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OPINION
In this premises liability case, appellant American Industries Life Insurance Company
(“American Industries”) appeals from the trial court’s judgment in favor of appellees and
plaintiffs below, Jose Ruvalcaba and Maribel Ruvalcaba, individually and as next friends
of Johnathan Ruvalcaba, a minor (“Ruvalcabas”). For the reasons stated below, we reverse
the trial court’s judgment and render judgment that the Ruvalcabas take nothing.
Background and Procedural History
Jose Ruvalcaba worked at a private security company on the second floor of a two-

story office building owned and managed by American Industries ("Building"). On March
7, 1996, Jose’s wife, Maribel Ruvalcaba, and his two-year old son, Johnathan, paid a noon
hour visit to his workplace for the purpose of taking Jose to lunch. This was the first time
that Maribel or Johnathan had ever been up to the offices of Jose's employer. When they
arrived, Jose was busy “discussing a few accounts” with his boss, and so Maribel decided
to take Johnathan and wait in the car. While leaving Jose’s office, Maribel and Johnathan
started to descend a staircase that had an “open” handrail that did not comport with current
City of Houston building codes. While doing so, Johnathan allegedly slipped through the
open bannister and fell an estimated ten to twelve feet, landing on his head on the concrete
floor.
As a result of the fall, Johnathan allegedly lost consciousness for two to five minutes.
Johnathan’s parents took him to the emergency room at Ben Taub Hospital. Johnathan's
treating physician found no contusions, lacerations, or broken bones. Johnathan had an
abrasion on his scalp. Johnathan's CT scan showed no abnormalities. Johnathan was kept
overnight for observation and released the next day. At a follow-up visit one week after the
incident, Jose reported that Johnathan’s behavior had changed markedly since his fall.
A pediatric neurologist later examined Johnathan and concluded that he had suffered
a “traumatic brain injury” from the fall, resulting in permanent damage. A pediatric
psychologist specializing in “life care” planning estimated that, given the child’s injuries and
the behavioral problems caused by the fall, it would cost $1.8 million to care for Johnathan
over the course of his lifetime.
Jose and Maribel filed a personal injury suit, individually, and as next friends of their
son, Johnathan, against American Industries. The Ruvalcabas alleged that Johnathan was
an invitee at the time of the occurrence made the basis of this suit. The Ruvalcabas alleged
that the open staircase in the Building constituted an “unreasonably unsafe condition” that
American Industries had failed to make safe or warn them about. The Ruvalcabas claimed
that American Industries was guilty of negligence, negligence per se, and gross negligence.
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The Ruvalcabas sought damages for Johnathan’s past and future physical pain and suffering,
mental and emotional anguish, medical expenses, loss of earnings, physical impairment, and
loss of mental faculties proximately caused by American Industries’ alleged negligence.
The parties agreed to a bench trial. The trial court granted American Industries’
motion for directed verdict on the Ruvalcabas’ allegation of gross negligence and on the
Ruvalcabas' negligence per se theory. The trial court found in favor of the Ruvalcabas on
their negligence claim and signed a final judgment awarding Jose and Maribel as next
friends of Johnathan $2,156,054.791 for future medical care,2 $2,156,054.79 for past and
future physical pain and mental anguish, $2,156,054.79 for past and future physical
impairment, and $658,794.52 for future lost earning capacity. The trial court awarded Jose
and Maribel $598,904.11 each for loss of filial consortium and an additional $59,890.41 to
Maribel on her bystander claim. The total amount of the trial court's judgment was
$8,384,657.52 plus post-judgment interest and costs of court.
The trial court issued findings of fact and conclusions of law. The trial court found,
among other things, as follows: (1) that American Industries is liable to the Ruvalcabas as
owner of the premises where the injury occurred; (2) that American Industries’ negligence
proximately caused Johnathan’s injuries; (3) that American Industries' negligence liability
results from a condition of which it was actually aware or had constructive notice before
Johnathan was injured; (4) that American Industries' liability is based on a negligent activity
or instrumentality on its premises; (5) in the alternative, that American Industries is liable
because the Ruvalcabas were business invitees on the premises of American Industries and
because American Industries breached its negligence duty to these business invitees; (6) that
Maribel is entitled to recover under a bystander theory; and (7) that Maribel and Jose are
both entitled to recover for loss of filial consortium based on Johnathan's injuries.
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All of the damage awards referenced in this paragraph include the amount of pre-judgment interest
that was separately calculated and awarded in the judgment for each element of damages.
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The Ruvalcabas did not seek damages for past medical expenses, and they do not appear to have
incurred any medical expenses.
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The trial court denied American Industries' Motion for Judgment as a Matter of Law,
or in the alternative, Motion to Modify, Correct or Reform the Final Judgment. On appeal,
American Industries argues, among other things, that there is no evidence of the following:
(1) that Johnathan was an invitee; (2) that American Industries breached its duty to
Johnathan; and (3) that Johnathan suffered any of the damages awarded by the trial court.
American Industries also argues that Maribel and Jose may not recover under their filial
consortium and bystander claims because Johnathan is not entitled to any recovery.
Standard of Review
In the issues that we rule on in this opinion, American Industries contends that there
is “no evidence” to support the trial court’s judgment in this case.3 The trial court's findings
of fact have the same force and dignity as a jury verdict, and this court reviews sufficiency
challenges to findings of fact by the same standards that are applied in reviewing a jury’s
findings. Anderson v. City of Seven Points, 806 S.W.2d 791, 794 (Tex. 1991). When
reviewing a "no evidence" challenge, this court may consider only the evidence and
reasonable inferences that support the challenged findings, and this court disregards all
evidence and inferences to the contrary. Texarkana Memorial Hosp., Inc. v. Murdock, 946
S.W.2d 836, 838 (Tex. 1997). The court may sustain a “no evidence”challenge if the record
reveals one of the following:
(1)

the complete absence of a vital fact;

