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WALSH, J.

This opinionis with respect to the notion for summary
judgnment filed by the Trust Adm ni strator of the AMC Li qui dati ng
Trust (Doc. # 781) seeking the disallowance of Claim No. 138.
Claim No. 138 was filed on January 29, 2001 by Thomas Abrans
(“Claimant”). For the reasons discussed below, the Court wl
grant the notion.

BACKGROUND

The Cl ai mant was enployed as a paral egal by Anmerican
Met r oComm Cor poration (“the Debtor”), but he was discharged on
July 27, 1998. He subsequently initiated a civil action for
danages in a Louisiana state court under the Louisiana Wistle-
Bl ower Act (LA Rev. Star. AWN. 8 23:967 (2003)). The conpl ai nt
was filed in the Civil District Court for the Parish of Orl eans,
Division “B”, bearing Case No. 98-19333. The Debtor and the
Cl ai nant eventually reached a resolution of the dispute and
agreed to enter into a settlenment agreenent that required the
Debtor to pay Cl ai mant $7,000 -- $5, 669 of which was to be paid
to the Claimant and $1,331 of which was to be paid to the
Cl ai mant’ s attorney. The settlenment agreenent also obligated

the Claimant to dism ss the Louisiana civil action.?

1 The settlenent agreenent read in relevant part:

2. I n exchange for the aforenenti oned nonetary
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On January 14, 2000 the Claimnt executed the

settl ement agreenent. The paynment of $5,669 was inmediately

wire transferred to the Claimnt and a check was issued to his

attorney for $1,331. As provided wunder the settlenent

agreenent, in consideration for recei pt of paynent, the Cl ai mant

was obligated to dism ss the Louisiana state court action, but

the Claimant failed to execute a stipulation to dism ss the
case.

The Debtor filed a voluntary petition for relief under

chapter 11 of title 11 of the United States Code, 11 U.S.C. 88§

101 et. seq., in this Court on August 16, 2000. Subsequently,

in the Loui siana state court action, the Debtor filed a notion

to enforce the settlenment agreenent. A hearing in the notion
consideration . . . Abrans hereby and forever
rel eases and di scharges AMC . . . from any and

all clains relating to his enploynment and the
endi ng t hereof.

3. In further exchange for the consideration
recited in this Release, Abranms further
desires to dism ss and hereby agrees to
dismss the lawsuit . . . currently pending

4. In further exchange for consideration and
as a material consideration for this Rel ease,
Abrans further agrees to either withdraw his
lawsuit . . . and/or to file with AMC and
Reliance a joint notion to seal the record in
the captioned matter

See Doc. # 782, Exhibit K



4
was held on Septenber 8, 2000 and on Septenmber 11, 2000 the

Loui siana state court judge signed an order which enforced the
settl enment agreenent and dism ssed the Claimant’s claim with
prejudice. So far as the record before ne shows, the Septenber
11, 2000 order becane a final order

I n the bankruptcy case, this Court set a January 31,
2001 clains bar date and on January 23, 2001 the Claimnt fil ed
a proof of claimfor $100,000. No docunentation is attached to
t he proof of claimand the proof of claimcontains conflicting
statenmenets and i s otherw se confusing. Nevertheless, the proof
of claim asserts that it is for enploynment conpensation from
1998 to the present and it references “settlenment of
litigation,” referring to the civil action nunber (No. 98-19333)
of the Louisiana state court case and states that the claimis
based on a court judgnent of Septenber 8, 2000. (Doc. #782,
Exhi bit A).

DI SCUSSI ON

Pursuant to Rule 7056 of the Federal Rules of
Bankruptcy Procedure, Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of Civi
Procedure, applies to contested matters in a bankruptcy

proceedi ng.? Rule 56(c) states that “[t] he judgnment sought shall

> Rule 7056 states “Rule 56 F.R. Civ. P. applies in
adversary proceedings.” Fed. R Bankr. P. 7056.
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be rendered forthwith if the pleadings . . . show that there is
no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the noving
party is entitled to a judgnent as a matter of law.” Fed. R
Civ. P. 56(c). The court nmust view the facts in the |ight nost

favorable to the nonnoving party. See Celotex Corp. v. Catrett,

477 U.S. 317, 321 (1986); Bartnicki v. Vopper, 200 F.3d 109, 114

(3d Cir. 1999).

