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SUMMARY

The District of Columbia Court of Appeals considers whether properties purchased at District tax sales
were properly redeemed and how redemption refunds owed to the tax-sale purchaser should be
calculated. The court holds that a property is redeemed when the District concludes in good faith that
all amounts levied by it have been paid and the tax-sale purchaser’s reimbursable expenses have been
paid. The court remands for further proceedings concerning the redemption dates and refund amounts

and holds that the District need not pay refunds until the purchaser dismisses its foreclosure actions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1

. Whether the Superior Court orders were final and appealable despite leaving ministerial acts and

dismissal of the foreclosure actions outstanding.

. Whether Aeon's motion for review in Wasef was timely and whether Aeon could challenge that ruling

for the first time in its reply brief.

. Whether Aeon had prudential standing to challenge the interpretation and application of the District's

tax-sale statutes and regulations.

. Whether caveat emptor barred Aeon from challenging the redemption dates and amounts of its statutory

redemption refunds.

. Whether the District could waive interest and penalties owed by delinquent property owners.

. When a property is redeemed after a tax-sale purchaser has filed an action to foreclose redemption,

particularly when the District has made an error in calculating amounts levied.

. Whether the District was required to pay redemption refunds before Aeon dismissed its actions to

foreclose redemption.

HOLDINGS

1.

The orders determining the parties' legal rights and obligations were final and appealable even though

ministerial acts remained and the trial court had not yet dismissed the cases.

. Aeon failed to preserve a challenge to the Superior Court's dismissal of its Wasef motion for review as

untimely.

. Aeon had prudential standing to challenge the interpretation and application of the tax-sale statutes and

regulations, but lacked standing to assert a generalized taxpayer challenge to the District's use of public

funds.

. Caveat emptor did not bar Aeon from asserting its statutory entitlement to properly calculated

redemption refunds.

. The District may waive interest and penalties on unpaid real-property taxes under D.C. Code § 47-

811.04(1).

. When a tax-sale purchaser has filed an action to foreclose redemption, a property is redeemed if and

when, at the same time, the District concludes, correctly or incorrectly, that all amounts levied by it have

been paid and the tax-sale purchaser's reimbursable expenses have been paid.



7. The District was not required to pay Aeon's redemption refunds before Aeon dismissed its actions to

foreclose redemption.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“On the merits, we ultimately conclude that a property is redeemed when, at the same time: (a) the District
concludes in good faith, whether correctly or incorrectly, that all amounts levied by it have been paid; and (b)

the tax-sale purchasers’ reimbursable expenses have been paid.” (3)

“Under the foregoing analysis the properties in these cases were redeemed if and when (a) the District
concluded, whether correctly or incorrectly, that all amounts levied by it had been paid; and (b) the tax-sale

purchasers’ reimbursable expenses had been paid.” (33-34)

“In sum, Aeon does not appear to have surrendered its certificates of sale and did not seek dismissal of its
actions to foreclose redemption. Under the circumstances, the trial court erred in ordering the District to pay
refunds to Aeon.” (48)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Aeon purchased the Broadwater, Wasef, and Culbertson properties, along with hundreds of other properties, at
District of Columbia real-property tax sales. The delinquent property owners later made payments to redeem the
properties, and the District determined that the properties had been redeemed as of particular dates. Aeon
disputed whether the payments were sufficient to effect redemption and argued that additional interest accrued,
increasing the redemption refunds owed to it. The District also disputed whether it had to pay the refunds before
Aeon dismissed its foreclosure actions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Aeon purchased numerous properties at District of Columbia real-property tax sales and filed actions to
foreclose the rights of redemption. The Superior Court grouped the cases, applied the framework from Aeon
Financial v. Haynes, determined redemption dates and refund amounts, and ordered the District to pay refunds
within thirty days before Aeon filed praecipes acknowledging payment. The reviewing judge affirmed most of
the magistrate judge's orders, dismissed Aeon's motion for review in Wasef as untimely, and the parties brought

consolidated appeals and cross-appeals.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

In the Broadwater and Culbertson cases, the Superior Court must determine the applicable redemption date and
redemption amount under the court's two-condition framework. The District may not be required to pay refunds
until Aeon dismisses the foreclosure actions or otherwise satisfies the applicable refund prerequisites. The

dismissal of Aeon's motions for review in Wasef was affirmed.
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