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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Second Appellate District, affirmed the dismissal of Jessie Goodfellow’s
claims against the City of North Richland Hills and several city officials. The court held that the trial
court properly considered Goodfellow’s amended petition, that prospective injunctive relief could not
stand without an underlying cause of action against the City, and that her alleged ultra vires claims
failed because she sought monetary damages. The court also held that a constitutional takings claim
under Article I, Section 17 of the Texas Constitution cannot be maintained against individual officials
rather than a governmental entity with eminent-domain power.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Interlocutory appeal from an order granting the appellees' plea to the
jurisdiction and motion to dismiss.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the ruling on the plea to the jurisdiction de novo.
When the plea challenged the pleadings, the court liberally construed
the pleadings in the plaintiff's favor, accepted factual allegations as
true, and determined whether the live pleading affirmatively
demonstrated jurisdiction. The court analyzed jurisdiction claim by
claim.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published Texas Court of Appeals memorandum opinion according to
the supplied metadata; the opinion itself is labeled a memorandum
opinion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court was required to deny the plea to the jurisdiction and motion to dismiss as moot
because Goodfellow filed a first amended petition after those motions were filed.

2. Whether Goodfellow could obtain prospective injunctive relief against the City without pleading an
underlying cause of action against the City.

3. Whether Goodfellow adequately pleaded ultra vires claims against the individual governmental officials
when she sought damages rather than prospective relief and alleged only vague conclusions concerning
ultra vires conduct.

4. Whether a constitutional takings claim under Article I, Section 17 of the Texas Constitution may be
maintained against individual governmental officials rather than an entity with eminent-domain power.

HOLDINGS

1. A plea to the jurisdiction is not rendered moot merely because the plaintiff files an amended petition.
Claims remaining in the live pleading may be resolved through the previously filed jurisdictional plea,
and the trial court properly evaluated Goodfellow's first amended petition.

2. A plaintiff may not maintain a claim for prospective injunctive relief against a governmental entity
without pleading an underlying cause of action establishing liability. Because Goodfellow pleaded no
cause of action against the City, the trial court properly dismissed her requested injunctive relief.

3. Goodfellow did not adequately plead an ultra vires claim because her only claim against the individual
appellees sought damages for an already completed injury rather than prospective relief, and her
allegations of unauthorized conduct were inadequately specific.

4. A constitutional takings claim under Article I, Section 17 of the Texas Constitution cannot be maintained
against individual governmental officials; it must be asserted against an entity with eminent-domain
power. Goodfellow's takings claim against the individual appellees therefore failed.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“claims that remain after the pleading has been amended may be disposed of through a plea to the
jurisdiction filed prior to the amended pleading” (10)

“Injunctive relief is an equitable remedy that is only available when liability is established through a cause of
action.” (11)

“ultra vires claimants are only entitled to prospective relief” (13)

“Such a claim necessarily fails because it cannot be maintained against individuals” (16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Goodfellow purchased a home in North Richland Hills and alleged that it flooded during even minor rain events.
She attributed the flooding to the City's and individual officials' approval of the Smith Farm development and an
adjoining neighborhood despite warnings about resulting surface- and groundwater flooding. In her first
amended petition, she sought only prospective injunctive relief against the City and asserted a constitutional
takings claim against the individual appellees.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Goodfellow sued the City and individual city officials after alleging that flooding at her home resulted from
approval and construction of the Smith Farm development. After the appellees filed a plea to the jurisdiction and
a motion to dismiss, Goodfellow filed a first amended petition that dropped some claims, added a constitutional
takings claim against the individual appellees, and limited her requested relief against the City to prospective
injunctive relief. The trial court considered the amended pleading and granted the plea and motion, dismissing
all claims with prejudice. Goodfellow appealed interlocutorily, and the court of appeals affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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