SUPREME COURT OF ALABAMA

Ex parte Nacola Ruggs
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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Alabama held that a claim for the double-compensation penalty under Ala.

Code § 25-5-8(e) is independent of an employee's underlying workers' compensation claim.

Accordingly, a motion seeking that penalty is not subject to the time limitations applicable to motions

under Alabama Rule of Civil Procedure 59. The court reversed the Court of Civil Appeals and

remanded the matter.
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Ruggs petitioned for a writ of certiorari to review the Court of Civil
Appeals' reversal of a trial-court order awarding her double workers'

compensation under Alabama Code § 25-5-8(e).

De novo review of the legal characterization of Ruggs's motion and
the interpretation of § 25-5-8(e) and Rule 59.

Published Alabama Supreme Court opinion; binding precedent in
Alabama.

Nacola Ruggs v. MasterBrand Cabinets, Inc., f/k/a NHB Industries,

Inc.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Alabama Code § 25-5-8(e)'s double-compensation penalty creates a claim or cause of action

independent of the employee's claim for workers' compensation benefits.

2. Whether a motion seeking enforcement of a workers' compensation judgment and double compensation
under § 25-5-8(e) is an untimely motion under Rule 59(e), Ala. R. Civ. P.

HOLDINGS

1. The double-compensation penalty provided by § 25-5-8(e) creates a claim or cause of action

independent of the employee's underlying claim for workers' compensation benefits.

2. A motion seeking the § 25-5-8(e) double-compensation penalty is not a Rule 59(e) motion and is not

subject to Rule 59's time limitations.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Section 25-5-8(e) provides four distinct, separate penalties or remedies for failure to secure the payment of

compensation for an employee's injury or death” (10 So. 3d at 12)

“we decline to confine a proceeding seeking a penalty under § 25-5-8(e) within the strictures of motion
practice under Rule 59.” (10 So. 3d at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Nacola Ruggs sustained an on-the-job injury while employed by MasterBrand Cabinets. The trial court
ultimately found her 100% permanently and totally disabled, and the Court of Civil Appeals affirmed that
judgment. After MasterBrand failed to pay the full judgment and failed to establish that it was insured or self-
insured when Ruggs was injured, Ruggs sought enforcement of the judgment and the double-compensation
penalty under § 25-5-8(e).

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ruggs obtained a workers' compensation judgment after the trial court found her permanently and totally
disabled. After the judgment was affirmed and MasterBrand failed to pay the full amount, Ruggs filed a motion
to enforce the judgment, for a rule nisi, and for double compensation under § 25-5-8(e). The trial court awarded
double compensation, but the Court of Civil Appeals reversed, holding that Ruggs's motion was an untimely

Rule 59(e) motion. The Supreme Court of Alabama granted certiorari review.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



The matter was remanded to the Court of Civil Appeals for proceedings consistent with the Supreme Court's

opinion.
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