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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

NATIONAL LIABILITY & FIRE INSURANCE CIVIL ACTION
COMPANY

VERSUS CASENO. 16-15149
KRISTINA'S TRANSPORTATION, LLC , etal. SECTION: “G"(3)

ORDER AND REASONS

Before the Court is the Defendant Nicholasl8a (“Saale”) “Motion to Administratively
Close Case” requesting “that thisatter be stayed and admingdively closedby this Court
pending all parties obtaining finalJgments and/or settlementdliir underlyingndividual state
court tort casest’Also before the Court is Defendanhdéer Chauvin’s (“Chauvin”) “Motion for
Miscellaneous Relief,” which adopts the argumeetsforth in Saale’s ntimn to administratively
close the casgPlaintiff-in-Interpleader National Liakiy & Fire Insurance Company (“National
Liability”) opposes both motionsHaving reviewed the motions, the memoranda in support and
in opposition, the record, artkde applicable law, thedtirt will grant both motions.

I. Background

A. Factual Background
In the Amended Complaint, National Liabjl alleges that on Agust 28, 2016, a traffic

incident occurred on Interstate 10, involvirtge driver of a bus owned by Kiristina's
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Transportation, LLC (“Kristina’s”¥. National Liability states that provided insurance coverage
to Kristina’s through a commercialitomobile liability policy’. National Liability alleges that the
insurance policy provided a bibdinjury liability limit of $250,000.00 per person and $500,000.00
per accident and a property damage liability limit of $25,000.00 per ac€itiational Liability
contends that after thedident, 18 lawsuits werddd against Kristina’s obehalf of 59 claimants
and three decedent®ational Liability asserts that the polityssued to Kristina’s will not cover
all of the claims sserted under the poliéyTherefore, National Liabilitfiled the instant action to
settle the distribution of the policy funds among the multiple clainfants.
B. ProceduralBackground

On September 30, 2016, National Liability fladComplaint-in-Interpleader”, naming 52
defendants-claimant§.The case was initially assigned to Section “S” of this Cduiso on
September 30, 2016, National Liability filed a “Motion to Deposit Intergde Funds” requesting
that the Court allow it taleposit $525,000 into the Court refgy for dispersal among the
Interpleader Defendants.

On March 23, 2017, the Court allowed Nati Liability to dgposit $525,000 into the
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registry of the Court® Also on March 23, 2017, National Liattyliand Interpleader Defendants
Roderick Sherrod, Emiliano Acosta, Sulaman&hdarez-Rivas, Jenyfer Espinal Almendares,
David Jones, and Nicholas Saantered Joint Stipulatioh$The parties stipulated that “[t]he
monies to be deposited by Natibmaability under [the insuranceolicy] . . . shall be credited
against any judgment that later is entered ag#inistina’s Transportatiomand/or other person or
entity, if any, who mw qualify as an ‘insured’ [the policy[® The parties further stipulated that
“[t]his Court shall possess jurimtion over the funds National Lialiif has requested be deposited
into the registry of the Court, jurisdiction ovall other issues arising from the Accident are
specifically reserved'® On March 29, 2017, the Court stayadd administratively closed the
caset’

On August 30, 2017, the Court granted a motmnntervene filedoy Med-Trans Air
Transport, LLC (“Med-Trans”), allowing Meidirans to intervene to assert a statutory
lien/privilege due to the medical services thairdvided to Marcus Tat®ne of the Interpleader
defendants, on August 28, 20%f@On September 19, 2018, the Cayrdinted a motion to intervene
filed by Miguel A. Elias, APLC, allowing it to inteene to assert a claim for recovery of attorneys
fees it incurred while representing Interpleader Defendants Keyla Gonzalez, Kenia Gonzalez and

Mariela Baradale¥’
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On May 4, 2018, the Court reopened the casegaaated National Liabity leave to file
an amended complaint, naming 75 Interpleader Defenéa@a. October 4, 2018, National
Liability filed a motion for summary judgmeneeking judgment in its favor because it had
fulfilled its obligation under the insurance polioy depositing the policy limits into the registry
of this Court, had no further obligation under gwdicy for either defense or indemnity, and was
a disinterested stakeholder with no interesténuitimate outcome of the disposition of the fufids.
On December 19, 2018, the Court denied the médtiosummary judgmenftinding that National
Liability’s “unilatera deposit of the policy limit amount intbe court’s registry” did not terminate
National Liability’s duty to defend its insured, Kristin&*sThe Court reasoned that the insurance
policy stated that the “duty to defend or settldsewhen the Liability Coverage Limit of Insurance
has been exhaustéy payment of judgmenor settlementsand the deposit of the policy limit
into the Court’s registry was not made puanstto a settlement agreement or judgnignt.

On February 22, 2019, Judge Lemmon recusectliéram the caseand it was reallotted
to the undersigned Chief United States District Jidgen April 22, 2019, the Court granted a
motion to interveneilied by the Louisiana Workers Compsation Commission, allowing it to
intervene to assert a claim for recovery of vawgk compensation benefits paid to Interpleader
Defendants Nicholas Saale, William Beal, and Spencer Ch&uvin.

