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SUMMARY

The Iowa Supreme Court held that a tenant’s keeping of a single horse at a residence did not establish

a farm tenancy under Towa Code chapter 562. Because the farm-tenancy notice requirements did not

apply, the Porters properly terminated the Hardens’ tenancy and were entitled to possession. The court

vacated the court of appeals decision and affirmed the district court judgment; Justice Wiggins

dissented.
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The property owners brought a forcible entry and detainer action after
serving notices terminating the occupants' tenancy. The Iowa District
Court for Wayne County granted the owners possession. The Iowa
Court of Appeals reversed, concluding that grazing one horse
established a farm tenancy protected by Iowa Code chapter 562. The

Supreme Court of lowa granted further review.

Forcible entry and detainer actions are equitable actions reviewed de
novo, with weight given to the district court's factual findings but
without being bound by them. Statutory-interpretation issues are

reviewed for correction of errors at law.
published and precedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether keeping a single horse on residential property established a farm tenancy under Iowa Code
section 562.1A and triggered the special termination-notice requirements of sections 562.5 through
562.7.

2. Whether Towa Code chapter 560 barred the FED action because the Hardens separately sought relief for

alleged valuable improvements to the property.

3. Whether the owners of an adjoining three-acre parcel were necessary parties to the FED action.

HOLDINGS

1. A farm tenancy requires that the land be primarily devoted to producing crops or providing for the care
and feeding of livestock. Merely keeping one horse at a residence, where the property is not primarily
used for agricultural purposes, does not establish a farm tenancy or trigger chapter 562's special

termination protections.

2. Chapter 560 did not prohibit the Porters from bringing an FED action to determine the right to
possession. It restricted issuance of execution to remove the occupant until the chapter's requirements

were satisfied.

3. The owners of the adjoining three-acre parcel were not necessary parties because the Hardens conceded

that the parcel was separately owned and was not owned by the Porters.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Reading the statute as a whole, we conclude that land which is not devoted primarily to the production of

crops or the care and feeding of livestock cannot be the foundation for a chapter 562 farm tenancy.” (at 2)

“For all these reasons, we conclude that merely keeping a single horse at a residence does not establish a

farm tenancy for purposes of lowa Code chapter 562.” (at 12)

“Reading section 562.1A’s definition of farm tenancy as a whole we find it to be ambiguous, and applying the

various construction tools described above we find a primary purpose test to be appropriate.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Hardens lived for twenty-four years in a home on a six-acre property owned by the Porters. There was no
actual rental agreement, and the parties stipulated that the Hardens resided on the premises and kept one thirty-
eight-year-old horse there. The Porters served notices terminating the tenancy and initiated an FED action; the
Hardens asserted that their occupancy was a farm tenancy requiring the advance notice protections of lowa Code
chapter 562.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Hardens previously unsuccessfully claimed an oral agreement to purchase the property. The Porters then
served a thirty-day notice terminating the tenancy, followed by a three-day notice to quit and an FED action. The
district court ruled that the tenancy was a tenancy at will rather than a farm tenancy and granted possession,
while staying execution pending resolution of the Hardens' improvements claim. The court of appeals reversed,
and the supreme court vacated that decision and affirmed the district court.

DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was required. The court vacated the court of appeals decision and affirmed the district court

judgment.
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