(2)

the court is barred by rules of law or of evidence from giving weight
to the only evidence offered to prove a vital fact;

(3)

the evidence offered to prove a vital fact is no more than a scintilla; or

(4)

the evidence established conclusively the opposite of the vital fact.
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At one point in its brief, American Industries argues that the trial court's finding that Johnathan
was a business invitee is reviewed de novo. While we review the trial court's determination of the existence
and scope of a negligence duty de novo, we review determinations as to the factual predicate for an entrant's
status as an invitee, license, or trespasser under the legal and/or factual sufficiency standards of review.
American Industries seems to acknowledge this because it casts most of its argument in terms of the legal
and/or factual sufficiency standards of review.
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Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Co. v. Martinez, 977 S.W.2d 328, 334 (Tex. 1998). More than a
scintilla of evidence exists where the evidence supporting the finding, as a whole, rises to
a level that would enable reasonable and fair-minded people to differ in their conclusions.
Merrell Dow Pharm., Inc. v. Havner, 953 S.W.2d 706, 711 (Tex. 1997). When this court
sustains a “no evidence” point, it must render judgment for the appellant. Vista Chevrolet,
Inc. v. Lewis, 709 S.W.2d 176 (Tex. 1986).
Is There Any Evidence of a Negligent Activity?
The duty of an owner or occupier of land to keep the premises in a safe condition may
subject him to liability in two situations: (1) those arising from a defect in the premises, and
(2) those arising from an activity or instrumentality. Redinger v. Living, Inc., 689 S.W.2d
415, 417 (Tex. 1985). To recover on a premises defect theory, a person must have been
injured by a condition on the property, rather than an activity or instrumentality. See Keetch
v. Kroger Co., 845 S.W.2d 262, 264 (Tex.1992). To recover for injuries sustained as a
result of a negligent activity or instrumentality, the plaintiff must have been injured by or as
a contemporaneous result of the defendant's activity or instrumentality rather than by a
condition created thereby. Keetch, 845 S.W.2d at 264.
The trial court found that American Industries was liable, in part, under a negligent
activity or instrumentality theory. On appeal, the Ruvalcabas do not defend this finding or
cite any evidence in the record to support it. We have reviewed the entire record on appeal
and applied the appropriate standard of review; however, we find no evidence to support the
trial court's finding that Johnathan's alleged injuries were caused by a contemporaneous
activity or instrumentality of American Industries as opposed to an alleged condition created
thereby. Keetch, 845 S.W.2d at 264; Wochner v. Johnson, 875 S.W.2d 470, 473-74 (Tex.
App.—Waco 1994, no writ)(no recovery under negligent activity theory because, as a matter
of law, case involved condition of stairs rather than contemporaneous activity). There is no
evidence in the record to support a recovery by the Ruvalcabas against American Industries
under a negligent activity or instrumentality theory.
5

