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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed summary judgment for the City of Stanley in a challenge under

Idaho’s open meeting law. The court held that a private plaintiff must be adversely affected by the

open meeting law violation itself, not merely by substantive action taken at the allegedly improper

meeting. Because the Arnolds did not attend or attempt to participate in the meeting that began early,

they lacked standing, and the City was awarded attorney fees.
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The Arnolds appealed from a grant of summary judgment for the City
in their action seeking to invalidate action taken at a city council

meeting for alleged violations of Idaho's open meeting law.

The Supreme Court applied the same standard as the district court to
review summary judgment. If no genuine dispute of material fact
exists, the remaining legal questions are reviewed freely. Statutory

interpretation is also reviewed freely.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Idaho Code section 67-2347(6) permits a private enforcement action by a person who was not

adversely affected by the alleged open-meeting-law violation.

2. Whether the City was entitled to attorney fees under Idaho Code section 12-117.

HOLDINGS

1. Only a person affected by a violation of Idaho's open meeting law may bring a private enforcement
action under Idaho Code section 67-2347(6). Being affected by a substantive action taken at a meeting is
not, by itself, the same as being affected by the open-meeting-law violation. Because the Arnolds did not
attend or intend to attend the meeting and suffered no effect from its early start, they lacked standing.

2. The City was entitled to reasonable attorney fees under Idaho Code section 12-117 because the Arnolds
continued to pursue an appeal without a reasonable basis in fact or law after receiving the district court's

well-reasoned rejection of the same theory.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is the violation of the open meeting law that gives one dffected by that violation standing to bring an

enforcement action.” (at 6)

“The Arnolds are in exactly the same position as they would have been had the meeting started on time and

strictly complied with every other element of the open meeting law.” (at 7)

“Although the Arnolds had the benefit of the district court’s articulate and well-reasoned analysis to that
effect, they still chose to bring an appeal, further raising the expense to the City to defend against the same

arguments.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The City noticed public hearings and a regular city council meeting concerning proposed Ordinance 189, but
began the third hearing and the regular meeting earlier than the noticed times without amending the notices. The
Arnolds had actual notice of the meetings and submitted written testimony that was read into the record, but they
did not attend, attempt to attend, call the City's office, or otherwise participate, and conceded that they had no
intention of attending. After the City adopted Ordinance 189, the Arnolds sought to have the action declared null

and void under Idaho's open meeting law.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Arnolds sued under Idaho Code section 67-2347(6), alleging that the City violated the open meeting law by
beginning a city council meeting early without amended notice. The district court concluded that the Arnolds
lacked standing because they were not affected by the alleged violation and granted the City's motion for

summary judgment. The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed and awarded the City costs and attorney fees.
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