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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals for the Second Appellate District affirmed the dismissal with prejudice of
Charles Mobley’s suit against Diamond Truck Sales, Inc. under Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 91a.
The court held that Mobley’s corrected pro se brief failed to identify or adequately argue any
discernible appellate issue, leaving nothing for review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Mobley's corrected pro se appellate brief adequately presented issues and arguments for
appellate review.

2. Whether the appeal should be affirmed because Mobley's inadequate briefing waived any appellate
complaints and presented nothing for review.

HOLDINGS

1. A pro se appellant must comply with the Texas Rules of Appellate Procedure and must identify the
issues or points presented and provide clear and concise arguments; when the appellant fails to do so
even after receiving an opportunity to correct the deficiencies, the appeal is inadequately briefed and
presents nothing for appellate review.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mobley sued Diamond Truck Sales after purchasing a used truck that allegedly broke down and required repairs.
He alleged that Diamond had agreed to make repairs, but the finance company repossessed the truck before the
repairs were completed. Mobley sought more than $202 million in damages and later characterized the matter as
a Texas Lemon Law case, although the court concluded that he had not discernibly pleaded a cause of action
under that law.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mobley filed suit concerning the purchase and subsequent repossession of a used truck. The trial court dismissed
the suit with prejudice. On appeal, the court notified Mobley that his initial brief failed to comply with the Texas
Rules of Appellate Procedure and gave him an opportunity to file an amended brief. His corrected brief still
failed to identify discernible issues or provide comprehensible legal arguments, so the court held that the appeal
presented nothing for review and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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