Is There Any Evidence That Johnathan Was a Business Invitee?
In this case, the trial court found that Johnathan and his mother were “business
invitees” at the time of his alleged injury and that American Industries, as owner of the
premises, breached its duty to Johnathan as a business invitee. In its first two issues,
American Industries claims that the trial court erred because there is no evidence to support
its finding that Johnathan was a business invitee.
Whether a duty exists is a threshold question of law for the court to decide from the
facts surrounding the occurrence in question. Thapar v. Zezulka, 994 S.W.2d 635, 637 (Tex.
1999). The duty owed by American Industries to Johnathan differs depending on whether,
at the time of the accident, Johnathan was an invitee, a licensee, or a trespasser. See Rosas
v. Buddie's Food Store, 518 S.W.2d 534, 536 (Tex.1975). An invitee is “one who enters
on another’s land with the owner’s knowledge and for the mutual benefit of both.”4 Rosas,
518 S.W.2d at 536. A licensee enters and remains on the land with the owner’s consent and
for his own convenience or on business with someone other than the owner. See Cowart v.
Meeks, 111 S.W.2d 1105, 1107 (Tex. 1938). A trespasser enters another's property without
any lawful authority, permission, or invitation. Texas-Louisiana Power Co. v. Webster, 91
S.W.2d 302, 306 (Tex. 1936).
An owner or occupier of land has a duty to use reasonable care to protect an invitee
from conditions that create an unreasonable risk of harm of which the owner or occupier
knows or by the exercise of reasonable care would discover. CMH Homes, Inc. v. Daenen,
15 S.W.3d 97, 101 (Tex. 2000). However, the duty owed to a licensee is not to injure the
licensee willfully, wantonly, or through gross negligence, and, in cases in which the owner
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The Texas Supreme C ourt has not adopted the "public inv itee" conc ept of R ESTATEMENT (S E C O N D) OF T ORTS
§ 332 (1) & (2)(19 65). See Rosas, 518 S.W.2d at 536. The Texas Supreme Court has adopted a similar conc ept,
however, by extending invitee status to members of the public who are invited into a store that sells goods and that is
open to the public for the purpose of allowing them to inspect and/or buy the good s. See analysis of the Ruvalcabas'
"public building" argument below.
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or occupier has actual knowledge of a dangerous condition unknown to the licensee, to warn
of or make safe the dangerous condition. Lower Neches Valley Auth. v. Murphy, 536
S.W.2d 561, 563 (Tex.1976). The only duty a premises owner or occupier owes to a
trespasser is not to cause injury willfully, wantonly, or through gross negligence. Texas
Utilities Elec. Co. v. Timmons, 947 S.W.2d 191, 193 (Tex. 1997).
If Johnathan was an invitee on the day he visited Jose at work, then the Ruvalcabas
had to show that American Industries knew or, by the exercise of reasonable care, should
have known the staircase was an unreasonable risk of harm. CMH Homes, Inc., 15 S.W.3d
at 101. The trial court granted American Industries' motion for directed verdict because
there was no evidence that American Industries acted intentionally or with gross negligence.
Therefore, if Johnathan was a licensee, then the Ruvalcabas had to establish that American
Industries had actual knowledge of the alleged dangerous condition in order to recover.
State Dept. of Highways v. Payne, 838 S.W.2d 235, 237 (Tex. 1992). If Johnathan was a
trespasser, then the Ruvalcabas cannot recover because the trial court granted American
Industries' motion for directed verdict. See Texas Utilities Elec. Co., 947 S.W.2d at 193.
The general test for determining whether Maribel and Johnathan were invitees of
American Industries is whether, at the time Johnathan was injured, they had present business
relations with American Industries which would make their presence of mutual benefit to
both them and to American Industries. Olivier v. Snowden, 426 S.W.2d 545, 550 (Tex.
1968); Cowart, 111 S.W.2d at 1107. A person is an invitee only where the owner or
occupier invites the person to enter the premises and where the person's visit involves at
least a potential pecuniary profit to the owner or occupier. Olivier, 426 S.W.2d at 550.
American Industries maintains that there is legally insufficient evidence that
Johnathan and Maribel were invitees because there is no evidence that they were invited by
American Industries to enter the premises or that there was any mutual benefit stemming
from their visit. The Ruvalcabas do not cite any evidence in the record that American
Industries invited Johnathan and Maribel to enter the premises or that there was a mutual
7

benefit stemming from their visit. After considering all the evidence and reasonable
inferences to support the challenged findings, and disregarding all inferences to the contrary,
we hold that there is no evidence of any of the following at the time of Johnathan's alleged
injuries: (1) that Johnathan or his mother entered the Building at the invitation of American
Industries; (2) that the presence of Johnathan and his mother in the Building was of mutual
benefit to both the Ruvalcabas and to American Industries; or (3) that there was a potential
pecuniary profit to American Industries associated with the visit of Johnathan and his mother
to the Building. The evidence is thus legally insufficient to show that Johnathan and his
mother are invitees. See Knorpp v. Hale, 981 S.W.2d 469, 472-73 (Tex. App.—Texarkana
1998, no pet.); Prestwood v Taylor, 728 S.W.2d 455, 461-64 (Tex. App.—Austin 1987, writ
ref'd n.r.e.); Rowland v. City of Corpus Christi, 620 S.W.2d 930, 933 (Tex. App.—Corpus
Christi 1981, writ ref'd n.r.e.); Mendez v. Knights of Columbus Hall, 431 S.W.2d 29, 32
(Tex. Civ. App.—San Antonio 1968, no writ).
The Ruvalcabas do not seriously argue that Johnathan was an invitee under the
traditional invitee analysis. The Ruvalcabas argue, however, that Johnathan is entitled to the
equivalent of invitee status under the following special rules: (1) Johnathan should be
treated as an invitee under RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF TORTS § 360 (1965) and Parker v.
Highland Park, Inc., 565 S.W.2d 512 (Tex. 1978) because he was the guest of a tenant; (2)
Johnathan should be treated as an invitee because he was the child of a tenant; (3) Johnathan
should be treated as an invitee because he was a visitor to a public building; and (4)
Johnathan should be treated as an invitee because all young children are invitees in cases
where the owner can reasonably expect young children to come onto the land.
Is Johnathan an Invitee under R ESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF TORTS § 360?
On appeal, the Ruvalcabas rely heavily on § 360. This section is an exception to the
ordinary premises liability analysis. It gives entrants onto property the equivalent of invitee
status for premises liability purposes under certain circumstances, even though these entrants
would not be considered invitees under ordinary premises liability principles. See § 360.
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The Ruvalcabas argue that the Texas Supreme Court adopted § 360 in Parker and that,
under Parker and its progeny, Johnathan is an invitee. See Parker v. Highland Park, Inc.,
565 S.W.2d 512 (Tex. 1978). All of the cases cited by the Ruvalcabas in support of their
argument that §360 applies are cases involving either apartment buildings or stores that are
open to the public. See Parker, 565 S.W.2d at 514-515 (involving the guest of a tenant who
fell down the apartment’s unlit stairs); Dickinson Arms-REO, L.P. v. Campbell, 4 S.W.3d
333, 336 (Tex. App.—Houston [1st Dist.] 1999, pet. denied) (involving a tenant’s boyfriend
who was killed in the parking lot of her apartment); Taylor v. Gilbert Gertner Enters., 466
S.W.2d 337, 341 (Tex. Civ. App.—Houston [1st Dist.] 1971, writ ref’d n.r.e.) (involving
an apartment complex laundry room); McCrory Corp. v. Nacol, 428 S.W.2d 414, 416 (Tex.
App.—Beaumont 1968, writ ref’d n.r.e.) (involving injuries to a customer at a store open
to the public). There is no evidence that the Building is an apartment complex or that the
Building is a store where goods are offered for sale to the public. There is also no evidence
that the general public is invited into the Building. The Ruvalcabas have not cited, and we
have not found, any cases that extend Parker to a private office building. We find no basis
for extending Parker and § 360 to private office buildings like the Building in this case. On
this ground alone, the Ruvalcabas' § 360 argument fails.
In the alternative, even if § 360 did apply to the Building, we hold that there is no
evidence of the factual prerequisites for the application of § 360. This section is an
exception to the ordinary premises liability analysis. It gives entrants onto property the
equivalent of invitee status if the plaintiff proves that the following factual prerequisites
exist: (1) a possessor of land has leased a part of the premises; (2) the lessor has retained
control over a part of the unleased premises that the lessee is entitled to use as appurtenant
to the leasehold; (3) the entrants are injured by a dangerous condition on the part of the
premises over which the lessor has retained control; (4) the entrants are either lessees or
others lawfully on the premises with the consent of a lessee or a sublessee.5 See Parker, 565
5

