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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court held that a workers’ compensation judge had subject-matter
jurisdiction to determine causal responsibility between successive work-related injuries involving a
solvent insurer and the Minnesota Insurance Guarantee Association. Because the judge’s determination
involved workers’ compensation issues under chapter 176 rather than interpretation of the Guaranty
Act under chapter 60C, joinder of the prior employer and insurer was proper. The court reinstated the
compensation judge’s order allocating causal responsibility equally but holding CNA solely liable
because MIGA could not be compelled to share liability with a solvent insurer.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the workers' compensation judge had subject-matter jurisdiction to join Bor-Son and CNA and
determine causal responsibility between Seehus's successive compensable injuries when MIGA
administered the claim for an insolvent insurer.

2. Whether CNA, as the solvent workers' compensation insurer found causally responsible for part of the
claim, was solely liable for the claim because MIGA could not be compelled to share liability under
Minnesota's Guaranty Act.

3. Whether the compensation judge's equal apportionment of causal responsibility was supported by the
record.

HOLDINGS

1. A workers' compensation judge has subject-matter jurisdiction to join a solvent insurer and adjudicate
traditional workers' compensation issues, including whether successive work injuries caused the
employee's condition and how causation should be apportioned, even when MIGA is a party.

2. When a solvent workers' compensation insurer is determined to bear causal responsibility for an
employee's claim, that insurer is solely liable because MIGA cannot be compelled to share liability with
a solvent insurer.

3. The compensation judge's finding that both injuries were substantial contributing causes and the equal
apportionment of responsibility were supported by the record and were not challenged on appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, the workers’ compensation courts are not deprived of jurisdiction to decide quintessential workers’
compensation issues because MIGA is one of the parties.” (152)

“We therefore conclude that the workers’ compensation judge had the authority to determine causal
responsibility in this case.” (152)

“Consequently, CNA is solely liable for the Seehus claim.” (152)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Seehus sustained a work-related lower-back injury while employed by Bor-Son in 1989, underwent two
surgeries, received an 11 percent permanent partial disability rating, and settled his claim against Bor-Son. He
later sustained another work-related lower-back injury while employed by Wesley on March 19, 2001,
eventually requiring a third surgery in 2007. Wesley's insurer became insolvent, so MIGA administered the
claim. Medical evidence supported the finding that both the Bor-Son and Wesley injuries were substantial
contributing causes of Seehus's current condition, with responsibility apportioned equally.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Seehus filed a workers' compensation claim arising from successive lower-back injuries sustained while working
for Bor-Son and Wesley. The compensation judge joined Bor-Son and CNA, found both injuries substantial
contributing causes, apportioned causal responsibility equally, and ordered CNA to pay the entire claim because
MIGA could not be ordered to pay where a solvent insurer was present. The WCCA reversed, concluding that
the compensation judge lacked jurisdiction to join CNA and ordering Wesley/MIGA to pay. The Minnesota
Supreme Court reversed the WCCA and reinstated the compensation judge's decision.

DISPOSITION

reversed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The decision of the WCCA was reversed, and the decision of the compensation judge was reinstated.
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