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SUMMARY

The Texas First Court of Appeals affirmed an order denying appellants’ motion to dissolve a

temporary injunction in a dispute concerning alleged embezzlement and fraudulent transfers. The

court held that the appellants did not present evidence of changed circumstances or fundamental error

and could not use the dissolution appeal to relitigate the propriety of the original injunction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the appellate court had jurisdiction to review the propriety of the original temporary injunction

when appellants appealed only from the order denying their motion to dissolve.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying appellants' motion to dissolve the temporary

injunction because appellee allegedly failed to prove irreparable injury.

3. Whether appellants presented evidence of changed circumstances, newly revealed facts, or fundamental

error requiring dissolution of the temporary injunction.

HOLDINGS

1. When an appellant challenges only an order denying a motion to dissolve a temporary injunction and
does not appeal the original order granting the injunction, the appellate court may not review the

propriety of the original injunctive relief.

2. A party seeking dissolution must present evidence of changed circumstances, a change in the law, or
fundamental error that makes the injunction unnecessary or improper; a motion to dissolve may not be
used merely to relitigate the propriety of the original injunction.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by denying appellants’' motion to dissolve the temporary

injunction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When, as here, the interlocutory appeal is from an order denying a motion to dissolve, and the initial order
granting temporary injunctive relief was not appealed, we do not have jurisdiction to consider the propriety of

the trial court’s decision to grant the initial injunctive relief.” (7)

“The purpose of a motion to dissolve is to provide a means to show changed circumstances or a change in the
law that requires modification or dissolution of the injunction; the purpose is not to give an unsuccessful

party an opportunity to relitigate the propriety of the original grant.” (8)

“In the absence of any evidence of changed circumstances or evidence that revealed fundamental error which
would support dissolving the temporary injunction, the trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying

appellants’ motion to dissolve.” (10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Highland Village Management LLC alleged that William Vides, with assistance from its administrator,
embezzled more than $4 million and that the other appellants concealed, benefited from, or conspired to hide the
funds or assets purchased with them. After an evidentiary hearing, the trial court issued a temporary injunction

restricting use or transfer of the allegedly misappropriated funds and property and requiring preservation and



disclosure of records and accounts. Appellants later sought dissolution, but they presented no evidence at the

dissolution hearings and relied on counsel's argument that discovery revealed changed circumstances.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Highland Village Management LLC sued appellants for alleged embezzlement, civil theft, fraud, fraudulent
transfer, and related claims, and the trial court granted a temporary injunction. Appellants later moved to
dissolve the injunction, arguing that the bond was insufficient and that newly revealed facts showed changed
circumstances and failure to establish irreparable injury. After hearings, the trial court denied the amended

motion to dissolve, and appellants timely brought an accelerated interlocutory appeal.
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