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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court held that the trial court's findings established a prescriptive driveway
easement in favor of the Benningers, although the record did not establish an express easement. The
court vacated the determination of an express easement and remanded for definition of the prescriptive
easement's scope. It affirmed the denial of monetary damages for nuisance and awarded costs without
attorney fees.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Derifield appealed and the Benningers cross-appealed from a district
court judgment concerning an alleged driveway easement, nuisance,
injunctive relief, and damages.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Supreme Court reviewed whether the evidence supported the
district court's factual findings and whether those findings supported
its legal conclusions. Findings of fact in a court-tried case are liberally
construed in favor of the judgment and will not be overturned if
supported by substantial evidence, even if the evidence conflicts.
Conclusions of law are reviewed freely.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court properly determined that the Benningers held an express driveway easement
over Derifield's property.

2. Whether the district court's factual findings established a prescriptive easement despite the absence of a
sufficient express-easement determination.

3. Whether the scope of the prescriptive easement could be determined on the existing record.

4. Whether Derifield's obstruction and interference with the driveway constituted a nuisance supporting
injunctive relief.

5. Whether the Benningers were entitled to monetary damages for the nuisance.

HOLDINGS

1. The record was insufficient to establish an express easement, so the district court's express-easement
determination was vacated.

2. The district court's factual findings established that the Benningers acquired a prescriptive easement over
the driveway.

3. The scope of the prescriptive easement required determination by the district court on remand.

4. The placement of vehicles and other items obstructing the driveway constituted a nuisance, and
injunctive relief against future obstruction was proper.

5. The Benningers were not entitled to monetary damages for the nuisance.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The findings of the district court establish the elements of a prescriptive easement.” (142 Idaho at 490)

“The presumption of permissive use does not apply.” (142 Idaho at 490)

“For these reasons the district court did not err in refusing to award monetary damages to the Benningers for
Derifield's acts of nuisance.” (142 Idaho at 491)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Benningers purchased Lot 3 in 1967 and built their home there; Derifield later purchased adjacent Lots 4
and 5. A driveway crossing Derifield's property provided the Benningers' only road access and had been visible
and used for many years. Derifield's improvements, parking, and placement of items obstructed the driveway,
forcing the Benningers, who were in their seventies, to park on the county road and use stairs to reach their
home. The Benningers used the driveway without seeking or obtaining permission.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Benningers sued after Derifield obstructed and interfered with a shared driveway providing the Benningers'
only road access. The district court entered a preliminary injunction, later found Derifield in contempt, and after
trial held that an express 12-foot driveway easement existed, found the obstruction a nuisance, permanently
enjoined further obstruction, permitted relocation of the driveway, and denied the Benningers' interference and
damages claims. The Supreme Court of Idaho vacated the express-easement determination, held that the findings
established a prescriptive easement, affirmed the denial of monetary damages, and remanded to define the scope
of the prescriptive easement.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The district court must determine the scope of the prescriptive driveway easement. The Supreme Court awarded
the Benningers costs and allowed no attorney fees.
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