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SUMMARY

The Business Court of Texas addresses whether the plaintiffs’ redemption letter and cash tender were

effective against Dallas Sports & Entertainment, L.P., whether prior summary-judgment rulings

resolved the claims and defenses asserted by that entity, and whether res judicata arising from a prior

bankruptcy barred the plaintiffs’ claims. The court concludes that the redemption method was effective

as to Dallas Sports & Entertainment because the relevant individuals received the notice and payment,

and that the prior rulings applied to the joined party. The opinion also discusses procedural fairness,

joinder, agency, notice, and prejudice.
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The Business Court considered combined dispositive motions under
Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 166(g) and summary-judgment
procedures concerning the effect of prior rulings on newly joined
defendant Dallas Sports & Entertainment, L.P., the defendants'
declaratory-judgment counterclaims, and a res judicata defense based

on a prior bankruptcy.

Summary-judgment rulings are reviewed under the no-genuine-issue-
of-material-fact and entitlement-to-judgment-as-a-matter-of-law
standard, viewing evidence in the light most favorable to the
nonmovant. A Rule 166(g) order disposing of claims as a matter of law

is reviewed de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs' redemption letter and cash tender were effective against DSELP despite naming
Hockey Club in the address block.

2. Whether binding DSELP to the court's prior summary-judgment rulings violated DSELP's federal due-
process and Texas due-course rights.

3. Whether the defendants' declaratory-judgment counterclaims survived after the court resolved the issues

raised by plaintiffs' declaratory-judgment action.

4. Whether res judicata arising from the defendants' 2011 bankruptcy barred plaintiffs' redemption claims

based on the defendants' post-confirmation contractual obligations.

5. Whether the defendants preserved the res judicata defense by failing to assert it in response to plaintiffs'

earlier summary-judgment motion.

HOLDINGS

1. The redemption letter and accompanying cash tender were effective as to DSELP because DSELP's
owner, officers, agents, and related directors received or discussed the letter and tender, and the
addressee's formal entity name did not alter the undisputed fact that the correct people and address
received them.

2. Binding DSELP to the prior summary-judgment rulings did not violate due process or due course
because DSELP had notice of the dispute, was in privity with Hockey Club, had aligned financial
interests and common representation, had an opportunity to assert unique arguments, and neither
objected to joinder nor sought a continuance.

3. The defendants' declaratory-judgment counterclaims were negated or rendered moot because they added
no issues, defenses, or affirmative claims that the court's prior rulings and final judgment did not

expressly or implicitly resolve.

4. The defendants' 2011 bankruptcy did not bar plaintiffs' redemption claims because the defendants
assumed and accepted continuing contractual obligations after bankruptcy confirmation, and their post-
confirmation failure to satisfy the Location Commitment triggered contractual Relocation Event
conditions and plaintiffs' redemption rights.

5. The defendants failed to preserve their res judicata defense because they did not assert it in response to

plaintiffs' summary-judgment motion addressing the requested declaratory relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“The authority cited by plaintiff (3 Fletcher Cyclopedia Corporations, Sec. 793) recognizes the rule that
notice to an officer or agent is notice to the corporation in the circumstance where the officer or agent in the
line of his duty ‘ought, and could reasonably be expected, to act upon or communicate the knowledge to the

corporation.’” (1 82)

“The court concludes that, under this case’s particular facts, DSELP had a fair opportunity to defend itself
and its due process and due course rights were not deprived” ( 96)

“Their decision not to move to Dallas post-bankruptcy created a new breach—based on their newly accepted
and assumed duty to do so—and triggered a Relocation Event giving the Mavericks their post-bankruptcy

ability to exercise their redemption rights.” (9 145)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs sent a redemption letter and $110 cash tender concerning the defendants' interests in entities operating
the American Airlines Center. Although the letter's addressee block named DSE Hockey Club rather than Dallas
Sports & Entertainment, the same owner, executives, directors, counsel, office, and financial personnel served or
represented both entities; the executives received and discussed the letter, and DSELP's CFO received and
deposited the cash in a shared safe. DSELP was added as a party shortly before the summary-judgment hearing,
but it did not object to the joinder order, seek a continuance, or assert unique defenses. The defendants also
relied on a 2011 bankruptcy to argue that plaintiffs' redemption claims were barred, while the court found that

the relevant contractual duties and alleged breach arose after bankruptcy confirmation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a declaratory-judgment action concerning their attempted redemption of the defendants' interests
in Center Operating Company, L.P. and Center GP, LLC. The court granted or resolved multiple summary-
judgment motions in an April 2, 2026 order, later joined DSELP shortly before the dispositive hearing without
extending the schedule, and entered orders on May 5 and May 6 resolving the remaining issues. The court
entered final judgment on May 20, 2026, and this opinion explained the court's rulings on the combined
dispositive motions.
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