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SUMMARY

The Thirteenth Court of Appeals of Texas denied Matthiew Adrian Alirol’s petition for writ of
mandamus challenging a trial court order granting a new trial after an agreed divorce. The court held
that the order was not void and that the record did not demonstrate extraordinary circumstances
making appeal inadequate, and it lifted the previously imposed stay.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petition for writ of mandamus challenging the trial court's order
granting a new trial after the parties entered an agreed divorce that the
trial court approved.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mandamus is an extraordinary and discretionary remedy. The relator
must establish a clear abuse of discretion and the absence of an
adequate remedy by appeal. A court abuses its discretion when no
evidence supports the finding underlying its ruling or when the court
could reasonably have reached only a contrary conclusion. Adequacy
of appellate relief is assessed through a benefits-and-detriments
analysis.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court clearly abused its discretion by granting a new trial after approving the parties'
agreed divorce.

2. Whether Alirol lacked an adequate remedy by appeal so as to justify mandamus relief from the new-trial
order.

3. Whether the new-trial order was void or involved extraordinary circumstances warranting mandamus
review.

HOLDINGS

1. A relator ordinarily must show both that the trial court clearly abused its discretion and that the relator
lacks an adequate remedy by appeal.

2. An order granting a new trial following a bench trial ordinarily may be reviewed adequately on appeal,
absent extraordinary circumstances.

3. Alirol did not establish entitlement to mandamus relief because the new-trial order was not void and the
record did not show extraordinary circumstances making appeal inadequate.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The relator must ordinarily show that: (1) the trial court committed a clear abuse of discretion; and (2) the
relator lacks an adequate remedy on appeal.” (at 1)

“However, a remedy by appeal is ordinarily adequate for an order granting a new trial following a bench
trial.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties entered an agreed divorce that was approved by the trial court. The trial court subsequently granted a
new trial. Alirol contended that granting the new trial was an abuse of discretion and that he lacked an adequate
remedy by appeal. The appellate record did not show that the order was void or that extraordinary circumstances
rendered appellate relief inadequate.
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The trial court approved an agreed divorce and later granted a new trial. Alirol sought mandamus relief in the
Thirteenth Court of Appeals, arguing that the trial court abused its discretion and that appeal was not an adequate
remedy. The court lifted its previously imposed stay and denied the petition, concluding that the challenged
order was not void and that no extraordinary circumstances made appellate relief inadequate.
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