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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court reviewed a judgment reforming a farm lease to correct a unilateral mistake

in the stated rental amount. The court held that extrinsic evidence was admissible because the

defendant knew of the mistake, affirmed reformation of the lease, upheld prejudgment interest, and

dismissed a quasi-estoppel defense. Attorney fees and costs on appeal were awarded to the

respondents.
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Appeal from a bench trial and amended judgment reforming a farm
lease, awarding rent, prejudgment interest, harvesting expenses,

attorney fees, and costs.

Findings of fact in a bench trial are reviewed for substantial and
competent evidence and will not be overturned unless clearly
erroneous; conclusions of law are freely reviewed. An award of
prejudgment interest is reviewed for abuse of discretion. The denial of
the motion in limine was reviewed under the circumstances presented,

and the court held the excluded evidence was admissible.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether substantial and competent evidence supported the finding that Martin knew of the lessors'

unilateral mistake in the lease's rental provision.

. Whether the district court properly admitted extrinsic evidence and denied Martin's motion in limine.

. Whether the district court properly reformed the lease based on the lessors' unilateral mistake and

Martin's knowledge of that mistake.

. Whether Martin established a quasi-estoppel defense.

. Whether the district court abused its discretion by awarding prejudgment interest without offsetting

interest that could have been earned on disputed funds.

. Whether either party was entitled to attorney fees on appeal.

HOLDINGS

1.

Extrinsic evidence is admissible to show that a written contract contains a unilateral mistake when the

other party knew of the mistake and the writing does not reflect the parties' true intent.

. A written agreement may be reformed when one party made a unilateral mistake and the other party

knew of the mistake, even when the mistake resulted from negligence.

. Martin did not establish quasi-estoppel because the record did not show an agreed multi-year lease or

that he suffered a severe disadvantage by changing his crop plans.

. The district court did not abuse its discretion by awarding prejudgment interest without an offset for

interest that might have been earned on disputed funds because Martin failed to provide an adequate

appellate record showing error.

. The respondents, as the prevailing parties, were entitled to attorney fees and costs on appeal under Idaho

Code section 12-120(3) and Idaho Appellate Rule 41.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Extrinsic evidence should be allowed where there has been a unilateral mistake made by a party and the

other party has knowledge of the mistake.” (*598)

“This Court holds that the district court did not err by reforming the lease that contained a unilateral mistake
of which Martin had knowledge.” (*599)

“This Court holds that the appellant has not shown that the district court abused its discretion when it
awarded prejudgment interest without an offset for the amount that could have been earned had the disputed

funds been placed in an interest bearing account.” (*601)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



The parties negotiated a cash lease of 113.6 acres of farmland, agreeing to a rental rate of $130 per acre and a
crop-year term. The written lease, prepared by the lessors' attorney and signed without prior review by the
lessors, stated rent of $1,476.80 instead of the agreed $14,768.00; Martin knew the written amount differed from
the negotiated amount but did not disclose the discrepancy. After Martin failed to pay rent and retained

possession, the parties disputed the rent and incurred expenses completing the corn harvest.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Idaho district court found that the lease contained a unilateral mistake in the rental amount, that Martin
knew of the mistake, and that the parties had agreed to rent of $130 per acre rather than the amount stated in the
written lease. The court reformed the lease, awarded rent, prejudgment interest, harvesting expenses, attorney
fees, and costs, and dismissed Martin's quasi-estoppel defense. Martin appealed, challenging the admission of

extrinsic evidence, reformation, dismissal of his defense, prejudgment interest, and attorney fees.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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