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SUMMARY

The Thirteenth Court of Appeals of Texas held that Hidalgo County was not a proper venue for Jesus
Torres’s workers’ compensation retaliation claim against Marquis Construction Services, LLC. The
court concluded that the relevant events occurred primarily in Calhoun County and that Brazoria
County was a proper venue because Marquis maintained its principal office there. The court reversed
the trial court’s judgment and remanded with instructions to transfer the case to Brazoria County.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Marquis appealed after a jury verdict for Torres in a Texas workers'
compensation retaliation action, challenging the denial of its motion to
transfer venue from Hidalgo County to Brazoria County.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The denial of a motion to transfer venue is reviewed de novo. The
appellate court considers the entire record, including the trial on the
merits; if venue was improper, the error is reversible and cannot be
harmless.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Hidalgo County was a proper venue under Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code section
15.002(a)(1) because all or a substantial part of the events or omissions giving rise to Torres's workers'
compensation retaliation claim occurred there.

2. Whether Brazoria County was a proper venue under section 15.002(a)(3) because Marquis maintained
its principal office there.

3. Whether the trial court erred by denying Marquis's motion to transfer venue.

4. Whether Marquis was entitled to appellate review of its directed-verdict challenges to causation and its
discharge defense.

HOLDINGS

1. Hidalgo County was not a proper venue because the record did not contain probative evidence
connecting a substantial part of the essential events underlying Torres's workers' compensation
retaliation claim to Hidalgo County.

2. Brazoria County was a proper venue under section 15.002(a)(3) because Marquis's principal office and
central decision makers were located there.

3. The trial court erred by denying Marquis's motion to transfer venue.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If the plaintiff fails to establish proper venue, the trial court must transfer venue to the county specified in
the defendant’s motion to transfer, provided that the defendant has requested transfer to another county of
proper venue.” (at 3)

“We review the trial court’s denial of a motion to transfer venue de novo.” (at 4)

“For the reasons described above, we hold that the facts alleged did not constitute probative evidence that
venue was proper in Hidalgo County.” (at 12)

“We reverse the judgment of the trial court and remand the case to the trial court with instructions to transfer
the cause to Brazoria County.” (at 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Marquis hired Torres to work at the Formosa Plant in Calhoun County, where Torres was injured on the job.
Marquis later terminated Torres after he missed three consecutive workdays, with the termination decision made
by management in Calhoun County and communicated to Torres at the Formosa Plant. Torres subsequently filed
for workers' compensation benefits and sued Marquis in Hidalgo County, relying on his Hidalgo County
domicile, medical treatment there, communications from there, and the formal filing of his workers'
compensation claim there.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Torres sued Marquis in Hidalgo County under Texas Labor Code section 451.001. Marquis denied that Hidalgo
County was a proper venue and moved to transfer the case to Brazoria County; the trial court denied the motion.
After a jury found that Marquis discharged Torres because he filed or caused to be instituted a workers'
compensation claim and awarded $225,000 in damages, Marquis appealed. The court of appeals reversed and
remanded with instructions to transfer the case to Brazoria County.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the trial court with instructions to transfer the cause to Brazoria County.
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