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 Rogerio Ribeiro Dos Santos (Husband) appeals the trial court’s order 

appointing a receiver to take charge and possession of real property, a residence in 

Humble, Texas, awarded to him in his divorce from Lydia dos Santos (Wife).  See 

TEX. CIV. PRAC. & REM. CODE ANN. § 51.014(a)(1) (authorizing interlocutory 

appeal from order appointing a receiver).  We affirm the trial court’s order. 

BACKGROUND 

 In 2015, Husband and Wife executed a promissory note for $190,340 for a 

residence in Humble, Texas.  They were divorced on June 20, 2018, pursuant to a 

written agreement following mediation.  The divorce decree awarded appellant title 
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to the property and ordered him to refinance the debt “to remove Wife’s name 

from the debt . . . no later than the 90th day from and after the date of” the divorce 

decree, that is, September 18, 2018.  The decree ordered Wife to execute a special 

warranty deed transferring her interest in the property to Husband. 

 Wife executed the special warranty deed, but Husband did not refinance the 

note.  Instead, less than a month after the divorce decree, he transferred the 

property with a quitclaim deed to himself and his friend, Edimar Ribeiro Duarte.   

 In January 2019, Wife filed a petition for enforcement of the divorce decree.  

Wife cited numerous violations of the decree by Husband, including Husband’s 

failure to refinance the property to remove Wife’s name from the debt.  On 

September 12, 2019, the trial court held a hearing on the motion and rendered a 

“Memorandum Ruling” “giv[ing] [Husband] until October 28, 2019 to refinance 

the residence removing [Wife] from the note on the house.”  The ruling stated that 

if Husband did not comply with this order, the court would place the home under 

receivership “to effect the meaning of the parties’ decree” by providing Husband 

thirty days to purchase the home before making the property available to other 

sellers.  On October 31, Wife filed a motion for appointment of a receiver, stating 

Husband “had been unable to refinance the house.”  Husband responded, stating he 

was unable to refinance the house because his credit score was too low.  Husband 

stated that he lacked access to his money during the divorce proceedings, which 
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caused him to miss bill payments that negatively affected his credit score.  

Husband stated that fixing credit scores takes two or three years. 

 On November 4, the trial court appointed a receiver to “manage, control, and 

dispose of the property” by giving Husband thirty days to purchase the property.  If 

Husband failed to do so, then the order directed the receiver to “make the property 

available to other purchasers as he sees fit in his sole discretion.”  Husband filed a 

notice of appeal the same day. 

JURISDICTION 

 Wife argues this Court lacks jurisdiction to consider Husband’s appeal 

because the trial court’s September 12 Memorandum Ruling was not a final 

judgment and because Husband did not file his notice of appeal within thirty days 

of that ruling. 

 “Unless a statute authorizes an interlocutory appeal, appellate courts 

generally only have jurisdiction over final judgments.”  CMH Homes v. Perez, 340 

S.W.3d 444, 447 (Tex. 2011).  Section 51.014(a)(1) provides, “A person may 

appeal from an interlocutory order of a district court . . . that:  (1) appoints a 

receiver . . . .”  TEX. CIV. PRAC. & REM. CODE ANN. § 51.014(a)(1); see also TEX. 

FAM. CODE ANN. §  6.507.  The notice of appeal must be filed within twenty days 

after the judgment or order is signed.  See TEX. R. APP. P. 26.1(b); see also id. 

28.1(a), (b) (interlocutory appeal is an accelerated appeal perfected by filing notice 

of appeal within the time provided by rule 26.1(b)). 
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 We have jurisdiction over this appeal regardless of whether the September 

12 Memorandum Ruling was a final judgment from which an appeal was timely 

perfected.  The trial court’s November 4, 2019 order appointed a receiver, which is 

an order subject to interlocutory appeal.  See CIV. PRAC. § 51.014(a)(1).  

Husband’s notice of appeal, filed November 4, 2019, was timely to perfect an 

appeal of that order.  Accordingly, we have jurisdiction to review the trial court’s 

order appointing a receiver.  However, we do not have jurisdiction to review any 

other orders or rulings.  See CMH Homes, 340 S.W.3d at 447 (“We strictly apply 

statutes granting interlocutory appeals because they are a narrow exception to the 

general rule that interlocutory orders are not immediately appealable.”). 

APPOINTMENT OF RECEIVER 

 Husband is pro se on appeal. We liberally construe pro se pleadings and 

briefs.  Washington v. Bank of N.Y., 362 S.W.3d 853, 854 (Tex. App.—Dallas 

2012, no pet.).  However, we hold pro se litigants to the same standards as licensed 

attorneys and require them to comply with applicable laws and rules of procedure.  

Mansfield State Bank v. Cohn, 573 S.W.2d 181, 184–85 (Tex. 1978); Washington, 

362 S.W.3d at 854.  To do otherwise would give a pro se litigant an unfair 

advantage over a litigant who is represented by counsel.  Shull v. United Parcel 

Serv., 4 S.W.3d 46, 53 (Tex. App.—San Antonio 1999, pet. denied). 

