
SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

Maravilla v. J. R. Simplot Co.
161 Idaho 455 (2016) · No. 43538 · Decided December 30, 2016

SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court held that a worker’s compensation claimant was not barred by claim
preclusion from raising the employer’s negligence in response to the employer’s subrogation claim.
Although a stipulated dismissal with prejudice constituted a final judgment, the employer’s
subrogation claim arose from the claimant’s recovery and was not the same claim as the prior
negligence action against a third party. The Court also reversed the Industrial Commission’s
modification of the rule barring a concurrently negligent employer from asserting subrogation rights.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether claim preclusion barred Maravilla from raising Simplot's alleged negligence in the Industrial
Commission proceeding after Maravilla's third-party negligence action against Idaho Industrial
Contractors, Inc. had been dismissed with prejudice.

2. Whether an employer's negligence that contributes to an employee's injury bars the employer from
exercising statutory workers' compensation subrogation rights, or instead merely reduces those rights in
proportion to the employer's fault.

HOLDINGS

1. Claim preclusion did not bar Maravilla from asserting Simplot's negligence as an issue affecting
Simplot's subrogation claim because Maravilla's negligence claim against IIC and Simplot's later
subrogation claim did not arise from the same cause of action. Although the stipulated dismissal with
prejudice constituted a final judgment, the same-claim requirement was not satisfied.

2. An employer whose negligence contributed to an employee's injury is barred from exercising workers'
compensation subrogation rights against the employee's recovery from a third party. The Idaho Supreme
Court reaffirmed the Liberty Mutual rule and rejected the Commission's rule reducing subrogation in
proportion to the employer's fault.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“employer’s negligence is no longer an absolute bar to the exercise of its right of subrogation. Rather, an
employer’s right of subrogation will be reduced by its proportionate share of fault in contributing to
claimant’s damages.” (2)

“The principle behind the Liberty Mutual rule is that where the employer is concurrently at fault for the
worker’s injury it should not be allowed the benefit of subrogation because it runs counter to the policy of law
to allow someone to “take advantage of his own wrong.”” (9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Maravilla tripped over a hose placed across a walkway at Simplot while repairs were being performed near a
sulfuric acid pad. His foot entered pooled acid, causing serious chemical burns that required skin grafts and
surgery. Simplot, acting as a self-insured employer, paid workers' compensation benefits. Maravilla later settled
a negligence action against the repair contractor, Idaho Industrial Contractors, Inc., for $75,000, after which
Simplot sought subrogation against the settlement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Maravilla was injured in an industrial accident while working for Simplot, which paid workers' compensation
benefits. He later sued third-party contractor Idaho Industrial Contractors, Inc. and settled for $75,000; the
district court dismissed that action with prejudice. Simplot then sought subrogation from the settlement, and
Maravilla petitioned the Industrial Commission for a declaratory ruling concerning Simplot's negligence and
subrogation rights. The Commission rejected Simplot's claim-preclusion argument but ruled that employer



negligence would reduce, rather than bar, subrogation. The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the result on claim
preclusion but reversed the Commission's alteration of the employer-negligence rule.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Industrial Commission's ruling rejecting claim preclusion was affirmed on modified reasoning, and its
abrogation of the Liberty Mutual employer-negligence rule was reversed. The opinion does not state additional
specific remand instructions.
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