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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed summary judgment for Ada County in a property-tax dispute

involving a prorated assessment notice. The court held that the taxpayers failed to exhaust the

exclusive administrative remedies for challenging the assessment and that no exception to the

exhaustion requirement applied. The court declined to reach the taxpayers' due process and notice

claims and awarded Ada County attorney fees and costs on appeal.
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The Castrignos appealed from the district court's grant of summary
judgment to Ada County in an action seeking a property-tax refund
and alleging that the assessment notice violated Idaho law and
procedural due process.

The Supreme Court reviews summary judgment under the same
standard as the district court. Summary judgment is proper when there
is no genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The construction and application of a
legislative act are reviewed freely as questions of law. Property-tax
valuations are presumed correct, and a challenger must establish by
clear and convincing evidence that the valuation is manifestly

excessive, fraudulent, oppressive, arbitrary, capricious, or erroneous.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Castrignos' challenge to the property assessment and request for a tax refund was barred by

their failure to exhaust the exclusive administrative appeal procedures.
2. Whether the alleged defect in the assessment notice created an exception to the exhaustion requirement.

3. Whether the court could reach the merits of the alleged statutory and procedural-due-process defects in

the assessment notice without an administrative adjudication.

4. Whether Ada County was entitled to attorney fees and costs on appeal.

HOLDINGS

1. Idaho's statutory administrative procedures provide the exclusive method for contesting a county
property assessment, and a taxpayer must exhaust those remedies before a court obtains subject-matter

jurisdiction over an assessment challenge.

2. The alleged defect in the assessment notice did not excuse the Castrignos' failure to exhaust

administrative remedies because no applicable exception to the exhaustion doctrine was established.

3. The court could not reach the merits of the alleged statutory or procedural-due-process defects in the
assessment notice because the failure to exhaust administrative remedies deprived the district court of
jurisdiction.

4. Ada County was entitled to reasonable attorney fees and costs on appeal because the continued appeal

was frivolous and unreasonable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is a well settled rule of law that statutory remedies of this nature are exclusive and that a taxpayer may not
maintain an action against a county for a general money judgment for the amount of taxes erroneously or

illegally exacted, where the tax is not absolutely void.” (141 Idaho at 97)

“As stated above, in tax assessment cases, a court "does not acquire subject matter jurisdiction until all the

administrative remedies have been exhausted."” (141 Idaho at 98)

“The Castrignos failed to appeal either their original 2001 assessment or the re-assessed valuation to the
BOE within the proper statutory timeframe and have failed to provide an adequate basis upon which to

excuse their failure to exhaust administrative remedies.” (141 Idaho at 102)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



The Castrignos owned a 5.626-acre lot in Eagle, Idaho, and constructed a large residence on it during 2001. The
assessor sent them a 2001 assessment notice showing a $290,400 value for the residential improvement, but the
actual full-year improvement assessment was $1,039,300 prorated for 102 days of occupancy. The Castrignos
did not timely appeal the assessment, later obtained a reassessment and a $1,259.70 refund, but did not appeal

the reassessed value before filing suit for a further refund.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Castrignos did not timely appeal their original 2001 property assessment to the Ada County Board of
Equalization. After the assessor ordered a reassessment and issued a partial refund, they also did not appeal the
reassessed value. They then filed suit seeking an additional refund. The district court granted Ada County
summary judgment, concluding that the Castrignos had failed to exhaust administrative remedies and that the
court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction. The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed and awarded Ada County attorney

fees and costs on appeal.
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