 We review a trial court’s order appointing a receiver for an abuse of 

discretion.  Spiritas v. Davidoff, 459 S.W.3d 224, 231 (Tex. App.–Dallas 2015, no 
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pet.).  “It is an abuse of discretion for a trial court to rule arbitrarily, unreasonably, 

or without regard to guiding legal principles, or to rule without supporting 

evidence.”  Bocquet v. Herring, 972 S.W.2d 19, 21 (Tex. 1998) (citations omitted); 

see also Downer v. Aquamarine Operators, Inc., 701 S.W.2d 238, 241–42 (Tex. 

1985).  Under the Family Code, the trial court that renders a divorce decree retains 

jurisdiction to clarify and to enforce the decree’s property division.  Pearson v. 

Fillingim, 332 S.W.3d 361, 363 (Tex. 2011) (per curiam) (citing TEX. FAM. CODE 

ANN. §§ 9.002, .008). 

 The trial court appointed a receiver because Husband had not “remove[d] 

[Wife’s] name from the debt” owing on the house as the trial court had ordered in 

the divorce decree.  The receiver was directed to allow Husband thirty days to 

purchase the house, after which the receiver could sell the property to third parties. 

 Husband presents his arguments in two places in his brief, the “Statements 

of Issues Presented for Review” and the “Statement of Arguments.”  Most of these 

issues and arguments do not address why the trial court abused its discretion by 

appointing a receiver.  None of the arguments is supported by citation to authority 

or the record as required by the Rules of Appellate Procedure.  See TEX. R. APP. P. 

38.1(i).  This Court notified Husband that his brief was defective for several 

reasons, including the failure to cite to the record and authority in support of his 

arguments.  Although Husband filed an amended brief, he did not correct these 

defects. 
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 Husband asserts the trial court erred by appointing the receiver because Wife 

is not the owner of the property.  Husband does not explain why this fact deprived 

the trial court of authority to appoint a receiver in this case.  Husband also argues 

that the property is now owned by him and Duarte, their families reside on the 

property, and they do not wish to sell the property or to move.  Again, this fact 

does not explain why the trial court could not appoint a receiver to enforce the 

decree’s requirement to refinance the property to remove Wife’s name from the 

loan.  Husband is still a partial owner of the property, and he has failed to obey the 

court’s order to refinance the property to remove Wife’s name from the loan. 

 Husband also argues that Wife never made a payment or paid any taxes on 

the property.  This statement does not appear to be supported by the record, and 

Husband provided no citation to the record providing evidence of this statement.  

We do not consider arguments not supported by the record.  Marshall v. Hous. 

Auth. of City of San Antonio, 198 S.W.3d 782, 789 (Tex. 2006).  Furthermore, 

Husband does not explain why Wife’s failure to pay part of the loan or taxes on the 

property made the trial court’s appointment of the receiver an abuse of discretion. 

 Husband also asserts he made a $40,000 payment to Wife as required by the 

divorce decree.  The divorce decree shows the $40,000 payment was Wife’s share 

of the proceeds from a $442,045 judgment from a lawsuit in Louisiana.  The 

payment does not appear to have anything to do with the property that is the 
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subject of the receivership.  Nor does Husband explain why this payment makes 

the trial court’s appointment of the receiver an abuse of discretion. 

 Husband also asserts he cannot refinance the property to remove Wife’s 

name from the loan because his credit scores are too low.  Husband does not 

explain why his financial inability to refinance the property makes the appointment 

of a receiver to obtain the removal of Wife’s name from a loan on the property an 

abuse of discretion. 

 Husband also argues he cannot refinance the loan unless the trial court 

orders the bank to remove Wife’s name from the loan.  The bank is not a party to 

this lawsuit, and Husband does not explain how the trial court can render such an 

order against a nonparty.  He also does not explain how the court’s failure to 

render such an order makes the appointment of the receiver an abuse of discretion. 

 Husband also argues the trial court did not allow him adequate time to 

refinance the loan.  He asserts that the trial court’s Memorandum Ruling on 

September 12, 2019, giving Husband until October 28, 2019, to refinance the 

property was not sufficient time.  Husband states, “Refinancing a house usually 

takes from 90 days to 6 months if everything runs good.”  The trial court ordered 

Husband to refinance the property in the divorce decree, which the court signed on 

June 20, 2018.  Thus, Husband had sixteen months to refinance the property, which 

the trial court could conclude was adequate time to refinance the property. 
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 Finally, Husband states the trial court did not allow him to talk in court.  

Husband does not cite to the record to any place where the trial court did not allow 

him to talk.  The trial court sustained Wife’s attorney’s objections to the form of 

some of the questions Husband asked while examining witnesses, but the record 

does not show any other restriction on Husband’s speech.  Even if the trial court 

had restricted Husband’s speech, Husband had to object to those restrictions to 

preserve any error for appellate review, which he did not do.  See TEX. R. APP. P. 

33.1(a). 

 We conclude Husband has not shown the trial court abused its discretion by 

appointing the receiver.  We overrule his arguments. 

CONCLUSION 

 We affirm the trial court’s order appointing the receiver. 
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 In accordance with this Court’s opinion of this date, the November 4, 2019 

order of the trial court appointing a receiver is AFFIRMED. 

 

 

Judgment entered this 30th day of September, 2020. 

 

 


