
CAUSE NO. 2025CI18377 

NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION 
LEAGUE OF ALAMO HEIGHTS, 
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VS. 
 
AL HONIGBLUM, IN HIS OFFICIAL 
CAPACITY AS MAYOR OF THE CITY 
OF ALAMO HEIGHTS, AND BLAKE M. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OF BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

150TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

FIRST AMENDED PETITION  
AND  

APPLICATION FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

 The plaintiffs named below file this First Amended Petition and Application for Injunctive 

Relief seeking an injunction prohibiting the implementation of an Ordinance passed and approved 

through an invalid vote of the Alamo Heights City Council on August 11, 2025.  Because the 

adoption of the Ordinance violated the City's Code of Ordinances and state law in multiple 

respects, its implementation is ultra vires and should be enjoined. 

I. 
DISCOVERY CONTROL PLAN 

1. Plaintiffs intend for discovery in this matter to be conducted in accordance with a 

scheduling order entered pursuant to Rule 190.4 of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure (Level 3).  

2. This suit is not governed by the expedited-actions process established in Rule 169 

of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, because Plaintiffs seek relief other than monetary damages. 
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II. 
PARTIES 

3. Plaintiff Neighborhood Preservation League of Alamo Heights (the "League") is an 

unincorporated nonprofit association of residents of the City of Alamo Heights (the "City") and 

others who love the character and quality of the many neighborhoods of the City.  The League's 

mission is to preserve and protect neighborhoods.  It strives to maintain the exceptional quality of 

life, the natural beauty, and the eclectic architectural character that makes the City a special place.  

The specific purposes for which the League is organized include, but are not limited to, the 

promotion, protection, and preservation of the safety and welfare of residents and property values 

in residential neighborhoods located in the City.  The League may be served with filings in this 

proceeding through its undersigned counsel. 

4. Plaintiff Ann McGlone is the President of the League and a resident of the City.  

Ms. McGlone may be served with filings in this proceeding through her undersigned counsel. 

5. Plaintiff Mike McGlone is a member of the League and a resident of the City.  

Mr. McGlone may be served with filings in this proceeding through his undersigned counsel. 

6. Defendant Al Honigblum is the Mayor of the City and is joined as a defendant in 

this proceeding in his official capacity.  He may be served with process at 6116 Broadway, Alamo 

Heights, Texas 78209, or wherever he may be found. 

7. Defendant Buddy Kuhn is the City Manager of the City and is joined as a defendant 

in this proceeding in his official capacity.  He may be served with process at 6116 Broadway, 

Alamo Heights, Texas 78209, or wherever he may be found. 

8. Defendant Lety Hernandez is the Director of the City's Community Development 

Services Department and is joined as a defendant in this proceeding in her official capacity.  She 
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may be served with process at 6116 Broadway, Alamo Heights, Texas 78209, or wherever she 

may be found. 

9. Defendant Frank Orta is the City's Public Works Director and is joined as a 

defendant in this proceeding in his official capacity.  He may be served with process at 6116 

Broadway, Alamo Heights, Texas 78209, or wherever he may be found. 

III. 
JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

10. At the present time, Plaintiffs seek only injunctive relief.  This Court has 

jurisdiction of the matters in controversy because it has "original jurisdiction of all actions, 

proceedings, and remedies" except where exclusive jurisdiction is vested in another court, tribunal, 

or administrative body.  Tex. Const. art. V, sec. 8; Tex. Gov't Code § 24.007(a).  The Court also 

is specifically vested with jurisdiction over Plaintiffs' claim for injunctive relief.  Tex. Gov't Code 

§ 24.011. 

11. Venue is proper in Bexar County pursuant to Section 15.002(a)(1) of the Texas 

Civil Practice and Remedies Code, because all or a substantial part of the events or omissions 

giving rise to the claims asserted herein occurred in Bexar County.   