Even before Parker, the Texas Supreme Court had established a similar principle for a property
(continued...)
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S.W.2d at 514-15; § 360.
The trial court's findings of fact do not address whether the Ruvalcabas proved these
prerequisites at trial. The Ruvalcabas, however, assert that these findings are supplied by
presumption under TEX. R. CIV. P. 299. See Vickery v. Commission for Lawyer Discipline,
5 S.W.3d 241, 252-53 (Tex. App.—Houston [14th Dist.] 1999, pet. denied). For the
judgment in this case to be supported by presumed findings of fact, among other things, the
presumed findings must be supported by the evidence. T EX. R. CIV. P. 299; Vickery, 5
S.W.3d at 252-53. Because there is no evidence to support presumed findings of the above
prerequisites, we hold that these findings cannot be supplied by presumption under TEX. R.
CIV. P. 299 and that the Ruvalcabas cannot use § 360 to support the trial court's judgment
or to confer invitee status on Johnathan.
The Ruvalcabas argue that they satisfied all of the § 360 prerequisites; however they
do not cite evidence in the record that would support presumed findings as to these
prerequisites. The Ruvalcabas claim that American Industries leased part of the Building
to Jose's employer, that American Industries retained control over the staircase in question,
that Jose's employer was entitled to use the staircase as appurtenant to its leasehold, and that
Johnathan was lawfully in the Building with the consent of Jose's employer.

The

Ruvalcabas, however, cite only three pages of the reporter's record in support of these
assertions. In these pages, Jose Ruvalcaba testifies as follows: (1) in March of 1996, when
this accident occurred, Jose was working for a security company with offices at 6006
Bellaire; (2) on March 7, 1996, Maribel and Johnathan came to see Jose around lunchtime;
(3) when Maribel and Johnathan arrived at the office, Jose and the owner of the company,
5

