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SUMMARY

The Thirteenth Court of Appeals of Texas dismissed the appeal for want of jurisdiction. The court held
that the order granting partial summary judgment was not appealable, and the appellant failed to cure

the jurisdictional defect after notice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the order granting partial summary judgment was an appealable interlocutory order or final

judgment.

2. Whether the court had appellate jurisdiction over the attempted appeal.

HOLDINGS

1. Absent an appealable interlocutory order or final judgment, the court of appeals lacks jurisdiction over

the appeal. Because the order appealed from was unappealable and appellant failed to cure the defect,
the appeal had to be dismissed for want of jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Absent an appealable interlocutory order or final judgment, this Court has no jurisdiction over this appeal.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The appeal arose from an order granting Encanto Envestments, LL.C's motion for partial summary judgment. Joe
Kessling attempted to appeal that order, but the appellate court determined that it was not an appealable
interlocutory order or final judgment. After receiving notice of the jurisdictional defect, Kessling failed to
respond or correct it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Appellant filed a notice of appeal on November 11, 2025, attempting to appeal an order granting a defendant's
motion for partial summary judgment in trial court cause number 2024-DCV-0018-E. The appellate clerk

notified appellant that the order appeared unappealable and allowed ten days to cure the defect. Appellant did not
respond or otherwise cure the defect, so the court dismissed the appeal for want of jurisdiction.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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