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GREMILLION, Judge.

This court issued a rule ordering Plaintiffs/Appellants, Danny Castille and
Dawn Castille, to show cause, by brief only, why their appeal should not be
dismissed for having been taken from a judgment lacking proper decretal language.
See Thomas v. Lafayette Parish Sch. System, 13-91 (La.App. 3 Cir. 3/6/13), 128
So0.3d 1055. Plaintiffs’ attorney timely filed a brief alleging that the judgment at
issue meets the requirements of Thomas. In the alternative, Plaintiffs’ attorney
requests that this court either convert the appeal to an application for supervisory
writs or remand the matter to the trial court to issue a judgment containing proper
decretal language. For the reasons assigned, we dismiss the instant appeal and
remand this matter to the trial court for further proceedings in accordance with this
court’s ruling. See Poncho v. Fontenot, 14-902 (La.App. 3 Cir. 9/24/14),
S0.3d ___, and Fortenberry v. Continental Cas. Co., 14-953 (La.App. 3 Cir.
10/15/14), _ So0.3d __.

This case arises out of an automobile accident which occurred on September
24, 2011. Defendant/Appellee, Certain Underwriters at Lloyds, London (Certain
Underwriters), is the underinsured motorist insurance carrier for Plaintiffs. Certain
Underwriters filed a motion for summary judgment on the ground that its “bobtail
insurance policy does not provide coverage” for the Plaintiffs’ claims since “[t]he
alleged damages suffered by the plaintiffs were the result of losses from the
plaintiff’s operation of a vehicle that was attached to a trailer.” Following a
hearing on June 9, 2014, the trial court granted Certain Underwriters’ motion.

On June 19, 2014, the trial court signed a judgment which stated, in
pertinent part:

After considering the pleadings, evidence and argument of
counsel, it is hereby ordered that the Motion for Summary Judgment



filed by Defendant, Certain Underwriters, is hereby GRANTED.
Each party will bear its own costs with respect to this Motion.

In Thomas, 128 So0.3d at 1056, this court stated:

“[a] valid judgment must be precise, definite, and certain. A final

appealable judgment must contain decretal language, and it must

name the party in favor of whom the ruling is ordered, the party

against whom the ruling is ordered, and the relief that is granted or

denied.” State v. White, 05-718 (La.App. 3 Cir. 2/1/06), 921 So.2d

1144, 1146.  Moreover, a judgment cannot require reference to

extrinsic documents or pleadings in order to discern the court’s ruling.

Vanderbrook v. Coachmen Industries, Inc., 2001-809 (La.App. 1 Cir.

5/10/02), 818 So.2d 906.
Clearly, the judgment at issue herein does not meet these requirements as it does
not state the relief granted. Plaintiffs’ attorney alleges that “[t]he judgment
dismisses all of the plaintiffs’ claims against the defendant.”” We do not agree.
The judgment merely states that the motion for summary is judgment is granted.
Reference to other pleadings would be required to ascertain what relief was
requested in the motion for summary judgment.

The judgment dated June 19, 2014, is ambiguous and lacks proper decretal
language. Therefore, we dismiss the instant appeal and remand the matter to the
trial court for further proceedings in accordance with this opinion.

APPEAL DISMISSED AND REMANDED.
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