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WRIT DENIED 

  
 In this pro se writ application, defendants/relators, Robbin Y. Miller and Ian 

Miller, Sr., challenge multiple trial court rulings dating back to January 2026.  This 

writ application is procedurally deficient as to all the rulings to which relator refers. 

 First, relators claim the trial court erred in denying their exception of 

insufficiency of service of process.  Relator filed a notice of intent to seek review of 

that January 6, 2026 ruling.1  On January 14, 2026, the trial court set the return date 

as “no later than 30 days from the date of this order.”  Thus, relators had until 

February 13, 2026 to file a writ application regarding the denial of their exception 

of insufficiency of service of process.  They did not file a motion for extension of 

the return date and did not file this writ application until April 17, 2026.  Thus, 

 
1 The trial court rendered the written judgment for this ruling on February 4, 2026. 
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relators’ attempt to seek review of the January 6, 2026 ruling in this writ application 

is untimely. 

 Second, relators claim the trial court’s January 5, 2026 ex parte order 

substituting counsel of record for plaintiff, Onpath Federal Credit Union, is void for 

want of authority.  Relators did not file a notice of intent regarding this order, and 

more than 30 days have passed since it was rendered.  Thus, relators are precluded 

from seeking review of this order.  La. U.R.C.A., Rules 4-2 and 4-3. 

Third, relators also assert that the trial court improperly rendered certain 

orders after the trial court issued a January 14, 2026 stay order, which stayed 

proceedings in this lawsuit pending resolution of the writ application.  Pursuant to 

the stay order, proceedings were stayed pending resolution of the writ application on 

the January 6, 2026 judgment denying their exception of insufficiency of service of 

process.  Relators, however, never filed this writ application, and the deadline for 

filing it has passed.  In addition, relators did not timely file a notice of intent 

regarding these other rulings.  Further, the rulings relators refer to are dated January 

28 and 30, 2026, and February 4, 2026.  More than 30 days have passed since these 

rulings were rendered.  Relators are therefore precluded from seeking review of 

these rulings.  La. U.R.C.A., Rules 4-2 and 4-3. 

Fourth, relators assert the trial court never set a return date because according 

to La. U.R.C.A., Rule 4-3, the trial court shall set an explicit return date.  This, 

however, does not entitle relators to an unlimited deadline to file their writ 

application.  Under La. U.R.C.A., Rule 4-3, relators have 30 days from the date of 

the ruling to file their writ application unless they timely file a motion for extension, 

which they did not. 

Fifth, relators assert the April 15, 2026 rule to show cause granting the motion 

to lift stay, dismiss writ application, and reset trial “was entered in violation of the 

stay and is void.”  Contrary to relators’ assertion, the April 15, 2026 order did not 



 

 

grant this motion, it merely set the motion for hearing on June 16, 2026.  Considering 

the circumstances present here, it was permissible for the trial court to set this motion 

for hearing.  In addition, relators also did not file a notice of intent regarding this 

April 15, 2026 order. 

Finally, relators assert that the court in this case does not have personal 

jurisdiction over defendants.  Relators do not present pleadings or a judgment 

reflecting the trial court has considered this issue.  To the extent relators assert an 

exception of personal jurisdiction with this court, this court is not a court of first 

impression and may only review matters first presented to the trial court for ruling.  

La. U.R.C.A., Rule 1-3.  Because relator has not shown that this particular exception 

has been filed with and ruled upon by the trial court, we cannot consider this issue. 

Considering the foregoing, relators have not shown they are entitled to any 

relief.  We therefore deny this writ application. 

Gretna, Louisiana, this 1st day of May, 2026. 
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