IV. 
FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

12. This action arises out of the Alamo Heights City Council's approval of Ordinance 

No. 2242 (the "Ordinance") granting a specific use permit to the Texas Biomedical Research 

Institute ("Texas Biomed"), a Texas non-profit corporation, and The Argyle, a private social club.  

See Att. 1.  The Ordinance authorizes The Argyle to stage events with "contracted attendance" of 

up to 1,200 people. 

13. Mayor Honigblum, Council Member Blake Bonner, and Council Member Lynda 

Billa Burke are all members of The Argyle. 
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The Argyle 

14. On its website, The Argyle claims to be "one of San Antonio's top private clubs."  

It actually is located in the City, at 934 Patterson Avenue, in the heart of a residential neighborhood 

zoned for single-family residences,
1
 where the individual plaintiffs and a number of the League's 

members reside.  The Argyle leases the building and property on which it operates from Texas 

Biomed. 

15. Plaintiffs understand that The Argyle has in excess of 1,500 members, more than 

80 percent of which reside outside of the City. 

16. The history of The Argyle dates to 1955, when Southwest Foundation for Research 

and Education, the predecessor to Texas Biomed, sought and was granted a variance to remodel 

and restore the Argyle Hotel building and use it primarily as a place where visiting scientists and 

other people connected with that Foundation might stay while in San Antonio, but also to use the 

property as a private club for social entertainment of persons who are connected with, or contribute 

to, the Foundation.  See Att. 2.   

17. Since that variance was granted, The Argyle has slowly but steadily expanded its 

membership and operations, such that the limited scope of activities contemplated in the original 

variance seems a quaint historical relic.  Today, with over 1,500 members, The Argyle regularly 

holds private events, like weddings, that result in hundreds of visitors coming to the property.  

These events often last late into the night, involve loud outdoor music, and lead to the blocking of 

traffic and parking of cars on residential neighborhood streets. 

 
1
 Specifically, The Argyle is located in the zoning district referred so as Single-Family Dwelling 

District A, or "SF-A". 
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18. Unsatisfied with the existing excesses, The Argyle sought formal authorization to 

establish itself as a full-blown event center. 

The SUP Application 

19. On November 17, 2021, The Argyle submitted to the City a Notice of Intent for a 

proposed addition to its existing building — formally referred to as the North Addition — but also 

sometimes referred to by The Argyle's leadership as the Argyle Hall.  The Argyle also submitted 

an application for a specific use permit (the "SUP Application") seeking authority to construct the 

North Addition and hold large events in the middle of a residential neighborhood.   

20. In a letter to members dated February 16, 2022, the then-President of The Argyle 

described the purposes of the "proposed Argyle Hall project."  That letter explained, among other 

purposes, that "The Hall" would: 

 "[P]rovide for our members the larger permanent, indoor, furnished spaces needed for 
their private occasions, without the necessity of incurring the significant expense of a 
temporary tent or interfering with à la carte dining.  We will have the ability to have 
functions in a variety of spaces for private dining that can host a small gathering up to 
a large wedding.  This is an amenity members have wanted since inception.  Many of 
our members cannot afford the large expense to host their private occasions at The 
Argyle and are forced to go elsewhere"; and 

 Address "a very serious financial concern which simply is existential to The Argyle.  
Here are some interesting facts.  The Argyle has over 1100 resident members.  Over 
50% of our members never come to The Argyle for à la carte dining or only come once 
or twice a year.  That is their right and privilege, of course.  We do everything we can 
think of to make The Argyle food and dining an exquisite and memorable experience, 
and we constantly receive effusive thanks from members and their guests for those 
wonderful experiences.  We also receive a few complaints and suggestions which we 
welcome and seek to promptly address and rectify.  But the truth is that only 16% of 
our members provide well over half of The Argyle's à la carte revenues, and The Argyle 
cannot survive financially on its members' à la carte expenditures.  This is especially 
true given the high cost to maintain and repair our beloved old building on an ongoing 
basis, a cost exceeding $750,000 dollars most years.  Since inception, it has always 
been a fact that The Argyle relies heavily on members' private events for its financial 
viability.  Without them, there would have to be some combination of a variety of 
undesirable options, including member assessments, significant dues increases, 
minimum spending requirements, significant increased food and beverage prices, or 
even vastly increasing the size of our membership." 
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See Att. 3.  

