TEXAS COURT OF APPEALS, FOURTH DISTRICT, SAN ANTONIO

Jonathan Paul Jones v. Raquel Hatch and James McCowan, Jr.,

Individually, and as Representatives of the Estate of Taylor

McCowan

No. 04-24-00553-CV (Tex. App.—San Antonio Apr. 1, 2026) - No. No. 04-24-00553-CV - Decided April 1,

2026

SUMMARY

The Fourth Court of Appeals of Texas reviews a wrongful-death and survival judgment arising from a

fatal motor-vehicle collision involving an intoxicated driver. The court holds that the evidence was

legally insufficient to support the parents’ pecuniary-loss damages and that several noneconomic

damages awards were excessive, while concluding that exemplary damages were not capped and were

supported by sufficient evidence. The court reverses and renders in part, affirms in part conditioned on

remittitur, and finds no jury-charge error.
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Jones appealed a judgment entered on a jury verdict awarding Taylor
McCowan's parents and estate more than $81 million in actual and
exemplary damages arising from a fatal motor-vehicle collision.

Legal sufficiency is reviewed in the light most favorable to the verdict,
crediting supporting evidence that reasonable jurors could believe and
disregarding contrary evidence unless reasonable jurors could not.
Factual sufficiency requires examination and weighing of the entire
record, with reversal only when the evidence is so weak or the finding
is so against the great weight and preponderance of the evidence that it
is clearly wrong and unjust. Excessive-damages complaints are

reviewed under the factual-sufficiency standard. Clear-and-convincing



findings are reviewed by considering whether a reasonable factfinder
could form a firm belief or conviction. Jury-charge submission and
instruction decisions are reviewed for abuse of discretion, and

unpreserved charge complaints generally are waived.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether legally or factually sufficient evidence supported the parents' mental-anguish and loss-of-

companionship damages.
2. Whether legally sufficient evidence supported the parents' past and future pecuniary-loss damages.

3. Whether legally or factually sufficient evidence supported the estate's award for Taylor's conscious pain

and mental anguish.
4. Whether the challenged actual-damage awards were excessive and subject to remittitur.
5. Whether the exemplary-damages award was subject to the statutory cap based on the pleadings.
6. Whether legally and factually sufficient evidence supported the jury's intoxication finding.
7. Whether legally and factually sufficient evidence supported the jury's gross-negligence finding.
8. Whether the preserved jury-charge complaints required reversal.

9. Whether unpreserved jury-charge complaints constituted fundamental error.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence was legally sufficient to support some mental-anguish damages, but factually insufficient
to support the amounts awarded because the awards were excessive. The court suggested remittitur

reducing each parent's past mental-anguish award to $5 million and future award to $2.5 million.

2. The evidence was legally sufficient to support some loss-of-companionship-and-society damages, but
factually insufficient to support the amounts awarded. The court suggested remittitur reducing each
parent's past award to $500,000 and future award to $1.5 million.

3. The evidence was legally insufficient to support any past or future pecuniary-loss damages for either

parent, and the court rendered judgment that they recover nothing on that damages element.



4. The evidence was legally sufficient to support some damages for Taylor's conscious pain and mental
anguish, but factually insufficient to support the $24 million award. The court suggested a remittitur to

$6 million.

5. The exemplary-damages recovery was not capped at $750,000 because the pleadings adequately alleged
conduct described as a felony—intoxication manslaughter—even though they did not cite the statutory

subsection.

6. Legally and factually sufficient evidence supported the jury's finding that Jones was intoxicated when he

collided with Taylor's sedan.

7. Legally and factually sufficient evidence supported the jury's clear-and-convincing gross-negligence

finding and exemplary-damages award.

8. The preserved jury-charge complaints did not warrant reversal, and the unpreserved complaints

presented nothing for review because they did not constitute fundamental error.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“With respect to mental anguish damages, “there must [] be some evidence to justify the amount awarded.””
(at 16)

“Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the jury’s findings, we conclude the evidence is legally

insufficient to support any amount of pecuniary loss damages to Hatch and McCowan.” (at 20)

“After reviewing the evidence under the proper standards of review, we hold the evidence is legally and
factually sufficient to support the jury’s finding that Jones was intoxicated when he collided with Taylor’s
sedan.” (at 30)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On January 31, 2020, Jones drove the wrong way up a freeway ramp while intoxicated and collided head-on
with Taylor McCowan's sedan. Taylor suffered severe injuries, remained unconscious by the time she reached
the hospital, and died fifteen days later from complications. Her parents experienced substantial grief and mental
anguish, but the evidence showed that Taylor had lived independently for more than five years and that her
parents and Taylor communicated and visited periodically. The evidence also showed that Taylor was responsive

to painful stimulation for less than an hour before becoming unconscious.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hatch and McCowan sued Jones in the 438th Judicial District Court of Bexar County for wrongful-death and
survival damages. A jury found that Jones's negligence proximately caused the collision, that he was intoxicated,
and that his gross negligence caused the harm; the trial court rendered judgment on the verdict. Jones challenged
the sufficiency and excessiveness of the damages, the exemplary-damages cap, the intoxication and gross-

negligence findings, and jury-charge rulings.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

If the appellees timely file the specified remittitur within twenty days, the court will modify the trial court's
judgment and affirm it as modified. If the remittitur is not timely filed, the court will reverse the judgment and
remand for a new trial on liability and all actual and exemplary damages, except pecuniary-loss damages. The

court may not order a separate trial solely on unliquidated damages because liability was contested.
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