(...continued)
owner as to the business invitees of tenants who are selling goods at a store open to the public. See Renfro
Drug Co. v. Lewis, 235 S.W.2d 609, 618 (Tex. 1950). The rule under Renfro and its progeny includes all
the elements of § 360 and adds the additional requirement that the entrants be invitees of the tenant and
possibly that the lessor be obligated under the lease to keep that portion of the premises in good repair. Since
the Renfro prerequisites are more demanding than those of § 360, we only discuss the § 360 prerequisites;
however, a substantially similar analysis and result would apply as to the Renfro prerequisites.
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Maricio Garcia, were discussing a few accounts; (4) Maribel decided to wait for Jose in the
car so she left while Jose was still in the office; (5) about two minutes later she returned,
screaming and hysterical, with an unconscious Johnathan in her arms; (6) Garcia was
standing next to Jose when Maribel returned; (7) a receptionist named Alma was also present
when Maribel returned; (8) Johnathan had fallen through the stairwell; and (9) the situation
was chaotic, and they rushed out. We have examined the three pages of the reporter's record
cited by the Ruvalcabas as well as the rest of the record, and we find that there is no
evidence that the prerequisites of § 360 have been satisfied. There is no evidence in the
record of any of the following: (1) that any lease existed between American Industries and
any other party relating to any part of the Building; (2) that any lease relating to any part of
the Building was entered into by Jose's employer; (3) that American Industries retained
control over any part of the Building that a lessee is entitled to use as appurtenant to its
leasehold; and (4) that Johnathan was a lessee of the Building or that he was lawfully on the
premises with the consent of a lessee of the Building.
The Ruvalcabas claim that Johnathan was invited onto the premises by Jose's
employer, that the owner of Jose's employer, Maricio Garcia knew that Johnathan and his
mother were there and that there is no evidence that Garcia objected to their presence.
However, both Jose and Maribel Ruvalcaba testified that Maribel and Johnathan had never
been up to the offices of Jose's employer before the occurrence made the basis of this suit.
Garcia did not testify, and there was no evidence that Jose's employer consented to
Johnathan's visit to the premises. There was no evidence that Jose or his employer were
expecting either Maribel or Johnathan to visit the premises on the day of the occurrence
made the basis of this suit. While Jose did testify that he was talking to Garcia when his
wife and son arrived at the office, there is no evidence that Garcia was aware that Johnathan
was there until after Johnathan had already fallen and sustained his alleged injuries. We
hold that, even if § 360 applied to private office buildings, there is no evidence to support
presumed findings of the factual prerequisites for the application of § 360. Therefore, no
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findings as to the applicability of § 360 can be presumed, and § 360 cannot support the trial
court's findings or supply a basis for affirming the trial court's judgment.
Is Johnathan an Invitee Because He is the Child of a Tenant?
The Ruvalcabas also assert that Johnathan is an invitee because he is the child of a
tenant and because children of tenants are automatically considered to be invitees as to their
parents' landlord. Both of these assertions are wrong. The Ruvalcabas do not cite any
evidence in the record to support their assertion that Johnathan is the child of a tenant.
There is evidence that Johnathan is the son of Maribel and Jose Ruvalcaba; however, there
is no evidence that either Maribel or Jose have a tenant/landlord relationship with American
Industries or that they have ever entered into a lease with American Industries. There is no
evidence that Johnathan is the child of any tenant of American Industries. Further, the two
cases cited by the Ruvalcabas do not support the proposition that children derive their
premises liability status from their parents. See Genell, Inc. v. Flynn, 358 S.W.2d 543, 546
(Tex. 1962)(indicating that child is an invitee in her own right rather than derivatively from
her parents); Huvar v. Rex Corp. of San Antonio, 387 S.W.2d 82, 83 (Tex. App.—San
Antonio 1965, no writ)("Mrs. Huvar and her fifteen-year-old daughter, Sharon, were tenants
of the Rex Apartments . . . Sharon occupied the status of an invitee at the time of her fall").
There is no evidence that Johnathan is the child of a tenant, and even if he were the child of
a tenant in the Building, this fact alone would not make Johnathan an invitee. Johnathan
would still have to satisfy the applicable legal standards in order to show that he is an
invitee.
Is Johnathan an Invitee Because He was a Visitor to a Public Building?
The Texas Supreme Court has not adopted the "public invitee" concept of
R ESTATEMENT (S ECOND) OF T ORTS § 332 ( 1) & (2 )(1965 ). See Rosas v. Buddie's Food

Store, 518 S.W.2d 534, 536 (Tex.1975). The Texas Supreme Court has adopted a similar
concept, however, by extending invitee status to members o f the public who a re invited into
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a store that sells goods and that is open to m embers o f the public for the purpose of allowing
them to inspe ct and/o r buy the g oods. Carlisle v. J. Weingarten, Inc., 152 S.W.2d 1073,
1075-76 (Tex. 1 941). The Ruvalcabas assert that Johnathan is an invitee under Carlisle and

its progeny because the Building was open to the general public. The trial court made no
findings that Johnathan or his mother were "public invitees" or that the factual predicate for
the applicability of Carlisle and its p rogeny h ad bee n satisfie d. See Prestwood v Taylor, 728
S.W.2d 455, 457-58 (Tex. App.—Austin 1987, writ ref'd n.r.e.)(trial court's finding that
plaintiff was a "business invitee" was not a finding that the plaintiff was a "public invitee.")

The Ruvalcabas have not argued that any findings in this regard should be supplied by
presumption under TEX. R. CIV. P. 299. In any event, for the judgment in this case to be
supported by presumed findings of fact, among other things, these findings must be
supported by the evidence. TEX. R. CIV. P. 299; Vickery, 5 S.W.3d at 252-53. Because there
is no evidence to support presumed findings as to the Carlisle prerequisites, we hold that
these findings cannot be supplied by presumption under TEX . R. CIV . P. 299 and that the
Ruvalcabas cannot use Carlisle and its progeny to support the trial court's judgment or to
confer invitee status on Johnathan.
In order to invoke the Carlisle rule, there must be evidence that American Industries
invites members of the general public into the Building for the purpose of transacting
business. Carlisle, 152 S.W .2d at 1075 -76. The C arlisle court explained its reasoning as
follows:
If one uses his premises for private purposes, he has no reason to expect
visitors other than those especially invited by him; and hence is under no
obligation to keep his premises in a safe condition for the protection of those
who may enter thereon without his invitation. It may be more convenient for
him and those who live and w ork thereon to allow the premises to remain in
a condition that would be unsafe as to strangers. Under such circumstances,
strangers having no business the reon of inte rest to the ow ner have n o right to
demand that such ow ner keep h is premises in such con dition that they may
enter thereon in safety at their will. On the other hand, one who maintains a
merchandise establishment, or other public place, to which, by reason of the
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business so conducted thereon, the public is impliedly invited to enter,
necessarily expects visitors at all times. He knows tha t strangers may enter his
place of business at any time, under the belief that, as members of the public,
they have an implied invitation to so enter and in spect his merchandise, even
though they do n ot then h ave a p resent in tention t o mak e a purc hase.
Carlisle, 152 S.W.2d at 1075.
There is no evidence in the record that American Industries invites the general pu blic
into the Building for the purpose of transacting business. There is no evidence of any store
in the Building that sells goods and that is open to the public for the purpose of allowin g
them to inspect and/or buy goods. Photographs in the record depict the Building owned by
American Industries as a plain, two-story office building with no signs or advertisements on
the exterior. There are no indicia of any invitation from American Industries to the general
public. Both Jose and Maribel Ruvalcaba testified that Maribel and Johnathan had never