In this case, there is no dispute that the settl enment
agreenment was signed and that the agreed upon anmount was paid,
nor is there a factual issue as to the content of the agreenent.
The only issue that remains is whether that agreement has a

bi nding effect on the later filed proof of claim

The Trust Adm ni strator argues that the proof of claim

is barred by the res judicata effect of the settlenent

agreenent. Res judicata is a procedural issue, therefore,

federal law wll be applied.?3 Household 1Int’l 1Inc. V.

3 1t should be noted that in the Trust Adnministrator’s
nmotion he applied Louisiana |law to the issue of res judicata.
This | aw was presunmably applied because the original case, on
whi ch the settlenent was based, was filed in Louisiana and the
Cl ai mant was enpl oyed by the Debtor in that state. Regardless
of whether state or federal law is applied, the outcone is the
sanme. Louisiana law, with respect to res judicata, states in
rel evant part:

Except as otherw se provided by law, a valid and
final judgnment is conclusive between the sane
parties . . . to the follow ng extent
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Westchester Fire Ins. Co., No. ClV.A 02-1601 JJF, CIV.A -2-1328

JJF, 2003 W 22351270, at *2 n.6 (D. Del. Cct. 8, 2003) (citing

In re Kaplan, 143 F.3d 807, 814-15 (3d Cir. 1998)) (“[F]ederal

lawwi || govern the res judicata i ssues because cl ai mprecl usion

is a procedural matter.”).

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals, in United States

v. Athlone Industries, Inc., set forth the requirenents for the

application of res judicata. 746 F.2d 977, 983 (3d Cir. 1984).

The doctrine “requires a showing . . . that there has been (1)
a final judgnment on the nmerits in a prior suit involving (2) the
sanme parties or their privies and (3) a subsequent suit based on
t he same causes of action.” 1d. In applying these factors, the
Third Circuit Court of Appeals has also found that a settl enment
agreenent would constitute a final judgment on the nerits.

Weber v. Henderson, No. 01-1049, 2002 W. 538508, at *2 (3d Cir.

March 18, 2002) (“For purposes of res judicata, final judgnent
on the merits occurred when the District Court approved

settl enment and di sm ssed the case.”); see also Rein v. Providian

Fin. Corp., 270 F.3d 895, 903 (9th Gir. 2001) (“A judicially

(3) A judgnment in favor of either the plaintiff or
t he defendant is conclusive, in any subsequent
action between them wi th respect to any issue
actually litigated and determned if its
determ nati on was essential to that judgnment.

LA Rev. Stat. A, 8 13:4231 (2002).
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approved settl enent agreenment is considered a final judgnent on

the merits.” (citations omtted)); Guiles v. Metro. Life Ins.

Co., No. CIV.A 00-5029, 2001 W 1454041, at *1 (Nov. 13, 2001)
(“A judgnent entered with prejudice pursuant to a settlenment is
a final judgnment on the nerits for the purposes of res

judicata.”).

Applying the res judicata elenents to the matter before

me, it is clear that the proof of claimfiled by the Claimant is
barred by the settlenment agreenent which was approved by the
Loui siana state court. First, as noted above, a settlenent
approved by a court constitutes a final judgment for the

pur poses of res judicata. The agreenent was signed, the

Cl ai mant received the funds under the settlenment and it was
enforced by the Louisiana state court. Secondly, the Clai mant
and the Debtor were both parties to the settlenment agreenment.
The Claimant is a party to this proceeding since he filed the
proof of claimand the Trust Adm nistrator is in privity with
the Debtor. Finally, the settlenment was based on the Cl aimant’s
state court action for danmages relating to his enploynent
term nation and the proof of claim was filed to recover for
unpai d conpensation resulting from the enploynment termn nation.
| ndeed, the proof of <claim references the settlenent and

identifies the litigation by specific reference to the civi



8
action nunber of the dispute in the Louisiana state court.

Therefore, the instant action is barred by clai mpreclusion and

the summary judgnment wll be granted on that basis.
CONCLUSI ON
For t he reasons set forth above, t he Tr ust

Adm ni strator’s notion for summary judgnment is granted and Cl ai m

No. 138 is disall owed.
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ORDER

For the reasons set forth in the Court’s Menorandum
Opinion of this date, the Trust Admnistrator’s notion for
sunmary judgnment with respect to ClaimNo. 138 (Doc. # 781), is

GRANTED and the claimis disall owed.
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Uni t ed St at es Bankruptcy Judge
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