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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court answered a certified question concerning whether a legal malpractice claim
may be assigned in a commercial transaction. The court held that although legal malpractice claims are
generally not assignable, such a claim is assignable when transferred to a successor in interest along
with other business assets and liabilities. St. Luke’s therefore could pursue Magic Valley’s malpractice
claim against its former counsel.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a legal malpractice claim is assignable under Idaho law when transferred to a successor in
interest as part of a commercial transaction involving the transfer of other business assets and liabilities.

2. Whether St. Luke's, as Magic Valley's successor under the commercial transaction, could assert Magic
Valley's legal malpractice claim against Luciani.

HOLDINGS

1. Although legal malpractice claims are generally not assignable in Idaho, a legal malpractice claim
transferred to an assignee in a commercial transaction together with other business assets and liabilities
is assignable.

2. St. Luke's could step into the shoes of Magic Valley and pursue Magic Valley's legal malpractice claim
against Luciani.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Although legal malpractice claims are generally not assignable, where the legal malpractice claim is
transferred to an assignee in a commercial transaction, along with other business assets and liabilities, such a
claim is assignable.” (41)

“St. Luke’s can step into the shoes of Magic Valley for Magic Valley’s legal malpractice claim against
Luciani.” (44)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Luciani and his law firm represented Magic Valley Regional Medical Center in defending wrongful-termination
and False Claims Act claims. Magic Valley terminated Luciani and later transferred its assets and liabilities,
including claims against third parties, to St. Luke's in a broad commercial transaction. St. Luke's assumed and
defended the underlying litigation, settled it for $4.25 million, incurred approximately $12 million in defense
expenses, and then sued for legal malpractice; Magic Valley no longer existed after the transaction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

St. Luke's sued Luciani and his law firm in federal diversity litigation for legal malpractice arising from their
defense of the Suter litigation. The defendants moved for summary judgment, arguing that the malpractice claim
could not be assigned under Idaho law. The federal district court certified the assignability issue to the Idaho
Supreme Court because no controlling Idaho precedent squarely addressed it.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



The court answered the certified question in the affirmative; no remand instructions were issued to the federal
district court in the opinion.
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