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PER CURIAM. 

Appellant, Lampros Harocopos, appeals the “Final Judgment” entered on August 

4, 2016, finding in favor of Appellees, Robert and Tara East, on their request for return 

of their residential security deposit and against Mr. Harocopos’ counterclaim for breach 

of the lease for failure to maintain the rental property’s lawn. We affirm. 

Statement of Case 

On April 6, 2016, residential property tenants Robert and Tara East filed a 

Statement of Claim Security Deposit Refund in the trial court, requesting that their 

landlord, Lampros Harocopos, return their $2200.00 security deposit. On July 12, 2016, 
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Mr. Harocopos filed a Motion for Leave to File Counterclaim and attached a proposed 

Counterclaim, which alleged that the Easts breached their lease by failing to maintain 

the lawn as required and requested damages incurred as result of laying new grass. On 

July 26, 2016, the trial court granted Mr. Harocopos’ Motion for Leave to File 

Counterclaim. On July 28, 2016, the trial court held a non-jury trial. After receiving 

evidence and argument from both parties, the trial court entered a Final Judgment in 

favor of the Easts for the return of their security deposit and against Mr. Harocopos for 

breach of the lease. The Final Judgment awarded the Easts a final amount of $2100.00 

for the return of their security deposit, which was their initial $2200.00 deposit minus 

$100.00 in miscellaneous property damages not challenged here. It also denied Mr. 

Harocopos’ Counterclaim in its entirety, finding that Mr. Harocopos did not prove that 

the Easts breached the lease by failing to maintain the lawn. Specifically, the trial court 

found that the Easts did not damage the lawn, so they were not responsible for the cost 

of laying new grass. Thereafter, Mr. Harocopos filed the instant action appealing the 

Final Judgment.  

 

Standard of Review  

The trial court’s interpretation of a contract is a matter of law subject to de novo 

review in the appellate court. Jenkins v. Eckerd Corp., 913 So. 2d 43, 49 (Fla. 1st DCA 

2005). However, “[w]hen reviewing a judgment rendered after a nonjury trial, the trial 

court's findings of fact come to the appellate court with a presumption of correctness 

and will not be disturbed unless they are clearly erroneous.” State Tr. Realty, LLC v. 

Deutsche Bank Nat. Tr. Co. Ams., 207 So. 3d 923, 925 (Fla. 4th DCA 2016); Tampa 

HCP, LLC v. Bachor, 72 So. 3d 323, 326 (Fla. 2d DCA 2011); Universal Beverages 

Holdings, Inc. v. Merkin, 902 So. 2d 288, 290 (Fla. 3d DCA 2005); see Thorpe v. Myers, 

67 So. 3d 338, 341 (Fla. 2d DCA 2011) (deferring to the circuit court's findings of fact 

when they are based on competent, substantial evidence).  
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Argument on Appeal 

Findings of Law v. Findings of Fact 

On appeal, Mr. Harocopos argues that the appellate court should review the lease 

agreement de novo because the trial court improperly interpreted the lease agreement 

provisions by finding in favor of the Easts. Specifically, Mr. Harocopos contends that the 

trial court ignored Paragraph 25 of the contract, which requires the Easts to return the 

premises in the same condition as at the start of the lease, when it interpreted 

Paragraph 13, which conveys upon Mr. Harocopos the right to provide lawn 

maintenance if he was unsatisfied with the East’s lawn maintenance. However, Mr. 

Harocopos’ argument is without merit as the Final Judgment indicates that the trial court 

properly considered all provisions of the lease.  

Thus, the only issue on appeal is not one that depends upon review of the 

findings of law; rather, it is whether the trial court’s findings of fact are clearly erroneous. 

 

Analysis 

Paragraph 13 of the lease entered into between the Easts and Mr. Harocopos 

provides that: 

Tenant covenants with the Landlord to maintain the lawn and 
shrubs, to keep the lawn watered and mowed . . . . Tenant 
agrees to maintain the lawn and shrubbery on the premises 
at Tenant’s expense . . . . If lawn . . . [is] not maintained to 
the satisfaction of the landlord the landlord has the right to 
provide these services and charge the tenant as additional 
rent for these services. 

Paragraph 25 of the lease requires that “[a]t the expiration of the term of this lease, 

Tenant shall immediately surrender the premises in as good condition as at the start of 

this lease.” Mr. Harocopos alleges that when the Easts took possession of the property, 

the lawn was healthier than it was when they moved out; thus, the Easts breached 

Paragraph 25 of the lease by not returning the lawn in as good of a condition as it was 

at the beginning of the lease. Mr. Harocopos contends that this is true regardless of 

whether he exercised his right to correct the East’s unsatisfactory lawn maintenance 

pursuant to Paragraph 13. However, on appeal, the records supports the trial court’s 
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findings of fact that the Easts did not breach Paragraph 25, so the Final Judgment must 

be affirmed as it is not clearly erroneous.  