21. At times, The Argyle has attempted to justify the expansion of its operations by 

suggesting that doing so would further its mission of supporting Texas Biomed.  However, in a 

letter to the City's Planning and Zoning Commission, a former President of The Argyle confirmed 

the Argyle Hall project would not do so.  He explained: 

Since the founding of the Argyle in 1956 one of its central purposes has 
been providing financial support to Texas Biomedical.  From the beginning this has 
been accomplished through the requirement that each member of the Argle [sic] 
make an annual donation of a fixed amount to Texas Biomedical.  The failure of a 
member to do so results in the termination of his or her membership in the Argyle.  
The amount of the annual donation is set by the governing boards of the two 
organization [sic] and currently is $1,200.  Apart from the members' annual 
donations, the Argyle does not provide financial support to Texas Biomedical.  One 
of the new members' initiation fees is transferred to Texas Biomedical and held in 
a fund to help defray maintenance and repairs of the Argyle.  Consequently, any 
improvement in the operations and financial performance of the Argyle would not, 
directly or indirectly, benefit Texas Biomedical.   

See Att. 4. 

The City's Code of Ethics 

22. Chapter 2, Article VI of the City's Code of Ordinances establishes a Code of Ethics 

and conduct intended to assure that the citizens and businesses of the city have a "fair, ethical and 

accountable local government which earns the public's full confidence for integrity."  § 2-151.  To 

that end, the city's officials and employees are required, among other things, to "[c]omply with 

both the letter and spirit of the laws and policies affecting the operations of government."  § 2-151. 

23. The Code of Ethics includes the following provisions: 

§ 2-153  Act in the public interest. 

Recognizing that stewardship of the public interest must be their primary concern, 
city officials and employees will work for the common good of the people of Alamo 
Heights and not for any private or personal interest, and they will assure fair and 
equal treatment of all persons, claims and transactions coming before the city 
council, boards, commissions, and committees.  
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§ 2-155  Conduct of city officials and employees. 

The professional and personal conduct of city officials and employees must be 
above reproach and avoid even the appearance of impropriety. . . .  

§ 2-160  Conflicts of interest and disclosure. 

City officials and employees shall familiarize themselves and abide by the 
following conflicts of interest and disclosure statutes and principles:  

*** 

(6) In order to assure their independence and impartiality on behalf of the public 
good, city officials and employees are prohibited from using their positions to 
influence government decisions in which they have a personal interest. 

§ 2-171  Compliance and enforcement. 

The city's code of ethics and conduct expresses standards of ethical conduct 
expected for city officials and employees of the city council, boards, commissions, 
and committees. City officials and employees themselves have the primary 
responsibility to assure that ethical standards are understood and met, and that 
the public can continue to have full confidence in the integrity of government. 
The chairs of boards, commissions, and committees and the mayor have the 
additional responsibility to intervene when city officials' actions appear to be in 
violation of the code of ethics and conduct and are brought to their attention. The 
city council may impose sanctions, such as reprimand, formal censure, or loss of 
committee assignment, on city officials whose conduct does not comply with the 
city's ethical standards. The city council also may act to remove members of boards, 
commissions, and committees from office. 

(Emphasis added.) 

24. Defendant Al Honigblum is the Mayor of the City.  Blake M. Bonner and Lynda 

Billa Burke are both members of the City Council of the City.  As previously noted, each of these 

individuals is also a member of The Argyle. 

