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PER CURIAM

This Court’s jurisdiction to consider an interlocutory appeal of an order denying a plea to the
jurisdiction is limited by statute to cases in which the justices of the court of appeals “disagree on
a question of law material to the decision” or in which the court of appeals’ opinion conflicts with
a prior decision of this Court or of another Texas court of appeals.

TEX . GOV ’T CODE

§§ 22.001(a)(1)–(2), 22.225(c). In this case, no dissenting opinion was filed in the court of appeals,
151 S.W.3d 291 (Tex. App.—Dallas 2004), and after reviewing the parties’ briefs and the relevant
authorities, we do not find that a conflict exists with another state court opinion. Dallas County
argues that the court of appeals’ decision conflicts with Robertson v. Wegmann, 436 U.S. 584 (1978),
and Moor v. County of Alameda, 411 U.S. 693, 703 (1973), and though the Legislature’s narrow

grant of jurisdiction does not extend to reviewing interlocutory appeals that may conflict with
decisions of the United States Supreme Court, Dallas County argues that we may consider Robertson
and Moor in determining our conflicts jurisdiction, citing Eichelberger v. Eichelberger, 582 S.W.2d
392, 397 (Tex. 1979) (holding that, in an appeal from a final judgment, this Court has jurisdiction
to review a decision of the court of appeals that conflicts with a decision of the United States
Supreme Court). Even if Dallas County’s argument is correct, we find no conflict with the cases
cited sufficient to invoke this Court’s jurisdiction. Without jurisdiction to review this decision
before final judgment, we must withdraw the order granting the petition for review as improvidently
granted and dismiss the petition for want of jurisdiction. See TEX . R. APP . P. 56.1.
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