been up to the offices of Jose's employer before the occurrence made the basis of this suit.
There is no evidence that members of the general public are allowed into the Building.
Although there is a passing reference to the fact that Garcia's wife was in the office at the
time of the occurrence made the basis of this suit, the record does not indicate whether she
was there as an employee of Garcia's company or for some other purpose. In any event, the
presence of Garcia's wife is no evidence that the Building is open to the general public.
Where, as here, the p remises ow ned by Am erican Indu stries is not a retail establishment or
other shop advertising that it is open to the general public for business, the element of
invitation is absent, as is the presumption that the property owner is obligated to keep the
premises in a safe condition suitable for the genera l public. See, e.g., Prestwood, 728 S.W.2d
at 462 (explaining that the “distinctive hallmark of the requisite invitation is the possessor’s
desire that the visitor come onto the premises” and that “from this the law infers the
posses sor’s rep resenta tion that the prem ises are s afe fo r the visito r’s entry”).
The cases relied on by the Ruvalcabas in their public building argument involve
materially different facts from those in the record in this case. In Carlisle, the evidence
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showed that the building was use d as a grocery store that was open to the general public, that
it was customary for w omen to shop in th e store accompanied by their young children, that
the defenda nt did not ob ject to this practice, that the plaintiff's mother and the plaintiff had
been shopping in this manner for three years before th e occurren ce made the basis of the suit
without objection from the defendant, and that the defendant knew that plaintiff had
accompanied her mother into the store at the time of her inju ry. Id. at 1074-75. In Renfro,

the evidence showed that the drugstore defendant invited the general public to use a
passageway through its store as a shortcut, hoping that people who were passing through
would stop to purchase items in the drugstore. Renfro, 235 S.W.2d at 616-17. Indeed, the
alleged defective condition—the door into the drugstore—had an advertisement for the
drugstore's prescription department on it, and the evidence showed that thousands of people
used the passageway through the drugstore each month. Id. at 617.
To come under the Carlisle rule, the Ruvalcabas had to prove that American
Industries invites the ge neral public into the Building for the purpose of transacting business.
The Ruva lcabas d id not p rove th is. The record indicates that the Building is a private office
building in which a security company ha s offices. T he eviden ce is legally insuff icient to
bring this case under the Carlisle rule. Therefore, no findings as to the applicability of

Carlisle and its progeny can be presumed, and the Carlisle rule cannot support the trial
court's findings or supply a basis for affirming the trial court's judgment.
Is Johnathan an Invitee Because All Young Children Are Invitees If the Owner
Can Reasonably Expect Young Children to Enter the Premises?
The Ruvalcabas asse rt that Texa s law has a bolished the ordinary prem ises liability
analysis as to young children and that all children are treated as invitees if the owner or
occupier reasonably can expect that young c hildren will com e onto th e land. The cases that
the Ruvalcabas cite do not support this position. See, e.g., Banker v . McLau ghlin, 208
S.W.2d 843 (Tex . 1948); Courtright v. Southern Compress & Warehouse Co., 299 S.W.2d
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169 (Tex. Civ. App .–Galveston 195 7, no writ). The Tex as Supreme C ourt still applies the
ordinary premis es liability an alysis to you ng child ren. See, e.g ., Texas Utilities Elec. Co. v.
Timmons, 947 S.W.2d 191, 193-94 (Tex. 1997)(affirming summ ary judgment against
plaintiff and holding that child was trespasser as a matter of law). It is true that, when all the
elements of the attractive nuisance doctrine apply, the owner or occupier of the premises
owes a child th e same duty as an invitee. Id. at 193. However, the Ruvalcabas are not
asserting an attractive nuisance claim.

In any event, there were no pleadings, proof,

requested findings, or findings as to an attractive nuisance claim, and there is no evidence
in the record that the staircase in question was an attractive nuisance.