25. As City officials, Mayor Honigblum and Council Members Bonner and Burke are 

subject to and bound by the requirements of the City's Code of Ethics.  As noted above, Section 

2-153 of the Code of Ethics mandates that City officials "will work for the common good of the 

people of Alamo Heights and not for any private or personal interest."  Consistent with that 
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mandate, Section 2-160(6) of the Code prohibits City officials "from using their positions to 

influence government decisions in which they have a personal interest." 

Defendants' Refusal to Recuse 

26. By letter dated July 23, 2025, Plaintiffs' counsel sent a letter to Mayor Honigblum 

and Council Members Bonner and Burke reminding them of the requirements of the Code of Ethics 

and requesting that, consistent with its requirements, they recuse themselves from participation in 

any deliberations regarding and any vote on the SUP application and any other matter involving 

The Argyle that comes before City Council.  See Att. 5.  As of the filing of the Original Petition 

initiating this suit, Mayor Honigblum and Council Members Bonner and Burke had failed to 

confirm that they would do so.  To the contrary, referencing Chapter 171 of the Texas Local 

Government Code, the City Attorney for the City advised that he did not believe recusal was 

required.  See Att. 6.  Specifically, he equated "substantial interest" as defined in Chapter 171 with 

"personal interest" in the City's Code of Ethics and asserted that, because Council Members Bonner 

and Burke do not own a "substantial interest" in The Argyle, they were not prohibited from voting 

on the SUP Application. 

27. Section 171.007(b) of the Local Government Code makes clear that Chapter 171 

"is cumulative of municipal charter provisions and municipal ordinances defining and prohibiting 

conflicts of interests."  Thus, Chapter 171 is not intended to limit the scope of the City's Code of 

Ethics.  

28. Further, the City's Code of Ethics does not incorporate the definitions from Chapter 

171.  And it does not limit the disqualification from participation in council action to matters in 

which a council member has a "substantial interest."  The disqualification applies to matters in 

which a council member has a "personal interest," which on its face is a much lower threshold for 

disqualification. 
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29. When the Code of Ethics intended to reference the requirements of Chapter 171, it 

did so explicitly, as in Section 2-160(1).  But the Code of Ethics did not reference that chapter in 

Section 2-160(6), though it would have been easy to adopt the standards from Chapter 171 by, for 

example, stating: "In order to assure their independence and impartiality on behalf of the public 

good, city officials and employees are prohibited from using their positions to influence 

government decisions in which they have a substantial interest, as defined in Section 171.002 of 

the Texas Local Government Code."  Obviously, this is not what Section 2-160(6) says.  It 

prohibits participation in matters with respect to which a city official has a "personal interest."   

The City of Alamo Heights' Zoning Ordinances 

30. Chapter 3 of the City of Alamo Heights Code of Ordinances addresses zoning.   

31. Section 3-3 establishes nine zoning districts.  The City's zoning map confirms that 

the neighborhood in which The Argyle is located is designated Single-Family Dwelling District 

A, or "SF-A". 

32. Section 3-6 requires that improvements to property in the City conform to the 

zoning regulations applicable to the zoning district in which the property is located, stating: 

All land, buildings, structures or appurtenances thereon, located within the city, 
which are hereafter occupied, used, erected, altered or converted, shall be used, 
placed and erected in conformance with the zoning regulations prescribed for the 
zoning district which such land or building is located, except as hereinafter 
provided. 

33. Section 3-8 includes a table setting forth the permitted uses in each district.  For the 

SF-A district, the authorized primary and special uses are: one-family dwellings, churches and 

rectories, public parks and playgrounds, and public and parochial schools.  Certain utility and 

service uses and certain accessory buildings and uses incidental to the authorized primary and 

special uses also are permitted.    
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34. The buildings and associated activities contemplated in the SUP Application did 

not conform to the primary and special uses permitted in the SF-A zoning district. 

