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SUMMARY

The Texas Fourteenth Court of Appeals affirmed a bench-trial judgment awarding Ruben A. Benavides

and Sylvia Benavides title to an approximately four-foot-wide strip of land through adverse

possession. The court held that possession under a contract for deed could satisfy the exclusivity

requirement and that the evidence established continuous, hostile, open, and visible use of the disputed

area for more than ten years. The court also upheld the legal sufficiency of the evidence regarding

continuity of occupancy and the appellees' intent to claim the property.
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Appellants appealed after a bench trial in which the trial court awarded
appellees title to and possession of an approximately four-foot-wide
disputed strip of land by adverse possession and awarded attorney's

fees.

Findings of fact in a bench trial are reviewed under the same legal- and
factual-sufficiency standards applicable to jury findings when a
complete reporter's record exists. The trial court is the sole judge of
witness credibility and evidentiary weight, and findings will not be
disturbed if supported by evidence of probative force. Legal
sufficiency is reviewed in the light most favorable to the challenged
finding, crediting favorable evidence that a reasonable factfinder could
believe and disregarding contrary evidence unless a reasonable
factfinder could not. Conclusions of law are reviewed de novo and will



be upheld if the judgment is sustainable under any supported legal

theory.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to establish continuity of the Benavideses' possession while
Lot 13 was rented to successive tenants.

2. Whether possession under a contract for deed supplied the exclusive possession and sufficient property
interest necessary for the Benavideses to commence adverse possession of the disputed area for

themselves.

3. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to establish the Benavideses' intent to claim the disputed

area and their visible appropriation of it.

4. Whether the trial court's judgment awarding title and possession to the Benavideses should be affirmed.

HOLDINGS

1. The Benavideses' testimony that they continuously leased Lot 13 from 1978 through trial and that their

tenants used the property in the same manner was legally sufficient evidence of continuous possession.

2. A contract for deed passed sufficient interest in Lot 13 to give the Benavideses exclusive possession of

Lot 13 and the disputed area and allowed them to commence adverse possession for their own benefit.

3. The evidence was legally sufficient to establish the Benavideses' hostile intent to possess and visible

appropriation of the disputed area.

4. The evidence supported the conclusion that the Benavideses established adverse possession of the

disputed area under Texas's ten-year limitations statute.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To prevail on a claim of adverse possession under section 16.026(a), the elements to prove by a
preponderance of the evidence are: (1) actual and visible possession of the disputed property; (2) that is
adverse and hostile to the claim of the owner of record title; (3) that is open and notorious; (4) that is

peaceable; (5) that is exclusive; and (6) involves continuous cultivation, use, or enjoyment for ten years.”



“We hold the contract for deed passed sufficient interest in Lot 13 for appellees to have exclusive possession
of Lot 13 and the Disputed Area and commence adverse possession of the Disputed Area for their own
benefit.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A chain-link fence had been placed approximately four feet inside the true boundary of Lot 12, creating the
disputed area between Lots 12 and 13. The Benavideses purchased Lot 13 under a contract for deed in 1973,
took possession, used and maintained the entire yard within the fences, and later rented the property
continuously while their tenants used the area in the same manner. In 2004, a survey disclosed the fence
encroachment, after which the Kazmirs removed the fence and improvements and installed a new fence; the

Benavideses then sued to establish adverse possession.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Appellees sued under Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code sections 16.026 and 16.027, alleging adverse
possession of the disputed area between Lots 12 and 13. Appellants counterclaimed for declaratory judgment.
Following a bench trial, the 270th District Court of Harris County entered judgment for appellees and awarded

attorney's fees; the Fourteenth Court of Appeals affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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