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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Third District, reviews an appeal from a default SAPCR order involving
child support, conservatorship, and supervised visitation. The court concludes that the father waived
his special appearance and submitted to Texas jurisdiction for UIFSA child-support purposes, but that
the evidence was insufficient to support the calculation of his net resources and maximum-guideline
child-support award. The court also concludes that the trial court lacked sufficient evidence to invoke
the UCCJEA’s foreign-country human-rights exception and render a final custody order, and it affirms

in part, vacates in part, and reverses and remands for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mugisha waived his special appearance and thereby generally appeared for purposes of
personal jurisdiction and UIFSA child-support jurisdiction.

2. Whether sufficient evidence supported the trial court's calculation of Mugisha's net resources and

maximum-guideline child-support obligation.

3. Whether sufficient evidence supported the trial court's exercise of UCCJEA jurisdiction to enter a final
custody and visitation order.

4. Whether the trial court properly determined that Uganda's child-custody law violated fundamental
principles of human rights under Texas Family Code section 152.105(c).
HOLDINGS

1. Mugisha waived his special appearance by seeking relief at the plea-to-the-jurisdiction hearing without
timely securing a ruling on the special appearance, thereby making a general appearance and submitting
to Texas jurisdiction for UIFSA purposes.

2. The trial court abused its discretion by ordering child support at the maximum guideline amount because

the evidence was insufficient to establish Mugisha's net resources.
3. The trial court lacked sufficient evidentiary support to exercise UCCJEA jurisdiction under section
152.105(c) and enter a final custody order; the custody portion of the order was reversed and vacated.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that, having sought relief at the hearing on the plea to the jurisdiction and without having

secured a ruling on the special appearance, Mugisha generally appeared and waived his special
appearance.” (7)

“On these facts, we conclude that the trial court abused its discretion in awarding child support at the

maximum amount allowed by the guidelines.” (10)
“When evidence is the subject of improper judicial notice, it amounts to no evidence.” (17)

“On this record, we conclude that the trial court’s findings relating to its jurisdiction under the UCCJEA were

not supported by sufficient evidence.” (19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mugisha and McLeod married in Nevada and lived with their children in Uganda before McLeod took the
children to Texas in December 2023 and remained there. McLeod filed a Texas SAPCR petition, and Mugisha

was served but did not attend the final hearing. The trial court entered default custody and child-support orders,



relying on temporary-emergency-jurisdiction provisions of the UCCJEA and article 13(b) of the Hague
Convention. The evidence at the final hearing did not establish Mugisha's actual income or facts supporting the
court's findings that Uganda's custody law violated fundamental human-rights principles or that the children

faced mistreatment, abuse, or grave risk if returned.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

McLeod filed a Texas SAPCR petition after taking the children from Uganda to Texas. The trial court issued
temporary custody and child-support orders, denied Mugisha's plea to the jurisdiction and motion to stay, and
later entered a default final order appointing McLeod sole managing conservator, restricting Mugisha to
supervised possession, and ordering child support and arrearages. Mugisha appealed, challenging personal
jurisdiction, UIFSA jurisdiction, UCCJEA jurisdiction, the custody determination, and the child-support

calculation.
DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for further proceedings concerning Mugisha's net resources and child-support obligations and for
proceedings consistent with the opinion concerning custody and access. The child-support order requiring
$2,300 per month beginning in March 2025 is reversed; the UCCJEA jurisdictional ruling is reversed; and the

custody and access portions of the final order are vacated.
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