Was There Any Evidence of Negligence by American Industries?
As shown above, there is no legally sufficient evidence in the record that Johnathan
was an invitee under the ordinary premises liability analysis and under the theories advanced
by the Ruvalcabas on appeal. Therefore, Johnathan was not an invitee as a matter of law and
was either a licensee or a trespasser. In either event, there is no evidence that American
Industries was negligent.
If Johnathan was a licensee, then American Industries was only obliged to avoid
injuring him willfully, wantonly, or through gross negligence and to warn of or make safe
dangerous conditions that American Industries knew about. See Lower Neches Valley Auth.
v. Murphy, 536 S.W.2d 561, 563 (Tex.1976). If Johnathan was a trespasser, then American
Industries' only duty was not to cause injury willfully, wantonly, or through gross
negligence. Texas Utilities Elec. Co., 947 S.W.2d at 193. As previously noted, the trial
court found that that there was no evidence that American Industries acted willfully,
wantonly, or with gross negligence. Therefore, if Johnathan was a licensee, then the
Ruvalcabas had to prove that, on March 7, 1996, American Industries had actual knowledge
that the staircase was a dangerous condition. See Payne, 838 S.W.2d at 237; State v.
Tennison, 509 S.W.2d 560, 562 (Tex. 1974). If Johnathan was a trespasser, then there is no
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evidence of negligence as a matter of law because the trial court granted American
Industries' motion for directed verdict and because there is no evidence of gross negligence
or intentional conduct. See Texas Utilities Elec. Co., 947 S.W.2d at 193.
Under the licensee analysis, the Ruvalcabas argue there is legally sufficient evidence
that American Industries had actual knowledge of the dangerous condition of the staircase
on March 7, 1996—at the time of the occurrence made the basis of this suit. The Ruvalcabas
assert that the record c ontains the f ollowing evidence that suppo rts this argum ent: (1) Baker,
American Industries' vice president of real estate, works in the Building and has an office
there; (2) American Industries owns the Building and four other buildings; (3) Baker
manages three buildings for American Industries and manages buildings for other entities;
(4) Baker keeps a copy of the Houston Building Code and the U niform B uilding Co de in his
office; (5) Baker has been using the staircases in the Building for the past ten years; (6)
Baker testified that he believes that the staircase was safe at the time of the occurrence; (7)
however, Baker later had balusters installed in the staircase to comply with the building code,
and he acknowledged that "there is the matter of the law"; and (8) Baker acknowledges that
a prudent property owner complies with applicable building codes and keeps abreast of the
codes.
In determining whether there is any evidence that American Industries had actual
knowledge on March 7, 1996 that the staircase in question was a dangerous condition, we
consider only the evidence and reasonable inferences that support this proposition.
Texarkana Mem orial H osp., Inc. v. Murdock, 946 S.W.2d 83 6, 838 (Tex. 1997 ).
Unreaso nable inferences do not constitute some evidence of American Industries' actual
knowledge. Hamm erly Oaks, Inc. v., Edwards, 958 S.W.2d 387, 392 (Tex. 1997). Evidence
of American Industries' actual knowledge cannot be established by piling inference upon
inference. Schlumberger Well Surveying Corp. v. Nortex Oil & Gas Corp., 435 S.W.2d 854,
858 (Tex. 196 8); Rivas v. City of Houston, 17 S.W.3d 23, 28 (Tex. App.—Houston [14th
Dist.] 20 00, pet. d enied).
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Conside ring only the evidence favorable to the Ruv alcabas an d the reason able
inferences therefrom, we find that there is no evidence that American Industries had actual
knowledge that the staircas e was a d angerou s condition on March 7, 1996. The evidence
cited by the Ruvalcabas may be some evidence that American Industries could have
discovered the staircase was a dangerous condition or that American Industries, acting in a
reasonab le manner, would have discovered that the staircase was a dangerous condition.
This evidence, however, is no evidence that American Industries had actual knowledge that
the staircase was a dangerous condition at the time of the occurrence.

In Jefferson

Associates, Ltd, the Texas Supreme Court held that evidence Prudential should have known
or should have suspected that there was asbestos in the Jefferson Building was no evidence
that Prudential had actual knowledge of asbestos in t hat build ing. See Prudential Ins. Co.
of America v. Jefferson Associates, Ltd., 896 S .W.2d 156, 16 2 (Tex . 1995) .
Baker acknowledged that a prudent property owner complies with applicable building
codes and keeps abreast of the codes.

Robert Young—an expert witness for the

Ruvalcabas—testified that the staircase was a flagrant code violation, that American
Industries should have known that the stairs were not safe, and that an inspection b y a safety
examiner or enginee r would h ave revea led that the stair case was a dangerous condition.
Howeve r, there was no evidence that such an inspection was ever done. Baker testified that
American Industries had not hired an yone to do an y safety inspection of the Bu ilding before
March 7, 1996. While there may be evidence in the record that A merican In dustries cou ld
have discovered that the staircase was a dangerous condition or that it would have discovered
this if it had a cted rea sonab ly, this is no evidence that American Industries had actual
knowledge that the staircase was a dangerous condition on March 7, 1996. See id; accord
Kelly v. LIN Television of Texas, L.P., 27 S.W.3d 564, 572-73 (Tex. App.—Eastland 2000,
pet. denied).
Further, evidence that American Industries knew of the existence of the stairca se in
question is not evidence that American Industries knew that the failure to have balusters was
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a dangero us con dition.

Sipes v. Texas Dept. of Transp., 949 S.W.2d 516, 521 (Tex.

