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SUMMARY

The Fourth Court of Appeals of Texas affirmed the denial of Wendy Padilla-Madden’s special

appearance in Cristian Sandoval’s breach-of-oral-agreement suit. The court held that Madden

purposefully availed herself of Texas through her activities as trustee and that Sandoval’s claim related

to those contacts, supporting the exercise of specific personal jurisdiction.
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Interlocutory appeal from the denial of appellant's special appearance
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Denial of a special appearance is reviewed de novo. When the trial
court does not issue findings of fact and conclusions of law, the
appellate court implies all relevant facts necessary to support the
judgment that are supported by the evidence. If conflicting evidence
raises a fact issue, the appellate court upholds the trial court's
determination.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court erred in denying Madden's special appearance because she did not purposefully

avail herself of the privilege of conducting activities in Texas.

2. Whether Sandoval's breach-of-contract claim arose from or related to Madden's contacts with Texas for
purposes of specific personal jurisdiction.

3. Whether exercising specific personal jurisdiction over Madden comported with fair play and substantial

justice.

HOLDINGS

1. Madden purposefully availed herself of the privilege of conducting activities in Texas through her
contacts as trustee, including attending meetings, executing the Gan Shares Trust Agreement, and taking

possession of trust-related stock in Texas.

2. Sandoval's breach-of-contract claim arose from or related to Madden's Texas contacts, satisfying the
relatedness requirement for specific personal jurisdiction.

3. Exercising specific personal jurisdiction over Madden in Texas would not offend traditional notions of

fair play and substantial justice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Specific jurisdiction exists when a nonresident’s more limited contacts purposefully availed them of the

privilege of conducting activities within the state and the claims brought against the nonresident arise from or
relate to such limited contacts.” (at 3)

“The “arises out of or relates to” standard provides two avenues for which a nonresident’s contacts can relate

to the underlying suit.” (at 5)

“The nonresident would have to present “a compelling case that the presence of some consideration would

render jurisdiction unreasonable,”” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sandoval, a Texas resident, alleged that he and Madden, an Alabama resident, entered into an oral agreement
under which Madden would pay him half of her compensation if she obtained an appointment as trustee.
Madden was appointed trustee of the Gan Shares Trust, traveled to San Antonio for meetings and execution of
the trust agreement, and took possession of trust-related stock in a San Antonio safe-deposit box. Madden later
paid Sandoval $500,000 after receiving $1,000,000 in trustee compensation, although she claimed the payment
was for a marketing study that never occurred. Sandoval sued for breach of the oral agreement and sought
$350,000.
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