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Isabelle Edwards v. KFS Lewisville, LL.C
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SUMMARY

The Texas Second Court of Appeals dismissed Isabelle Edwards’s appeal for want of jurisdiction. The
trial court’s order granted a Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 91a motion to dismiss and awarded
attorney’s fees, but it did not determine the amount of fees and expressly stated that it was not a final
order. The appellate court held that the order was neither a final judgment nor an appealable

interlocutory order.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Edwards, acting pro se, attempted to appeal an order granting KFS

Lewisville's Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 91a motion to dismiss and
awarding attorneys' fees, although the order left the amount of fees
undetermined and expressly stated that it was not final. The court of

appeals dismissed the appeal for want of jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed its appellate jurisdiction de novo as a threshold

question of law.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published memorandum opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the August 5, 2025 order was a final judgment appealable as of right when it expressly left the
amount of attorneys' fees unresolved.

2. Whether an interlocutory order granting a Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 91a motion to dismiss was

immediately appealable.

HOLDINGS

1. An order rendered without a conventional trial on the merits is not final unless it actually disposes of
every pending claim and party or clearly and unequivocally states that it finally disposes of all claims
and parties. The trial court's order was not final because it left the amount of attorneys' fees
undetermined and expressly stated that it was not a final order.

2. An interlocutory order granting a Rule 91a motion to dismiss is not immediately appealable when it does

not dispose of all pending claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We may consider appeals only from final judgments or from interlocutory orders made immediately

appealable by statute.” (slip op. at 1)

“is not final unless (1) it actually disposes of every pending claim and party or (2) it clearly and
unequivocally states that it finally disposes of all claims and parties” (slip op. at 1-2)

“Because the order from which Edwards attempts to appeal is neither a final judgment nor an appealable

interlocutory order, we dismiss this appeal for want of jurisdiction.” (slip op. at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The trial court entered an August 5, 2025 order granting KFS Lewisville's Rule 91a motion to dismiss Edwards's
claim and awarding attorneys' fees. The order did not determine the amount of attorneys' fees and expressly
stated that it was not a final order subject to immediate appellate review. Edwards nevertheless attempted to

appeal from that order and did not respond to the appellate court's jurisdictional notice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Denton County Court at Law No. 2 granted KFS Lewisville's motion to dismiss under Rule 91a and
awarded attorneys' fees, but left the amount of fees unresolved. Edwards appealed. The court of appeals
questioned its jurisdiction, notified Edwards that the appeal could be dismissed, received no response, and
dismissed the appeal because the challenged order was neither a final judgment nor an appealable interlocutory

order.
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