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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court reviewed a foreclosure and lien-priority dispute involving tax deeds,

redemption deeds, and competing mortgages on Idaho Club property. It held that JV’s redemption

deed conveyed no fee title or superior lien priority and affirmed the priority of Valiant’s mortgages.

The court also upheld sanctions imposed against JV and its attorney, while the judgment indicates that

costs were among the issues addressed on appeal.
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JV appealed from a district court judgment determining that Valiant's
mortgages had priority over JV's mortgage and redemption deed,
awarding sanctions against JV and its attorney, and awarding costs
against JV. The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the summary judgment

and sanctions rulings but vacated and remanded the costs award.

Summary judgment and questions of law are reviewed de novo.
Sanctions under Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 11 and discretionary
costs are reviewed for abuse of discretion under the Lunneborg four-

part test.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether JV's redemption deed conveyed fee-title ownership or otherwise subrogated JV to Bonner

County's priority position over Valiant's mortgages.

2. Whether the district court abused its discretion by imposing Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 11 sanctions

against JV and its attorney.
3. Whether the district court abused its discretion in apportioning costs among JV and the other defendants.

4. Whether Valiant was entitled to attorney fees on appeal under Idaho Code section 12-121.

HOLDINGS

1. A redemption deed issued after redemption from a county tax deed does not convey fee-title ownership
or any additional ownership interest to the redemptioner; it merely terminates the county's rights

acquired under the tax deed.

2. Idaho Code section 45-114 does not give a junior mortgagee a super-priority lien after redeeming
property from a tax deed because Title 63, chapter 10 is the more specific statutory scheme and a tax

deed conveys title rather than leaving the county with a lien.

3. The district court did not abuse its discretion by imposing sanctions against JV and its attorney for filing

a last-minute motion to stay the sheriff's sale that was frivolous and presented for an improper purpose.

4. The district court abused its discretion by apportioning costs among the defendants without adequately

explaining the legal and factual basis for its allocation.

5. Valiant was not entitled to attorney fees under Idaho Code section 12-121 because JV presented at least
one legitimate, nonfrivolous statutory argument and prevailed in part on the costs issue.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, JV’s mortgage and the amount JV paid to redeem remain subordinate to Valiant’s mortgages.” (7)

“Based on the foregoing case law and statutory authority, we hold that JV’s “title theory” argument fails.”

(C))

“JV’s paying the past-due taxes did not have the effect of moving it to the front of the line, vis-a-vis Valiant’s

position.” (10)

“Therefore, we hold the district court did not abuse its discretion when it awarded Valiant sanctions against
JVand JV’s attorney.” (14)

“However, when a court does so, it must provide the basis for its reasoning, particularly stating why the costs

should be apportioned among the adverse parties in the manner designated by the court.” (15)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

POBD developed the Idaho Club property in Sandpoint, Idaho, using loans secured by multiple mortgages,
including mortgages later assigned to Valiant and a mortgage held by JV. After POBD failed to pay its notes,
property taxes, and amounts owed to mechanics and materialmen, Bonner County issued tax deeds, and JV and
Valiant separately redeemed portions of the property. JV received a redemption deed after paying delinquent
taxes, while Valiant acquired and recorded the lenders' mortgages. The district court held that Valiant's
mortgages had priority over JV's mortgage and redemption deed, and later imposed sanctions and costs against
JV.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The district court granted Valiant summary judgment on mortgage priority, later reaffirmed that ruling, and after
a court trial entered a foreclosure judgment declaring Valiant's mortgages senior to JV's mortgage and
redemption deed. The district court also awarded sanctions against JV and its attorney and assessed costs against
JV, VP, and NIR. JV appealed. The Supreme Court affirmed the merits and sanctions rulings, vacated the costs

award, and remanded for reconsideration and explanation of the cost apportionment.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The district court must reconsider and explain the allocation of costs, including why JV and VP bear the
designated proportion of the costs, how costs as a matter of right and discretionary costs should be allocated, and
how the litigation-guarantee and other challenged costs should be balanced in light of the related North Idaho

Resorts decision. The court may award more or fewer costs after applying the governing standards and
exercising reasoned discretion.
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