35. The table in Section 3-8 also identifies certain additional uses that may be 

authorized in the SF-A zoning district pursuant to specific use permits.  These potential uses are:  

colleges, universities, and accredited private schools; electrical substations; local transit stations 

or off-street turnarounds; radio, television, or micro-wave towers; municipal water reservoirs, 

wells, and pumping stations; and municipal offices and/or city hall. 

36. The buildings and associated activities contemplated in the SUP Application did 

not conform to the uses that may be authorized in the SF-A zoning district through a specific use 

permit. 

37. Section 3-87 addresses the circumstances in which City Council may grant a 

specific use permit.  It explicitly limits such permits to the zoning districts in which the proposed 

specific use is authorized by the zoning regulations, stating: 

The city council, after public hearing with proper notice to all parties affected, and 
after recommendation from the city planning and zoning commission, may 
authorize for specific areas the issuance of specific use permits for the following 
types of uses in only those districts specified for such use . . . 

(Emphasis added.)  Nothing in the list that follows authorized the establishment of an event center 

in the SF-A zoning district.  Indeed, the uses for which Section 3-87 authorized the granting of a 

specific use permit in the SF-A zoning district are: colleges, universities, and accredited private 

schools; electrical substations; local transit stations or off-street turnarounds; radio, television, or 

micro-wave towers; water reservoirs, wells, and pumping stations; and municipal offices and/or 

city hall.  In addition to these authorized uses, which conform to the uses referenced in Section 

3-8, Section 3-87 permits the granting of a specific use permit for off-street parking for property 

owned by institutions of a religious or philanthropic nature.  See § 3-87(11).   
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The City's Approval of the SUP Application 

38. The City's Charter provides that "no ordinance, resolution, or other action of the 

city council shall be effective unless it receives at least three affirmative votes."  Charter, Art. VI, 

§ 6.   

39. Section 211.0061 of the Texas Local Government Code further provides that in 

certain circumstances in which "20 percent of the area of the lots or land immediately adjoining 

the area covered by [a] proposed change and extending 200 feet from that area" have protested a 

proposed zoning change, the change must be approved by three-fourths of all members of the 

governing body.  Tex. Loc. Gov't Code § 211.0061(b), (d).  A sufficient number of residents 

adjacent to and within 200 feet of The Argyle protested the granting of the SUP Application, 

triggering this provision and requiring approval of at least four members of City Council. 

40. The SUP Application was presented for consideration by City Council at its 

meeting on Monday, August 11, 2025.   By a 4-1 vote, City Council approved the Ordinance, 

granting the SUP Application and issuing The Argyle a specific use permit.  Notwithstanding their 

status as members of The Argyle, Council Members Bonner and Burke participated in the vote 

and voted to grant the permit.  Had they recused themselves, as required by the City's Code of 

Ethics, the Ordinance would have received only two affirmative votes and thus would not have 

passed. 

V. 
CAUSE OF ACTION:  

INVALID VOTE 

41. Plaintiffs incorporate and reallege the allegations in paragraphs 12 through 40 

above. 

42. The City's Code of Ethics establishes that City officials must "work for the common 

good of the people of Alamo Heights and not for any private or personal interest."  § 2-153.  They 
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thus are "prohibited from using their positions to influence government decisions in which they 

have a personal interest."  § 2-160(6).  These provisions are intended to assure that the interests of 

the City's residents — including the interests of the individual plaintiffs and the League's resident 

members — are not subverted by the personal interests of the Mayor and Council Members. 

43. As members of The Argyle, Council Members Bonner and Burke certainly had a 

personal interest in the disposition of the SUP Application, but they failed and refused to recuse 

themselves from deliberations regarding and the vote on the Ordinance to approve it. 

44. But for the participation of Council Members Bonner and Burke in the vote on the 

Ordinance, it would not have passed.  City Council's approval of the Ordinance thus was 

unauthorized and invalid.   

