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PER CURIAM.

Faintiff appeds from the circuit court's order granting summary dispostion in favor of
defendant. Plaintiff sued defendant for the wrongful death of plaintiff’s decedent Lyle Reinhardt. Both
defendant and another company, Wyatt corporation, claimed to be Reinhardt’s employer at the time of
his desth. While the circuit court action was pending, a workers compensation magistrate found that
Mr. Reinhardt was an employee of both Wyatt and defendant at the time of his desth, and that both
Wyait and defendant were responsible for paying survivor’s benefits to Mrs. Reinhardt. Following the
magidrate’ s determination, the circuit judge found that plaintiff was estopped from asserting that Mr.
Reinhardt had not been employed by defendant at the time of his deeth, so plaintiff’s action was barred
by the exclusive remedy provision of the Workers' Disability Compensation Act, MCL 418.131; MSA
17.237(131). We affirm.

Faintiff argues that the circuit court erred by finding her wrongful desth clam barred by
collatera estoppd. We find no error.

The magidrate' s determination was adjudicatory in nature and provided a right to gpped.
MCL 418.851, 418.859a; MSA 17.237(851), 17.237(859a). The Legidature expresdy made the
magistrate’s decison fina absent an administrative appeal. MCL 418.851; MSA 17.237(851).
Collaterd estoppel can be used to preclude rditigation of issues based upon the magigtrate’ s
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decison. Nummer v Treasury Dept, 448 Mich 534, 542; 533 NW2d 250 (1995), certden _ US
_,116 SCt 418; 133 L Ed 2d 335 (1995). The magistrate' s written decision states that he used the
economic redity tes to find that Mr. Reinhardt was defendant’s employee a the time of his degth.

Whether decedent was employed by defendant at the time of his death was essentid to the ultimate
finding that defendant was lidble for workers compensation survivor's benefits. This issue was actudly
and necessarily litigated before the workers compensation magistrate and determined by a valid and
find judgment. The hearing before the workers compensation magistrate involved the same parties,
who had a full opportunity to litigate the issue in that forum. Regardless of the basis of the magidrate' s
decison, plantiff was collateraly estopped from rdlitigating the issue of whether Mr. Reinhardt was
employed by defendant at the time of his desth. Nummer, supra; City of Detroit v Qualls; 434 Mich
340, 357; 454 NW2d 374 (1990); Temple v Kelel Distributing, 183 Mich App 326, 328; 454
NW2d 610 (1990). Haintiff’s circuit court action was barred by the exclusve remedy provision of the
Workers Disability Compensation Act. MCL 418.131; MSA 17.237(131). Since summary
disposition was properly granted, it is not necessary to address plaintiff’s argument that the circuit judge
misapplied the doctrine of judicia estoppd.

Affirmed.
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