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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Texas considered whether a declaratory-judgment action concerning the

meaning of a municipal ordinance defining a city boundary by reference to the shoreline presented a

nonjusticiable political question. The Court held that interpreting whether piers, wharves, docks, and

similar structures fall within the shoreline boundary is a judicially manageable issue distinct from

legislatively establishing or altering a municipal boundary. The Court reversed the court of appeals and

remanded for consideration of the respondent’s remaining jurisdictional challenges.
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City of Ingleside brought a declaratory-judgment action concerning
whether structures projecting from its shore into bay waters fell on the
Ingleside or Corpus Christi side of a shoreline boundary. The trial
court denied Corpus Christi's plea to the jurisdiction. The court of
appeals reversed, holding that the boundary dispute presented a
nonjusticiable political question. Ingleside petitioned the Supreme

Court of Texas for review.

A plea to the jurisdiction challenges the court's authority to decide a
case. Subject-matter jurisdiction is reviewed de novo, and the plaintiff
bears the burden of affirmatively demonstrating jurisdiction. Pleadings
are liberally construed, factual allegations are taken as true, and the

court considers the plaintiff's intent.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ingleside's declaratory-judgment action presented a nonjusticiable political question because it

concerned the boundary between two home-rule municipalities.

2. Whether determining whether the shoreline boundary includes or excludes natural or artificial

protrusions from the fast land is a judicially manageable issue.

3. Whether the court of appeals properly dismissed the action for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction rather

than allowing the trial court to address the remaining jurisdictional challenges.

HOLDINGS

1. The action did not present a nonjusticiable political question. Ingleside sought interpretation and
application of existing boundary ordinances, not judicial alteration or selection of the municipal

boundary.

2. The dispute over whether the shoreline may be reshaped by natural or artificial fixtures was justiciable
because it involved interpretation of an ordinance and application of existing legal standards, rather than

a legislative determination of where the boundary should be.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Regardless of the matter’s ultimate resolution, the declaratory-judgment action requires the court to

interpret relevant boundary ordinances not select the appropriate boundary line.” (469 S.W.3d at 589)

“This question does not constitute a political question beyond the Court’s competence or authority.” (469
S.W.3d at 594)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Corpus Christi enacted Ordinance 6636 in 1962, establishing the shoreline of Nueces Bay and Corpus Christi
Bay as the boundary between Corpus Christi and Ingleside. Ingleside retained jurisdiction over fast land adjacent
to the shoreline, while Corpus Christi exercised jurisdiction over land extending from the shoreline into the bay
waters. Piers, bulkheads, wharves, and other artificial structures were later attached to Ingleside's fast land but
projected into the area claimed by Corpus Christi. Ingleside sought a declaration that structures attached to and

functionally part of the fast land were entirely within the land-side jurisdiction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Corpus Christi enacted Ordinance 6636 establishing the shoreline of Nueces Bay and Corpus Christi Bay as the

boundary between the cities. After piers, bulkheads, wharves, and similar structures were attached to fast land in



Ingleside and projected into waters claimed by Corpus Christi, Ingleside sought a declaration regarding the
structures' jurisdictional location. The trial court rejected Corpus Christi's jurisdictional challenge, but the court
of appeals reversed. The Supreme Court of Texas reversed the court of appeals and remanded for consideration

of Corpus Christi's remaining jurisdictional challenges.
DISPOSITION
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the Court of Appeals for the Thirteenth District of Texas to consider Corpus Christi's

remaining jurisdictional challenges.
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