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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals considered whether two lease agreements and their renewal provisions

were valid and enforceable after the primary lease terms expired. The court held that the 1976 addenda

superseded the rent-increase formulas in the original leases, but the leases remained sufficiently

definite because rent for the extended terms was implied to be the same as under the original leases.

The court reversed the summary judgment for the property owners and remanded the case for further

proceedings.
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Appeal from a summary judgment declaring that two leases had
terminated and were invalid and unenforceable, and denying the
lessee's counterclaims for damages, specific performance, and

possession.

Summary judgment is reviewed to determine whether the record
establishes as a matter of law that there is no genuine issue of material
fact and that the movant is entitled to judgment. The movant bears the
burden of conclusively proving all essential elements of the asserted
cause of action or defense; doubts and evidentiary conflicts are

resolved against the movant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the 1976 lease addenda were sufficiently definite and enforceable despite not specifying the

rent during the extended terms.
2. Whether the 1974 rent-increase formulas were superseded by the 1976 addenda.
3. Whether Aldridge's summary-judgment response adequately opposed judgment as to both leases.

4. Whether the law-of-the-case doctrine required the court to follow an erroneous determination from the

prior appeal.

HOLDINGS

1. A general covenant to renew or extend a lease that is silent as to the rent for the renewal or extension
term implies continuation of the rent and other terms and conditions of the original lease and is

sufficiently definite and certain to be enforceable.

2. Supersession of the original rent-increase formulas did not render the amended leases unenforceable

because the extended-term rent was supplied by implication as the rent stated in the original leases.

3. The law-of-the-case doctrine does not require adherence to a prior appellate determination that is clearly

erroneous.

4. Aldridge's response was sufficient to preserve opposition to summary judgment concerning both leases

because both leases were part of the record and the appellees’ motion referred to both.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is an established rule that a general covenant to renew or extend a lease which is silent as to the terms of
the renewal or extension implies a renewal or extension upon the same terms and conditions as provided in

the original lease and is sufficiently definite and certain to be enforceable.” (347)

“The law of the case merely expresses the practice of courts generally to refuse to reopen what has already
been decided, and is not a limit to their power. The doctrine is inapplicable when the prior decision is clearly

erroneous.” (348)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Aldridge occupied business premises under two written leases executed in 1974 for five-year terms. In 1976, the
parties executed addenda superseding the original addenda and granting options to extend the leases for
additional terms, but the 1976 addenda did not expressly state the rent during the extended terms. After the
primary terms expired, the property owners sought a declaration that the leases were invalid and unenforceable,

while Aldridge sought specific performance, damages, and possession.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The original owners obtained summary judgment against Aldridge after the primary lease terms expired. The
court previously reversed that judgment. After the property was conveyed to Young and Yater, they intervened

and obtained another summary judgment. Aldridge appealed, and the Court of Appeals reversed and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The cause was remanded for further proceedings in accordance with the opinion. Costs of appeal were charged
to Young and Yater.
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