
nothing to do with securing the delivery 
for his Apex assignment. While loading 
the boxes on the rack, a bungee cord came 
loose and hit the driver in the eye, result-
ing in a permanent visual impairment. The 
driver sued Gap.

Gap pursued an action against Apex’s 
commercial auto carrier, seeking indemni-
fication on the theory that the injury arose 
out of the use of a covered auto. The trial 
judge held that the theory required a sub-
stantial nexus between the injury and the 
asserted negligent use of the covered vehi-
cle. The trial judge did not find a nexus 
between the unloading “use of the vehicle” 
and the injury. The parties that contracted 
for the insurance could not have contem-
plated that the bungee cord would have 
failed, and it was a natural and reasonable 
consequence of the truck’s use. Rather, it 
resulted from a failure to provide a safe 
workplace, and frame the issue as the Gap 
permitting an unreasonably dangerous 
condition to exist in its workplace.

The appellate court agreed with the 
lower court’s conclusion, stating that cov-
erage required an adequate causal connec-
tion between the injury and the unloading. 
The appeals court framed the critical issue 
as whether the act or omission consti-
tuted an “integral part” of the loading or 
unloading. The rack was unnecessary to 
the unloading process because Apex had 
provided dollies. Moreover, Apex’s driver 
never asked to use the bungee cords. That 
the bungee cords may have been useful or 
helpful to the unloading was not the ques-
tion; rather, the test was whether the bun-
gee cords were necessary or integral to the 
process. Further, it was significant that the 
cords were attached by the party receiving 
the goods, not the shipper, and they were 
used for its convenience independent of the 
trucker’s needs.

In Crocker v. Kooltronic, Inc., 2011 U.S. 
Dist. Lexis 16607 (D. N.J. Feb. 18, 2011), a 
truck driver delivering goods was allegedly 
injured due to a loading dock malfunction 
at the receiver’s facility. That entity claimed 
that it was due coverage from the motor 
carrier’s policy because (1) the injury arose 
out of the use of a motor vehicle under New 

Jersey’s compulsory insurance statute, and 
(2) unloading was a well recognized use of 
a motor vehicle. While conceding that use 
of a motor vehicle includes unloading, the 
court went on to observe that “New Jersey 
courts have long recognized that the mere 
fact that an injured party was unloading a 
vehicle at the time of injury is not enough 
to trigger coverage under the Loading & 
Unloading Doctrine.” Rather, “[t]here must 
be a causal relationship between the vehicle 
and the injury so that automobile insurance 
carriers are not responsible for ‘damages 
sustained as a result of negligent mainte-
nance of the premises where the loading or 
unloading was being carried out.’” If that 
were the case, the motor carrier would es-
sentially become liable for negligence that 
occurred prior to the truck’s arrival.

The court returned to New Jersey’s 
requirement that there be a “substantial 
nexus” between the injury and alleged neg-
ligent use of the motor vehicle. The simple 
fact that unloading occurs at the time of 
injury is not enough to establish the nexus. 
The dock owner argued that the driver’s 
own negligence caused the injury and cre-
ated the “substantial nexus,” but the court 
rejected that argument. The issue was not 
who caused the injury, but whether the 
vehicle was in use and a substantial nexus 
between use of the vehicle and the injury 
existed. Thus, there was no coverage.

In Craggan v. IKEA USA, 332 N.J. Super. 
53, 752 A.2d 819 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. 
2000), Craggran Trucking provided deliv-
ery services to IKEA. This involved pick-
ing up IKEA goods at its site and loading 
them into a truck for delivery. Drivers such 
as John Craggan would remove straps and 
wrapping from IKEA merchandise located 
on pallets, throw away the debris, and then 
carry the merchandise to a Craggan truck.

IKEA’s truck loading area was marked 
off by removable and stationary metal rail-
ings to keep individual customer cars out. 
However, it was clear that customers were 
driving their cars relatively nearby for their 
own individual pickups. To assist those 
individuals, IKEA had situated boxes of 
string next to the trucking area. This string 
was solely provided for customer use in 
securing their individual pickups to the 
cars’ trunks or hoods. The string was of no 
use to commercial drivers such as Crag-
gan. Craggan claimed that he was carry-

ing IKEA merchandise to his truck, became 
entangled in a 30-foot length of string that 
had been left loose outside the boxes, and 
was injured. He brought a claim against 
IKEA, among others.

IKEA sought coverage from Craggan 
Trucking’s commercial trucking insurer, 
Reliance. The Craggan Trucking policy 
specified that IKEA was an additional in-

sured. The court determined that Craggan’s 
fall was caused by a condition of the prem-
ises, specifically the improperly located 
string. Thus, the accident did not arise from 
the loading activity, but from negligence in 
not maintaining the premises. The court 
found that the loading process was “not 
implicated at all with regard to” the fall 
and injury “because the hazardous condi-
tion created by the string was not ‘”within 
reason” a condition necessary to the act of 
loading nor had it any reasonable connec-
tion to that work.’”

Conclusion
While the case law defining a “complete 
operation” is very important and requires 
study to understand the somewhat fluid 
defining contours, no matter the contours 
attorneys must remember that a court will 
not apply the “complete operation” rule in 
a vacuum. Without recognizing the fun-
damental role that causation plays in this 
rule’s analysis and understanding how it 
will affect each case, we can never provide 
our clients, whether insurance carriers, 
transportations companies, or those using 
the services of these two, with intelligent 
and informed counsel. 

The appellate court  

agreed with the lower 

court’s conclusion, stating 

that coverage required 

an adequate causal 

connection between the 

injury and the unloading. 