App.—Texarkana 1997, w rit denied); Hastings v. De Leon, 532 S.W.2d 147, 149 (Tex.
App.—San Antonio 1975, writ ref'd n.r.e.) . Am erica n Ind ustri es' installation of balusters
after it became aware of the occurrence made the basis of this suit is no evidence that
American Industries ha d actual kn owledg e that the staircase was a dangerous condition at
the time of this occurrence. There is evidence that Baker works in the Building, that he has
used these stairs many times, and that he keeps a copy of the Houston Building Code and the
Uniform Buildin g Cod e in his o ffice. There is no evidence that, before March 7, 1996, Baker
noticed the lack of balusters in the staircase in question. While Baker stated that he had
become familiar with the building codes applicable to the staircase after the occurrence made
the basis of this suit, there is no evidence that, before March 7, 1996, Baker ever read or
familiarized himself w ith the parts of the building codes in his office that pertain to the
staircase in question. There is no evidence that Baker ever understood or realized that the
staircase in ques tion wa s a dang erous c onditio n befo re Ma rch 7, 19 96.
It might be reasonable to infer from the evidence that, before March 7, 1996, Baker
noticed the lack of balusters in the staircas e in question . Howe ver, we ca nnot reaso nably
infer from the evidence that, before March 7, 1996, Baker also knew and understood the
building codes that apply to the staircase, that Baker realized that the staircase violated these
codes, and that Baker knew that the staircase in question was a dangerous condition. The
only way that we could conclude that there is any evidence of American Industries' actual
knowledge would be by impermissibly piling inference upon in ferenc e. See Schlumberger
Well Surveying Corp, 435 S.W .2d at 858; Rivas, 17 S.W.3d at 28. Therefore, considering
only the evidence favorable to the Ruvalcabas and the reasonable inferences therefrom, we
hold that there is no evidence that American Industries had actual knowledge that the
staircase was a dangerous condition on March 7, 1996. See Schlumberger Well Surveying
Corp, 435 S.W.2d at 858; Kelly, 27 S.W.3 d at 572-7 3; Rivas, 17 S.W.3 d at 28; Sipes, 949
S.W.2d at 521; Pfeiffer v. Ebby Halliday Real Estate, Inc., 747 S.W.2d 887, 889-90 (Tex.
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App.— Dallas 19 88, no w rit); Hastings, 532 S .W.2d at 149.
While it is not evidence favorab le to the trial cou rt's finding, Ba ker testified tha t,
before March 7, 1996, he was not aware that the staircase v iolated any app licable code and
that he considered the staircase to be safe. Baker further testified that, before March 7, 1996,
he was not aware of any reports of injury or complaints regarding staircases in any of
American Industries' buildings. There was also evidence that the Building h ad passed a City
of Houston building inspection as recently as November, 1994, and that no mention had ever
been made about the staircase not being up to code. Although the trial court, as finder of
fact, could disb elieve all of th is evidence , the trial court's disbelief of this evidence is no
evidence that the opp osite is true or that American Industries had actual knowledge on March
7, 1996 that the stairc ase in q uestion was a d angero us con dition. Texas & N. O. R. Co. v.
Grace, 188 S.W.2d 378, 380 (Tex. 1945) (testimony from an interested witness, though
disregarded by the jury, is not evidence that the opposite is true); accord C astillo v. Neely 's
TBA Dealer Supply, Inc., 776 S.W.2d 290, 295 (Tex. App.—Houston [1 st Dist.] 1989 , writ
denied ).

Because there is no evidence in the record that American Industries knew the
staircase was dangerous and because there is no evidence that Johnathan was an invitee,
there is no evidence that American Industries breached its negligence duty, regardless of
whether Johnathan was a licensee or a trespasser. See Texas Utilities Elec. Co., 947 S.W.2d
at 193; Payne, 838 S.W.2d at 237; Tennison, 509 S.W.2d at 562. Accordingly, American
Industries’ first two issues are sustained, and we reverse and render judgment that the Jose
Ruvalcaba and Maribel Ruvalcaba take nothing against American Industries as next friends
of Johnathan Ruvalcaba.
Can Jose and Maribel Recover on Their Claims When Johnathan Takes Nothing?
The trial court awarded Jose and Maribel judgment on their loss of filial consortium
claims, and it also awarded Maribel judgment on her bystander claim. We do not reach the
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issue that has been raised by American Industries as to whether Texas recognizes claims for
loss of filial consortium. If loss of filial consortium claims were recognized in Texas, they
would be derivative of the child's personal injury claim and would be barred if the child has
no recovery. Krishnan v. Sepulveda, 916 S.W.2d 478, 482 (Tex. 1995). Although bystander
claims are considered independent and not derivative, it is also true that the bystander
plaintiff cannot recover unless the injured person can recover. Estate of Barrera v.
Rosamond Village Ltd. Partnership, 983 S.W.2d 795, 799-800 (Tex. App.—Houston [14th
Dist.] 1998, no pet.). We sustain American Industries argument under issues 11-15 that,
because Johnathan has no recovery against American Industries as a matter of law, any filial
consortium and bystander claims of Jose and Maribel also fail as a matter of law. Krishnan,
916 S.W.2d at 482; Estate of Barrera, 983 S.W.2d at 799-800.
Conclusion
There is no evidence to support the trial court's findings of negligent activity,
business invitee status, and breach of negligence duty by American Industries. We do not
believe that RESTATEMENT (SECOND)

OF

TORTS § 360 (1965) applies to private office

buildings. Even if it does, we conclude that there is no evidence of the following: (1) that
Johnathan was injured by a negligent activity or instrumentality; (2) that Johnathan and
Maribel were invitees; (3) that the factual prerequisites for the application of § 360 have
been satisfied in this case; (4) that Johnathan was the child of a tenant; (5) that Johnathan
was a visitor to a public building; and (6) that American Industries breached its duty to
Johnathan as either a licensee or a trespasser. We reject the Ruvalcabas' assertion that all
young children are invitees in cases where the owner can reasonably expect young children
to come onto the land. Any filial consortium6 and bystander claims of Jose and Maribel fail
as a matter of law because Johnathan takes nothing. We do not reach the other issues and
arguments raised by American Industries because the issues already sustained support a

6

We do not decide whether a claim for loss of filial consortium exists under Texas law.
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reversal and rendition of judgment in favor of American Industries. Therefore, we reverse
the judgment of the trial court and render judgment that the Ruvalcabas take nothing against
American Industries.

/s/

John S. Anderson
Justice

Judgment rendered and Opinion filed March 15, 2001.
Panel consists of Justices Anderson, Fowler, and Edelman.
Publish — TEX. R. APP. P. 47.3(b).
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