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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court held that a materials supplier was too remote from the property owner to

assert a materialman's lien under Idaho Code section 45-501 because the intermediary supplier was

neither a subcontractor nor an agent of the owner. The court affirmed summary judgment invalidating

the lien, upheld the denial of attorney fees, and reversed the denial of taxable costs to the prevailing

property owner. The case was remanded to determine the amount of costs, with costs awarded to the

respondent on appeal and no appellate attorney fees.
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Appeal from summary judgment dismissing a materialman's-lien
foreclosure claim and cross-appeal from the denial of attorney fees and

costs.

The Court applies the same standard as the district court on summary
judgment. When both parties move for summary judgment on the
same facts and theories and the matter is to be tried to the court, the
trial court may resolve conflicting inferences; review of that resolution
is limited to whether the record supports the findings. Statutory
interpretation and application are reviewed freely. Prevailing-party

determinations are reviewed for abuse of discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Gem State was sufficiently connected to the owner or general contractor under Idaho Code

section 45-501 to assert a materialman's lien.
2. Whether the open account doctrine independently supported Gem State's lien claim.

3. Whether the Court needed to decide whether Total American's tender of payment extinguished an

otherwise valid lien.
4. Whether Chartrand was the prevailing party for purposes of trial costs and attorney fees.
5. Whether Chartrand was entitled to attorney fees under Idaho Code sections 45-513 or 12-120.

6. Whether Chartrand was entitled to attorney fees on appeal under Idaho Code section 12-120(1).

HOLDINGS

1. A supplier that is too remote from the property owner and that furnishes materials to a supplier rather
than to an owner, agent, general contractor, or qualifying subcontractor cannot utilize Idaho's
materialman's-lien statute. Total American was neither a subcontractor nor an agent of Chartrand, so

Gem State's lien was invalid.

2. The open account doctrine is a defense that may bar a lien when labor or materials are furnished in
reliance exclusively on the requesting contractor's general credit; it does not independently establish a

lien when the doctrine is inapplicable.

3. As the prevailing party, Chartrand was entitled as a matter of right to recover allowable trial costs under
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 54(d)(1).

4, Chartrand was not entitled to attorney fees under Idaho Code section 45-513 or section 12-120(1) or (3).

5. Chartrand was not entitled to attorney fees on appeal under Idaho Code section 12-120(1) for the same

reasons fees were unavailable at trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The doctrine does not provide an independent basis for a creditor to assert a lien; rather, it is a defense to be
asserted by a lien debtor.” (40 P.3d at 103)



“The gravamen was the in rem enforcement of a statutory claim” (40 P.3d at 105)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Chartrand hired a general contractor to build a steel-frame home. The general contractor engaged Total American
to prepare a steel framing package and supply materials, and Total American ordered the materials from Gem
State, which obtained them from Knorr Steel and had them delivered to the construction site. Total American
performed no on-site construction, did not fabricate or handle the materials, and supplied standard components
that were incorporated into the house. After Total American failed to pay Gem State, Gem State filed a

materialman's lien and sought to foreclose it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gem State sued to foreclose a materialman's lien against the Chartrand property. The district court denied the
parties' initial cross-motions for summary judgment, later granted Chartrand's motion, declared the lien void, and
dismissed Gem State's claim. The district court also denied Chartrand's motion for attorney fees and costs. The
Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the summary judgment and denial of attorney fees, reversed the denial of costs,

and remanded for determination of the costs to be awarded.
DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS
Remanded for the district court to determine the amount of costs to be awarded to Chartrand.
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