VI. 
CAUSE OF ACTION:  

VIOLATION OF ZONING REGULATIONS 

45. Plaintiffs incorporate and reallege the allegations in paragraphs 12 through 40 

above. 

46. Private clubs and event venues are not permitted uses of property in the SF-A 

zoning district.  

47. Further, although Section 3-87 of the City's Code of Ordinances allows the issuance 

of specific use permits in certain circumstances, private clubs and event venues are not uses for 

which specific use permits are authorized in the SF-A zoning district. 

48. Because the Ordinance was not authorized by the City's zoning ordinances, City 

Council's approval of it was unauthorized and invalid.    
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VII. 
CAUSE OF ACTION:  

INVALID SPOT ZONING 

49. Plaintiffs incorporate and reallege the allegations in paragraphs 12 through 40 

above. 

50. Spot zoning is not authorized in Texas.  An ordinance that purports to amend an 

existing zoning plan for the benefit of a single property owner and authorizes a use inconsistent 

with the uses permitted on other tracts in the zoning district is invalid spot zoning. 

51. The City has previously adopted a comprehensive zoning plan that establishes 

permitted uses in the SF-A zoning district.  Neither that plan nor the provisions in the City’s Code 

of Ordinances implementing it permits the operation of private clubs or event venues either as a 

standard use or pursuant to a specific use permit. 

52. The proposed use will significantly impact the residents of the neighborhood in 

which The Argyle is located, in that it authorizes The Argyle to hold events with "contracted 

attendance" of up to 1,200 people.  Such events will subject those who live in the surrounding 

neighborhood to, among other things, increased noise, traffic congestion, and dangers associated 

with more frequent and larger events at which alcohol is served.  The streets in the neighborhood 

in which The Argyle operates were not designed to accommodate such events, which are 

inconsistent with the residential character of the surrounding properties. 

53. The Ordinance fails to identify any relationship between the facilities and events it 

authorizes and the public health, safety, morals, or general welfare of the residents of the SF-A 

zoning district or the City at large.  Indeed, the Ordinance benefits only The Argyle — by 

addressing its "very serious financial concern which simply is existential to The Argyle" — and 

its members — who without the Argyle Hall "cannot afford the large expense to host their private 

occasions at The Argyle" — to the detriment of the residents of the surrounding neighborhood.  
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54. Because the Ordinance constitutes improper spot zoning, City Council's approval 

of it was unauthorized and invalid.    

VIII. 
APPLICATION FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF  

55. Plaintiffs incorporate and reallege the allegations in paragraphs 12 through 54 

above. 

56. City Council's approval of the Ordinance was unauthorized and invalid because (i) 

two members of City Council voted on the Ordinance when the City's Code of Ethics prohibited 

them from doing so, (ii) the City's zoning ordinance did not authorize the issuance of a specific 

use permit in this circumstance, and (iii) the Ordinance was improper spot zoning.  Implementation 

of the provisions of the Ordinance thus is ultra vires.  

57. The individual plaintiffs live in the neighborhood in which The Argyle is located, 

with their residence being located just 600 feet away.  The League is a representative of residents 

of the City, including a number of citizens who reside even closer to The Argyle.  The City's Code 

of Ethics and zoning ordinance are intended to assure that, with respect to matters coming before 

the City Council, the interests of the City's residents are not subverted by the personal interests of 

the Mayor and Council Members.  Both the Code of Ethics and the zoning ordinance are intended 

to protect the interests of the individual plaintiffs and the League's resident members. 

58. Plaintiffs' application for temporary and permanent injunctive relief is authorized 

by Section 65.011(1) of the Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code and necessary to preserve 

the status quo.   

59. Plaintiffs' application for temporary and permanent injunctive relief also is 

authorized by Section 65.011(3) of the Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code, as Plaintiffs are 
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entitled to a writ of injunction under the principles of equity and the statutes of this state relating 

to injunctions.  

