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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed dismissal of Christina Brooksby's declaratory judgment action
against GEICO General Insurance Company. The court held that, absent statutory or contractual
authorization, an injured third party lacks standing to bring a direct action against the tortfeasor's
liability insurer, and that Idaho's Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act does not independently create
standing.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an injured third party may directly sue a tortfeasor's liability insurer for declaratory relief
concerning coverage absent statutory or contractual authorization.

2. Whether Idaho's Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act independently confers standing on an injured third
party who has no contractual or legal relationship with the insurer.

3. Whether the district court properly dismissed Brooksby's complaint under Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6) for lack of standing.

HOLDINGS

1. Under Idaho's no-direct-action rule, an injured third party may not sue or join the tortfeasor's liability
insurer directly unless a statute or contract authorizes the action.

2. Seeking declaratory relief rather than money damages does not eliminate the requirement that the
plaintiff have standing and an actual legal relationship or controversy with the defendant.

3. An insurer's ability to join, or obligation when feasible to join, an injured third party in an insurer-
initiated coverage action does not give the injured third party standing to initiate a coverage dispute
concerning a policy to which she is a stranger.

4. The complaint was properly dismissed under Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) because Brooksby
lacked standing to seek a declaratory judgment against GEICO.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“absent a contractual or statutory provision authorizing the action, an insurance carrier cannot be sued
directly and cannot be joined as a party defendant.” (153 Idaho 547)

“It applies only where such rights, statuses, or legal relations already exist.” (153 Idaho 549)

“Thus, the fact that an insurer may join an injured third party in an existing coverage dispute concerning a
policy that the insurer issued does not imply that an injured third party may initiate a coverage dispute
concerning a policy to which she is a stranger.” (153 Idaho 550)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In December 2007, Christina Brooksby was injured when a vehicle driven by her father, Craig Brooksby,
crashed in Bonneville County. Craig Brooksby had an automobile insurance policy with GEICO, but GEICO
denied Brooksby's claim under the policy's household exclusion. Although Brooksby filed a tort action against
her father, she instead pursued a separate declaratory judgment action against GEICO to establish coverage and
invalidate the exclusion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Brooksby sued GEICO seeking a declaration that coverage existed under her father's automobile insurance
policy and that the household exclusion was invalid under Idaho law. The district court granted GEICO's Rule
12(b)(6) motion, concluding that Brooksby lacked standing because Idaho's no-direct-action rule barred her from



suing the insurer absent statutory or contractual authorization and the Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act did not
independently confer standing. The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed and awarded GEICO costs on appeal.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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