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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court reviewed a dispute concerning an insurer's medical-payment subrogation

interest and the insureds' recovery of attorney fees under the equitable common fund doctrine. The

court upheld the jury's verdict rejecting the insureds' breach-of-contract and punitive-damages claims,

while affirming the district court's award of collection expenses against the insurer's subrogation

recovery. The court also affirmed the determination that the insureds were the prevailing party for

purposes of costs.
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The insureds appealed from a judgment following a jury verdict
rejecting their breach-of-contract and punitive-damages claims, while
the insurer cross-appealed the district court's equitable award of
attorney fees under the common fund doctrine and its determination

that the insureds were the prevailing parties.

A motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict is reviewed to
determine whether substantial and competent evidence supports the
jury's verdict, with reasonable inferences drawn in favor of the
nonmoving party. Jury instructions are reviewed as a whole for
whether they fairly and adequately present the issues and state the law,
and an instruction is reversible only if it misled or prejudiced the
complaining party. Denial of a motion for new trial and attorney-fee
decisions are reviewed for abuse of discretion. District-court factual



findings are upheld if supported by substantial and competent

evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether substantial evidence supported the jury's verdict that State Farm did not breach the implied
covenant of good faith and fair dealing by delaying endorsement of the settlement draft.

. Whether the district court's jury instructions fairly and adequately stated the law concerning subrogation,

reimbursement, the parties' rights, and alleged breach of contract.

. Whether the district court abused its discretion by denying a new trial limited to punitive damages.

. Whether the Bolls were entitled to attorney fees from State Farm's subrogation recovery under the

equitable common fund doctrine.

. Whether the Bolls were the prevailing party entitled to costs as a matter of right under Idaho Rule of

Civil Procedure 54(d)(1)(B).

. Whether either party was entitled to attorney fees on appeal.

HOLDINGS

1.

The district court properly denied the Bolls' motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict because
substantial and competent evidence supported the jury's finding that State Farm did not breach the

implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing.

. The district court did not err in refusing the Bolls' requested additional instructions because, considered

as a whole, the instructions fairly and adequately presented the issues and stated the applicable law.

. The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying a new trial limited to punitive damages.

. The Bolls were entitled to a proportionate share of attorney fees and collection expenses from State

Farm's subrogation recovery because State Farm received timely notice of the Bolls' effort and obtained

an actual benefit from that effort.

. The district court did not abuse its discretion by determining that the Bolls were the prevailing party and

awarding them costs as a matter of right.

. Neither party was awarded attorney fees on appeal.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, SFM is required to pay its share of attorney expenses for recovery of its subrogated interest if
SFM has been put on notice that the Bolls intended to pursue their claim and if the efforts of the Bolls or their
attorney resulted in an actual benefit to SFM.” (1089)

“Because this Court affirms the district court, both parties prevailed in part as the respondent to the other
party's appeal but did not prevail in their respective appeal in chief. Therefore, neither party is awarded

attorney fees.” (1092)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

State Farm paid $11,868.81 in medical expenses incurred by the Bolls and their children after an automobile
accident and notified the Bolls and their attorneys of its subrogation rights. The Bolls pursued settlement claims
against the other driver's insurer, Safeco, and requested that the entire settlement, including State Farm's
subrogation interest, be issued in one joint draft. State Farm initially refused to endorse the draft, prompting the
Bolls to sue, but later endorsed it. The district court awarded the Bolls $3,956.26 in collection expenses under

the common fund doctrine because their efforts resulted in recovery of State Farm's subrogation interest.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After an automobile accident, State Farm paid the Bolls' medical expenses and asserted a subrogation interest.
The Bolls later settled their claims against the tortfeasor's insurer in a single draft that included State Farm's
subrogation claim, sued State Farm after it initially refused to endorse the draft, and sought contract damages,
common-fund recovery, and punitive damages. A jury rejected the claims, but the district court awarded the
Bolls $3,956.26 in collection expenses under the equitable common fund doctrine, denied their post-trial
motions, awarded them costs as a matter of right, and denied attorney fees to both sides. The Idaho Supreme
Court affirmed.
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