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DECIDED CASES

CLASS ACTIONS
Class Certification

USAA Cas. Ins. Co. v. Letot, _ SW.3d ___, 2024 WL ___ (Tex. May 24, 2024) [22-0238]

At issue in this case is whether the trial court erred by certifying a class of
insurance claimants whose automobiles USAA had deemed a “total loss.”

Sunny Letot’s vehicle was rear-ended by a USAA-insured driver. USAA
determined that the cost to repair Letot’s vehicle exceeded its value. USAA therefore
sent Letot checks for the car’s value and eight days of lost use and, within days, filed a
report with the Texas Department of Transportation identifying Letot’s car as “a total
loss” or “salvage.” Letot later rejected USAA’s valuation and checks. She sued USAA
for conversion for sending TxDOT the report before she accepted payment. Letot then
sought class certification.

The trial court certified a class for both injunctive relief and damages. The class
consisted of all claimants for whom USAA filed a report within three days of attempting
to pay a claim for a vehicle deemed a total loss. The court of appeals affirmed the
certification order.

The Supreme Court reversed. It first concluded that Letot lacked standing to
pursue injunctive relief because she could not show that her past experience made it
sufficiently likely that she would again be subject to the challenged claims-processing
procedures. Without standing to pursue injunctive relief on her own, Letot could not
represent a class, so the Supreme Court reversed the certification on that ground and
dismissed the claim for injunctive relief.

The Court then held that Letot had standing to pursue damages pursuant to her
conversion claim, but that class certification was improper for at least two reasons: the
predominance and typicality requirements of Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 42. As to
predominance, the Court concluded that Letot could not show that individual issues
(including whether the other class members have standing) would not overwhelm the
common issue of whether USAA exercised dominion over class members’ property when
it filed reports concerning their vehicles. As to typicality, the Court held that the unique
factual and legal characteristics of Letot’s claim rendered that claim atypical of those
of the other putative class members.


https://search.txcourts.gov/Case.aspx?cn=22-0238&coa=cossup

JURISDICTION
Territorial Jurisdiction
Goldstein v. Sabatino, S.W.3d ___, 2024 WL ___ (Tex. May 24, 2024) [22-0678]

The question presented is whether territorial jurisdiction, a criminal concept, is
a necessary jurisdictional requirement for a Texas court to enter a civil protective order
under Texas Code of Criminal Procedure Chapter 7B.

Goldstein and Sabatino were involved in a romantic relationship in
Massachusetts. After a period of no contact, Sabatino found sexually explicit photos on
a phone Goldstein had previous lent him. Sabatino began contacting Goldstein about
them and refused to return the phone, leading her to fear that he would use the photos
to control her and ruin her career. Goldstein was granted a protective order in
Massachusetts. Goldstein then moved to Harris County. After receiving notice of
several small-claims lawsuits filed by Sabatino against her in Massachusetts, Goldstein
filed for a protective order in Harris County under Chapter 7B’s predecessor.

The trial court held a hearing on the protective order. Sabatino did not file a
special appearance and appeared at the hearing pro se. The trial court found reasonable
grounds to believe Goldstein had been the victim of stalking, as defined by the Texas
Penal Code, and issued a protective order preventing Sabatino from contacting
Goldstein.

On appeal, Sabatino challenged the trial court’s subject matter jurisdiction and
personal jurisdiction because he was a Massachusetts resident, and the order was
predicated on conduct that took place entirely in Massachusetts. The court of appeals
vacated the protective order, holding that the trial court lacked territorial jurisdiction,
which the court concluded is a requirement in “quasi-criminal” proceedings.

The Supreme Court disagreed with the court of appeals’ territorial jurisdiction
analysis but affirmed its judgment because the trial court lacked personal jurisdiction
over Sabatino. The Court first held that Chapter 7B protective orders are civil
proceedings and, as such, there is no additional requirement of territorial jurisdiction.
The Court explained that the historical understanding of territorial jurisdiction in civil
cases was subsumed into the minimum contacts personal jurisdiction analysis. Thus,
the court of appeals erred by imposing a separate requirement of territorial jurisdiction
in a civil case. Nevertheless, Court held that Sabatino did not waive his personal
jurisdiction challenge. Because all relevant conduct occurred in Massachusetts, and
Sabatino had no contacts with Texas, the trial court lacked personal jurisdiction to
enter the order. Accordingly, the Court affirmed the court of appeals’ judgment vacating
the protective order and dismissing the case.

ELECTIONS
Ballots

In re Rogers, ___ S.W.3d ___, 2024 WL ___ (Tex. May 24, 2024) (per curiam) [23-0595]

This case concerns the statutory duty of an emergency services district’s board of
commissioners to call an election to modify the district’s tax rate when presented with
a petition containing the required number of signatures.

In the fall of 2022, voters in Travis County Emergency Services District No. 2
circulated a petition to change the sales and use tax rates in their district. The petition
gathered enough signatures to surpass the threshold required by law. However, the
district’s Board rejected the petition, claiming it was “legally insufficient.” The Board
has never contended any of the petition signatures are invalid for any reason. Relators,


https://search.txcourts.gov/Case.aspx?cn=22-0678&coa=cossup
https://search.txcourts.gov/Case.aspx?cn=23-0595&coa=cossup

three of the petition signatories, sought a writ of mandamus directing the Board to hold
an election on their petition.

The Supreme Court conditionally granted mandamus relief. The Court first
concluded that it had jurisdiction to grant relief against the Board because the
Legislature authorized the Court to issue writs of mandamus to compel performance of
a duty in connection with an election, and the duty here was expressly imposed on the
Board. Second, the Court held that the Board has a ministerial, nondiscretionary duty
to call an election to modify or abolish the district’s tax rate based on a petition with
the statutorily required number of signatures. The Court thus directed the Board to
determine whether the petition contains the required number of valid signatures and,
if so, to call an election.
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