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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Montana affirmed summary judgment for the Montana Board of Dentistry on

res judicata grounds. The court held that the plaintiffs' challenge to the validity and enforcement of a

regulation restricting denturists from fitting prostheses over dental implants involved the same parties,

subject matter, issues, and capacities as their prior action. Because the prior judgment resolved claims

that were raised or could have been raised, the subsequent action was barred.
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Plaintiffs appealed the First Judicial District Court's grant of summary

judgment to the Montana Board of Dentistry on res judicata grounds.

The grant of summary judgment is reviewed de novo under M.R. Civ.
P. 56. Application of res judicata is reviewed as a question of law for

correctness.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court erred in concluding that the plaintiffs' statutory challenge to Admin. R.M.
24.138.2302(1)(j) was barred by res judicata.

2. Whether the parties, subject matter, issues, and capacities were sufficiently identical between the present

action and the prior Wiser I action to satisfy res judicata.

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiffs' action was barred by res judicata because the prior Wiser I judgment was final and the

two actions involved the same parties or privies, subject matter, issues, and capacities.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The doctrine of res judicata bars the relitigation of a claim once a final judgment has been entered.” (| 8)

“Finality is accorded to the disposition of all issues that were raised or that could have been raised; a party,

therefore, is prohibited from relitigating a claim that he or she has already had an opportunity to litigate.” (
17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lee Wiser and Charles Conlan were licensed denturists subject to regulation by the Montana Board of Dentistry.
The Board pursued disciplinary and investigative actions concerning their fitting or alleged fitting of dentures on
or over dental implants under Admin. R.M. 24.138.2302(1)(j). They then sought a declaration that the regulation
conflicted with Montana statutes and violated due process, but their earlier litigation had already challenged the

Board's authority, regulation, and enforcement of the same restriction.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wiser and Conlan filed a declaratory-judgment action challenging a Montana Board of Dentistry regulation
governing denturists' fitting of prostheses on or over dental implants. The district court granted the Board
summary judgment on res judicata grounds after the parties stipulated to dismissal of the constitutional

challenge. The Montana Supreme Court affirmed.
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