60. It is probable that Plaintiffs will prevail after a trial on the merits, because City 

Council's approval of the Ordinance violated the City's Code of Ethics, violated the City's zoning 

ordinance, and was invalid spot zoning.   

61. If Plaintiffs' application for a temporary injunction is not granted, harm is imminent, 

because The Argyle will proceed with the construction of the facilities and holding of events 

authorized in the Ordinance.  Plaintiffs, along with a number of the League's members, will suffer 

particular injury, because the implementation of the Ordinance will directly affect their rights 

under the City's zoning ordinance, their neighborhood, and their residences.   

62. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law.  If The Argyle is permitted to proceed 

with the construction of the facilities and holding of events authorized in the Ordinance, the 

individual plaintiffs and the League's members will have no recourse for the impacts to the use, 

utility, and value of their properties, as the facilities and events contemplated in the Ordinance will 

have been given an illegal "stamp of approval" by the City Council. 

IX. 
PRAYER 

Wherefore, Plaintiffs respectfully pray that (i) Defendants be cited to appear and answer 

and (ii) the Court enter a temporary injunction restraining and enjoining Defendants from 

proceeding with implementation of the Ordinance, including, without limitation: 

 Prohibiting the issuance of any building, utility, or other permits for the facilities 
contemplated in the Ordinance; 

 Suspending any building, utility, or other permits for the facilities contemplated in the 
Ordinance;  
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 Prohibiting the issuance of any Special Argyle Event Permits required by Section 
VIII.B. of the Specific Use Permit Conditions attached as Exhibit "A" to the Ordinance; 
and 

 Prohibiting Defendants, acting individually or in concert, from taking any action to 
effectuate the implementation of the Ordinance.  

Plaintiffs further pray that, upon final hearing, they be awarded:  

i. A permanent injunction enjoining Defendants from proceeding with 
implementation of the Ordinance;  

ii. Plaintiffs' attorneys' fees and costs of court as may be authorized by law; and 

iii. Such other and further relief, general or special, at law or in equity, to which they 
may be justly entitled. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

By: /s/ Frederick D. Junkin  
Frederick D. Junkin 
State Bar No. 11058030 
fred.junkin@phelps.com  
Kristina W. Silcocks 
Texas Bar No. 00795930 
kristina.silcocks@phelps.com 
Matthew Gamboa-Lutz 
State Bar No. 24136835 
matt.gamboa-lutz@phelps.com 
Phelps Dunbar LLP 
3600 N Capital of Texas Hwy, Suite B300 
Austin, Texas 78746 
(737) 220-8735 
(737) 220-8753 (Fax) 
 
C. Matthew Terrell 
State Bar No. 00785092 
matt.terrell@phelps.com 
Richard DeBerry 
State Bar No. 00783948 
richard.deberry@phelps.com     
Phelps Dunbar LLP 
2102 E. State Highway 114, Suite 207 
Southlake, Texas 76092 
Telephone: (817) 488-3134 
Facsimile: (817) 488-3214 
 

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS 
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VERIFICATION 

I, Frederick D. Junkin, do hereby declare and state as follows: 

I attest that this pleading and the declaration were not prepared using generative 
A.I.  However, I understand and acknowledge that all drafted language, quotations, 
sources, citations, arguments, and legal analyses produced by generative A.I. will 
— before submission — be verified by an attorney licensed in Texas as accurate 
through traditional (non-A.I.) legal sources, and I acknowledge, that as the attorney 
of record, I am responsible for my and co-counsel's failure to comply with this 
requirement. 

My name is Frederick D. Junkin, my date of birth is , and my address is 
Phelps Dunbar LLP, 3600 N Capital of Texas Hwy, Suite B300, Austin, Texas 78746.  I declare 
under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed in Houston, Texas on the 16th day of September, 2025. 

 

/s/ Frederick D. Junkin    
Frederick D. Junkin 
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