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SUMMARY

The Ninth Court of Appeals of Texas at Beaumont reviews an interlocutory appeal from the denial of
Vikor Scientific, LLC’s special appearance. The court analyzes general and specific personal
jurisdiction over Vikor, a South Carolina limited liability company, based on its Texas business
activities, employees, website, and freight-management agreement with Creek Crossing Management,
LLC. The opinion concludes, in the provided text, that Vikor is not subject to general jurisdiction in
Texas and examines whether its Texas contacts have a substantial connection to the claims asserted by
the Kachina Parties.

CASE DETAILS

COURT Court of Appeals for the Ninth District of Texas at Beaumont

WRITING FOR THE COURT Kent Chambers; Golemon, C.J.; Wright, J.; Chambers, J.

JURISDICTION Court of Appeals for the Ninth District of Texas at Beaumont

DECIDED December 4, 2025

DOCKET 09-24-00103-CV

DISPOSITION reversed_and_remanded
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Texas courts had general personal jurisdiction over Vikor based on its business operations,
employees, accounts, marketing, website, and relationship with a Texas company.

2. Whether Texas courts had specific personal jurisdiction over Vikor based on its management services
agreement with Creek Crossing, its Texas employees and marketing activities, and its other Texas-
related business activities.

3. Whether the trial court erred in denying Vikor's special appearance.

HOLDINGS

1. Texas courts lacked general personal jurisdiction over Vikor because its Texas contacts were not so
continuous, systematic, and substantial as to render Vikor essentially at home in Texas.

2. Vikor's management services agreement with Creek Crossing did not establish specific personal
jurisdiction over Vikor.

3. Vikor purposefully availed itself of the benefits of doing business in Texas through Texas employees
who marketed Vikor's laboratory services, but those contacts were not sufficiently related to the Kachina
Parties' claims to support specific jurisdiction.

4. Vikor's Texas accounts, receipt of laboratory samples, performance of diagnostic services, and website
customer portal did not establish specific personal jurisdiction because the Kachina Parties' claims were
not sufficiently related to those activities.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“General jurisdiction must rest on the defendant’s contacts, not some third party’s contacts, with the forum.”
(18)

“The assignment of the MSA to Radius Flex, Vikor’s purported knowledge about the joint venture, and Vikor’s
acceptance of free shipping all amount to passive acquiescence, not purposeful availment.” (21)

“That said, our analysis does not end with purposeful availment because “the exercise of specific jurisdiction
is prohibited if ‘the suit’ does not ‘aris[e] out of or relat[e] to the defendant’s contacts with the forum.’”” (23-
24)

“We conclude that the relationship, if any, between Vikor’s employees in Texas and the operative facts of the
litigation is simply too indirect, tangential and attenuated to satisfy specific jurisdiction’s due-process



concerns.” (25)

“Having found no basis for either general or specific personal jurisdiction over Vikor, we sustain Vikor’s
issues on appeal.” (26)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Vikor is a South Carolina limited liability company with its principal place of business in Charleston, South
Carolina. It entered a management services agreement with Texas-based Creek Crossing for freight-management
services, and Creek Crossing later entered a joint venture agreement with Kachina Air to form Radius Flex and
assigned the management agreement to Radius Flex. The Kachina Parties alleged that Vikor received
uncompensated delivery services and asserted claims against Vikor, relying also on Vikor's Texas marketing
activities, Texas employees, Texas medical-provider accounts, and receipt of laboratory samples from Texas.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Creek Crossing Management, LLC sued the Kachina Parties, who later brought Vikor into the case as a third-
party defendant asserting civil conspiracy, money had and received, quantum meruit, and unjust enrichment.
Vikor filed a special appearance, which the 284th District Court of Montgomery County denied. Vikor filed an
interlocutory appeal ten days later. The court of appeals reversed and rendered judgment dismissing the claims
against Vikor for lack of personal jurisdiction.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The opinion states that the court reversed the order and rendered the judgment the trial court should have
rendered, dismissing the Kachina Parties' claims against Vikor for lack of personal jurisdiction. The disposition
is therefore reversal and rendition rather than a remand for further proceedings.
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