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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Second Appellate District, affirmed a divorce decree appointing
Corraima Bravo as sole managing conservator, denying Kellus Joseph Bravo possession and access to
the children, and ordering him to pay child support and medical support. The court held that the decree
was not a default judgment because Bravo was represented by counsel, and any complaint about
inadequate trial notice was waived. Because Bravo did not obtain a reporter’s record, the court
presumed sufficient evidence supported the conservatorship and child-support rulings.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Husband appealed from a final decree of divorce after the trial court
appointed Wife sole managing conservator, denied Husband
possession and access to the children, and ordered him to pay child
and medical support.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Most appealable issues in family-law cases are reviewed for abuse of
discretion. When reviewing whether a trial court abused its discretion
by deciding an issue without sufficient evidentiary support, the
appellate court asks whether the trial court had sufficient information
on which to exercise its discretion and whether it erred in applying that
discretion. Without a reporter's record, the appellate court presumes
that the trial court heard sufficient evidence to support the judgment
and cannot review evidentiary-sufficiency or abuse-of-discretion
complaints dependent on the evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court entered an impermissible post-answer default judgment after Husband allegedly
received only four days' notice of the trial setting.

2. Whether the trial court erred by appointing Wife sole managing conservator and denying Husband
possession and access without testimony or admitted exhibits.

3. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by ordering child support without evidence of Husband's
income, resources, or ability to pay.

HOLDINGS

1. The decree was not a default judgment because Husband was represented by counsel at the final trial; a
party's failure to appear personally does not create a default when the party's attorney appears and
participates.

2. Any complaint about inadequate notice was waived because Husband's attorney appeared, announced
ready, and proceeded to trial without objecting to the notice.

3. The appellate court could not review evidentiary-sufficiency or abuse-of-discretion complaints
dependent on the trial evidence without a reporter's record; it therefore presumed that sufficient evidence
supported the trial court's conservatorship, possession-and-access, and child-support rulings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because he was represented by counsel, there was no default.” (5)

“Instead, when there is no reporter’s record, we must presume the trial court heard sufficient evidence to
make all necessary findings in support of the judgment.” (8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Husband and Wife married in 2018 and have two children. Wife filed for divorce in 2022, Husband answered,
and the Office of the Attorney General intervened while an amicus attorney was appointed for the children. At
the October 1, 2024 final trial, Husband did not appear physically but was represented by counsel, who appeared
and announced ready. The decree appointed Wife sole managing conservator, denied Husband possession and



access based on a finding that access would endanger the children, and ordered Husband to pay $1,015 per
month in child support along with medical support.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wife initiated divorce proceedings in 2022, and Husband filed an answer. The Office of the Attorney General
intervened, and an amicus attorney was appointed for the children. After a final trial on October 1, 2024, the trial
court entered a final divorce decree. Husband filed a combined motion to set aside the judgment and motion for
new trial, but the record contained no ruling on those motions. On appeal, Husband did not obtain or arrange
payment for the reporter's record, and the appellate court affirmed after overruling all three issues.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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