“When a cause is tried without a jury, the trial judge's findings of fact are clothed 

with a presumption of correctness on appeal, and these findings will not be disturbed 

unless the appellant can demonstrate that they are clearly erroneous.” Taylor v. 

Richards, 971 So. 2d 127, 129 (Fla. 4th DCA 2007) (internal quotations omitted). “[I]t is 

for the trial court who heard the testimony below, not this court, to evaluate and weigh 

the credibility of witness testimony and other evidence adduced at trial.” Hillier v. City of 

Plantation, 935 So. 2d 105, 107 (Fla. 4th DCA 2006). “[A]s long as competent 

substantial evidence exists to support [the trial court’s] determinations, the appellate 

court should affirm.” Abner v. Johnson, 56 So. 3d 137, 138 (Fla. 4th DCA 2011). Here, 

the trial court found that Mr. Harocopos did not present sufficient evidence to support 

his claim that the Easts breached their lease by returning the lawn in worse condition 

than it was at the beginning of their lease so as to require them to pay for the installation 

of new grass. This is true regardless of the trial court’s finding that Mr. Harocopos 

neither provided lawn maintenance services nor charged the Easts for lawn 

maintenance services as was his right under Paragraph 13.  

With regard to the condition of the lawn at the beginning of the lease, the record 

reflects that the earliest photographic evidence of the grass’s condition during the lease 

was the East’s Google Earth photograph of the lawn in April 2010, which was seven 

months after the Easts moved in. The trial court found that the April 2010 photograph 

depicted the lawn as having “a large amount of brown spots and infested with weeds.” 

Although it is undisputed that Mr. Harocopos installed new grass in 2005, he did not 

provide any photographs or other evidence depicting the condition of the grass at the 

time when the Easts took possession four years later. Mr. Harocopos’ witness, who 

occasionally performed maintenance, testified that the grass was brown in both 2010 

and 2011 when he visited the property. Ultimately, the trial court was not persuaded by 

Mr. Harocopos’ claim that the lawn was in a healthier condition when the Easts took 

possession in September 2009 than it was when it was when the Easts relinquished 

possession in 2016.  
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Although the trial court did not find that Mr. Harocopos proved the lawn was in a 

healthier condition when the Easts took possession, it looked at the health of the lawn in 

general to determine whether the Easts damaged the lawn so as to require them to pay 

for new grass. Both parties agreed that Mr. Harocopos replaced the sewer line in the 

front lawn in 2011, which caused significant damage to the front lawn because a trench 

was dug to access and replace the line. Both parties agreed that the trenched area has 

been entirely dirt since 2011 because the grass was not replaced, although the parties 

disagree about the size of the area. The Easts introduced photos of saltwater flooding 

and intrusion in the back lawn that spanned several years and written articles describing 

flooding in the general area of the property. Mr. East testified that the sprinkler system 

had areas that failed, but that he tried to maintain the lawn as well as he could in 

consideration of the flooding. He testified that “mostly weather-related events” had 

damaged the lawn over time. Contrary to his testimony, Mr. Harocopos testified that 

neither the back lawn nor front lawn ever flooded and that the Easts never called him 

regarding issues with the sprinkler system. Mr. Harocopos’ witness testified that he had 

no knowledge that the lawn flooded. The trial court found that “the greater weight of the 

evidence” reflected that the grass was subject to frequent flooding and saltwater 

inundation on both the front and back lawns and “is located in an area wherein it is 

difficult to maintain.”  

The trial court ultimately found that the Easts “did not damage the lawn,” so as to 

breach the lease and require them to pay for replacement of the grass. The trial court’s 

finding appears to be based in part on Mr. Harocopos’ failure to present evidence that 

the lawn was in a healthier condition when the Easts moved in and in part because the 

lawn was generally difficult to maintain due to flooding and damaged by Mr. Harocopos 

during the sewer pipe trenching. It was within the trial court’s purview to reach this 

finding after weighing the testimony and evidence adduced at trial. Furthermore, the 

Final Judgment is supported by competent substantial evidence in the record; 

specifically, the April 2010 photograph indicating that the lawn was not in healthy 

condition during the earliest part of the East’s tenancy, the evidence establishing that 

the lawn regularly flooded with saltwater, and the evidence that the front lawn was 
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significantly damaged by the sewer line replacement. Thus, the Final Judgment is not 

clearly erroneous.  

Conclusion 

The trial court properly considered both the contract language and the evidence, 

so it properly granted the Final Judgment in favor of Appellees, Robert and Tara East. 

Accordingly, it is 

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the “Final Judgment” is AFFIRMED. 

DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers in Clearwater, Pinellas County, Florida, this 

7th day of December, 2017. 

Original Order entered on December 7, 2017, by Circuit Judges Linda R. Allan,
Jack St. Arnold, and Keith Meyer.

Copies furnished to: 

Steven W. Moore, Esq. 
8240 118th Ave. N., Ste 300 
Largo, FL 33773 

Robert Steven East 
Tara Davis East 
8430 144th Lane 
Seminole, FL 33776 




