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STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION
Sonic disagrees with Texas Mutual’s statement of jurisdiction under Section
22.001(2)(2), (6) of the Texas Government Code. Sonic denies that the court of appeals’
opinion in this case is in conflict with American Motorists Insurance Co. v. Fodge, 63 S.W.3d
801, 804 (Tex. 2001) or with the cases TMI cites regarding the law of the case doctrine.
Sonic also disagrees with TMI’s assertion that the court of appeals made errors of law

important to the jurisprudence of the State.
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STATEMENT OF ISSUES

Sonic views the issues in a slightly different way from Texas Mutual. Whereas TMI
has presented two issues, Sonic believes that TMI’s second issue — about whether the court
of appeals was bound by its previous decision in Sonic I — fits into the first issue about the
interpretation of Fodge. Sonic characterizes the sole issue before this Court as follows:

Does American Motorists Insurance Co. v. Fodge, 63 S.W.3d
801 (Tex.2001) bar Sonic Systems International, Inc., an insured
employer, from bringing its contractual and extra-contractual

claims under its insurance policy against its carrier, Texas Mutual
Insurance Company?
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