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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Texas considers whether Texas courts may exercise specific personal

jurisdiction over an out-of-state manufacturer of spray-foam insulation. The Court holds that the

manufacturer purposefully availed itself of the Texas market through its use of a Texas distribution

center and an in-state sales representative, and that the Lucianos’ claims were sufficiently related to

those contacts. The Court reverses the court of appeals’ dismissal for lack of personal jurisdiction.
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The Lucianos sued SprayFoamPolymers.com, LL.C and Old World
Cast Stone in Texas state court. SprayFoam specially appeared to
contest personal jurisdiction. The trial court denied the special
appearance, the court of appeals reversed and dismissed SprayFoam
for lack of jurisdiction, and the Supreme Court of Texas granted

review.

Personal jurisdiction is reviewed de novo as a question of law,
although resolving the issue may require factual determinations. When
the trial court issues no findings of fact and conclusions of law, factual
disputes are presumed to have been resolved in favor of the trial

court's ruling unless challenged on appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Texas courts could exercise specific personal jurisdiction over SprayFoam under the Texas

long-arm statute and federal due-process requirements.

2. Whether SprayFoam purposefully availed itself of the Texas market through its use of a Texas
distribution center and Texas sales representative.

3. Whether the Lucianos' claims arose out of or related to SprayFoam's Texas contacts without proof of a
strict causal connection between those contacts and the particular product installed in the Lucianos'

home.

4. Whether exercising jurisdiction over SprayFoam would offend traditional notions of fair play and

substantial justice.

HOLDINGS

1. SprayFoam purposefully availed itself of the Texas market through its deliberate use of a Texas

distribution center and a Texas-based sales representative to distribute and solicit sales of its products.

2. The Lucianos' claims arose out of or related to SprayFoam's Texas contacts because the alleged injuries
occurred in Texas to Texas residents and involved the same type of insulation for which SprayFoam

served the Texas market.

3. Exercising specific personal jurisdiction over SprayFoam is consistent with traditional notions of fair

play and substantial justice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“when a manufacturer like SprayFoam “serves a market for a product in a State and that product causes
injury in the State to one of its residents, the State’s courts may entertain the resulting suit.”” (625 S.W.3d at
1y

“when a company like Ford serves a market for a product in a State and that product causes injury in the

State to one of its residents, the State’s courts may entertain the resulting suit.” (625 S.W.3d at 17)

“The additional conduct serves merely to ensure that the nonresident defendant has purposefully targeted the
Texas market.” (625 S.W.3d at 22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

SprayFoam, a Connecticut corporation, manufactured Thermoseal 500 spray-foam insulation. The Lucianos,
Texas residents, hired a Texas installation company to install the product in their Texas home and alleged that the



insulation caused odors, respiratory symptoms, eye irritation, allergies, and headaches. SprayFoam used a Texas
distribution center and retained Preston Nix, a Texas-based independent-contractor sales representative, to solicit
customers and later inspect the Lucianos' home. The Lucianos asserted negligence, products-liability, warranty,

nuisance, contract, and Texas Deceptive Trade Practices Act claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The trial court denied SprayFoam's special appearance without findings of fact or conclusions of law. The Third
Court of Appeals held that the Lucianos failed to establish general or specific personal jurisdiction and dismissed
SprayFoam from the suit. The Supreme Court of Texas reversed and remanded for further proceedings, holding

that Texas courts could exercise specific personal jurisdiction over SprayFoam.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded to the trial court for further proceedings after reversing the court of appeals' judgment and upholding

the denial of SprayFoam's special appearance.
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