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SUMMARY

The Ninth Court of Appeals of Texas considers a dispute concerning a commercial-property lease,
including a $40,000 payment provision, a later lease-amending agreement, maintenance obligations,
and insurance requirements. The jury found that the landlord waived the payment and signed the 2020
amendment, and the trial court ruled for the tenants, awarded attorney’s fees, and denied the landlord’s
counterclaim. The court affirms the trial court’s judgment.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Landlords appealed a final declaratory judgment entered after a jury
found that Alaa Hamdan signed the 2020 lease-amending agreement
and that the landlords waived the tenants' $40,000 payment obligation.
The tenants prevailed on their declaratory-judgment claims and on the
landlords' counterclaim in the 128th District Court of Orange County,
Texas.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Subject-matter jurisdiction and contract ambiguity are reviewed de
novo. Legal sufficiency is reviewed by viewing the evidence in the
light most favorable to the verdict, crediting favorable evidence if
reasonable jurors could, and disregarding contrary evidence unless
reasonable jurors could not. Factual sufficiency is reviewed by
examining all the evidence and setting aside a verdict supporting a
finding for the appellee only if it is so contrary to the overwhelming
weight of the evidence as to be clearly wrong and unjust.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published Texas intermediate appellate opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court exceeded its subject-matter jurisdiction by declaring the parties' rights under
the commercial lease when justice courts have jurisdiction over eviction and immediate-possession
proceedings.

2. Whether the district court improperly interpreted the lease and failed to consider the lease and 2020
amendment as a whole.

3. Whether the evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support the jury's finding that the landlords
waived the $40,000 renewal payment, and whether the waiver was ineffective because it was unwritten
or allegedly inconsistent with the lease.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court, as a court of record, has jurisdiction under the Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act to
declare the parties' rights, status, and legal relations under a written commercial lease, even though a
justice court has jurisdiction over eviction and immediate-possession proceedings. The trial court did not
exceed its jurisdiction because it did not award possession; it interpreted the lease and made the
declarations requested.

2. The lease and its amendment must be construed as a whole to ascertain the parties' intent, using the
plain, ordinary, and generally accepted meaning of the language and harmonizing provisions so that
none is rendered meaningless. The landlords did not demonstrate reversible error from the trial court's
alleged failure to restate provisions requiring the tenants to pay taxes and insurance and maintain the
property, because the tenants did not dispute those obligations and the omission did not affect the dispute
over the amendment's validity.

3. The evidence was legally and factually sufficient to support the jury's finding that the landlords waived
the tenants' obligation to make the $40,000 payment. Because the landlords did not object to the jury
charge, any complaint about the legal standard submitted to the jury was waived, and the sufficiency
challenge was measured against the law contained in the unobjected-to charge.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the justice court’s judgment ‘is a determination only of the right to immediate possession and does not
determine the ultimate rights of the parties to any other issue in controversy relating to the realty in



question.’” (27)

“The primary objective in construing a contract is to implement the parties’ intent.” (28-29)

“We also conclude after examining the entire record, that the jury’s finding is factually sufficient and the
jury’s finding in question three is neither contrary to the overwhelming weight of the evidence, nor is it clearly
wrong and unjust.” (33)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Dream Land leased a gas station and convenience store in Orange, Texas, to Sanna and its owners. The 2013
amended lease extended the term through 2028 and required a one-time $40,000 payment for the final ten years,
while also allocating maintenance, insurance, tax, and repair responsibilities. In 2020, the parties executed a
document purporting to extend the lease through 2030 and remove the $40,000-payment provision; the parties
disputed whether Hamdan signed it and whether he waived the payment. The jury found that Hamdan signed the
amendment and that the landlords waived the payment, and the trial court declared the tenants' lease rights and
compliance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The tenants sued for declarations concerning the parties' commercial lease, including the validity and effect of
the 2020 amendment, lease compliance, and insurance obligations. The landlords countersued for declaratory
relief and damages. The jury found that Hamdan signed the 2020 amendment and that the landlords waived the
$40,000 payment; the trial court resolved the remaining interpretation and declaratory issues, awarded the
tenants attorney's fees, rendered judgment for the tenants, and awarded them nothing on their counterclaim. The
court of appeals affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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