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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the district court’s decision denying Daniel S. Fuchs attorney fees
under Idaho Code section 12-117. The court held that Fuchs was not a prevailing party because the
administrative director found that he failed to satisfy the actual-sales requirement for his alcohol
beverage license, although the license was not forfeited due to prior inconsistent interpretations of the
governing rule. The court concluded that the director did not abuse his discretion in determining that

neither party prevailed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Fuchs's failure to receive attorney fees and costs under Idaho Code section 12-117 violated a

substantial right.

2. Whether Fuchs was a prevailing party for purposes of an attorney-fee award under Idaho Code section
12-117.

3. Whether the agency's decision under Idaho Code section 12-117 was made without a reasonable basis in

fact or law.

HOLDINGS

1. Fuchs was not entitled to attorney fees because he was not the prevailing party in the administrative

proceeding.

2. The determination of prevailing-party status in an administrative proceeding is reviewed for abuse of

discretion.

3. The district court's decision affirming the denial of attorney fees was affirmed on the alternative ground
that Fuchs failed to demonstrate an abuse of discretion in the Director's finding that there was no

prevailing party.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under a two-part test, attorney fees pursuant to I.C. § 12-117 must be awarded if the party is a prevailing

party and if the state agency did not act with a reasonable basis in fact or law.” (4)

“Therefore, applying the reasoning we employed in Trilogy, we conclude that Fuchs has failed to demonstrate
that the Director abused his discretion by finding that Fuchs was not the prevailing party.” (5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Fuchs received a retail alcohol beverage license in June 2008 and operated Aubrey's House of Ale in Coeur
d'Alene. During an unannounced inspection, the Alcohol Beverage Control Bureau Chief found no exterior or
directory signage, no customers, and only a small quantity of liquor and beer; sales records were also obtained.
The agency initiated forfeiture or revocation proceedings, and the Director ultimately found that Fuchs had not
met the applicable actual-sales requirement but declined to revoke or forfeit the license because of confusion and

inconsistent interpretations of the governing rule.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Idaho State Police Alcohol Beverage Control Bureau filed an administrative complaint seeking forfeiture or

revocation of Fuchs's retail alcohol beverage license. An administrative hearing officer granted summary



judgment to Fuchs, but the Director reversed the interpretation of the applicable actual-sales rule, found that
Fuchs had failed to satisfy the requirement, declined to forfeit the license because of inconsistent prior
interpretations, and determined that neither party was entitled to attorney fees. The district court affirmed on
judicial review, and the Idaho Supreme Court affirmed on the alternative ground that Fuchs failed to show an

abuse of discretion in the Director's prevailing-party determination.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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