On June 26, 2019, Saale filed thMotion to Administatively Close Case” requesting “that
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this matter be stayed and administratively cldsgdhis Court pending lparties obtaining final
judgments and/or settlements in their unglag individual state court tort case.0n July 15,
2019, Chauvin filed the “Motion for MiscellaneoBRglief,” which adopts the arguments set forth
in Saale’s motion to administratively close the cds@n July 23, 2019, National Liability filed
an opposition to both motiors8.

Il. Parties’ Arguments

A. Saale’s Arguments in Support of the Motido Stay and Administratively Close Case

In the motion, Saale argues that multiple wrathgkeath and personal injury claims related
to the August 28, 2016 accideare pending in state codftSaale asserts that implicit in the March
23, 2017 Joint Stipulations ‘as the intent of thearties that this Cotiretain possession and
jurisdiction over thadisbursement of the funds until thedl outcome of thearious state court
lawsuits . . . had been resolved by settlement or judgn®Bgtause no judgments have been
entered in any of the state court cases, Saale atraté'any action in thisnatter should be stayed
and this matter should be administratively clopedding the outcome of the parties’ respective
state court actions’? Finally, Saale argues administrativelpsing the case will assist the Court

in its case management until such tiasethe State cases are resoffed.

26 Rec. Doc. 113.

27 Rec. Doc. 116.

28 Rec. Doc. 120.

2 Rec. Doc. 113-1 at 1.
301d. at 2.

311d. at 3.

32d.



B. Chauvin’s Arguments in Support of the Motion for Miscellaneous Relief

In the motion for miscellaneous relief, Chauwadopts the arguments set forth in Saale’s
motion to administratively close the c&se.
C. National Liability’s Argumens in Opposition to the Motions

In opposition, National Liability asserts that the clear purpose of the Joint Stipulations is
evident throughout the documéfitNational Liability asserts that there is no language in the Joint
Stipulations “that providethat this suit should be stayedadministrativelyclosed pending the
final outcome of any state court suétdsing out of the subject accidedt.” National Liability
argues that “the parties clearly expressed their intent in the Joint Stipulations, which did not include
a stipulation providing that this interpleader actitwdd be stayed or adnistratively closed
pending the final outcome of the state court sdftsIf Interpleader Defendants intended for the
case to be stayed and administratively closed pending the final outcome of the state court suits,
National Liability argues that &y should have included such atstment in clear and explicit
terms®’

National Liability argues that the Joint Stiptibns should be intpreted under Louisiana
contract law?® According to National Liability, “[tlheclear purpose and intent of the Joint

Stipulations . . . was to assubefendants-in-Interpleader that National Liability’s full Policy limits
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would be paid into the registof this Court and to provide amee within which the parties could
work together to find the mogair and efficient way to dispse National Liability’s Policy
funds.’®® If the case is stayed, Nationahbility argues that the very purpose for which it filed this
case—to bring into one court all claimsud a particular fund—would be defeatétBecause

the intent of the parties was not for the Court to administratively close this interpleader action until
the final outcome of the various state court sulistional Liability argues that this Court should
deny the motions and allow this interpleadction to move forward as schedutéd.

lll. Legal Standard

Pursuant to United States Sepre Court and Fifth Circuit predent, it is well settled that
a district court has the inherent power to “cohtine disposition of the causes on its docket with
economy of time and effort for itself, for counsel, and for litigaftsahd that this authority
includes the district coug’wide discretion to grant a stay in a pending métt¢Proper use of
this authority ‘calls for the exercise of judgnt, which must weiglcompeting interests and
maintain an even balanceé*On a motion to stay a proceeding, the moving party bears the burden
to show that a stay is warrant®dAs the Fifth Circuit has heldyhen “the interests of justice

seem[] to require such action,” a court may exserdis discretion to ay civil proceedings,
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postpone discovery, or impose protective orders and condifiofise Supreme Court has
instructed that a party requesting a stay “muskeraut a clear case of hardship or inequity in
being required to go forward if there is even a fair possibility that the stay would harm another
party.”’ Nonetheless, “these considerations arensels of moderation raththan limitations
upon power.*8
V. Analysis

Interpleader Defendants Saale and Chauvimertbe Court to stay and administratively
close this case pending all parties obtaining fu@dments and/or settieents in their underlying
individual state court tort cas&Sinterpleader Defendants assert that implicit in the March 23,
2017 Joint Stipulations “as the intent of the parties thttis Court reten possession and
jurisdiction over thadisbursement of the funds until thedl outcome of thearious state court
lawsuits . . . had been resolved by settlement or judgm&BEtause no judgments have been
entered in any of the state court cases, Interptdadfendants argue tHainy action in this matter
should be stayed and this matter should be midtratively closed perinlg the outcome of the

parties’ respective state court actiops.”

46 United States v. KordgB97 U.S. 1, 12 n.27 (197®ee alsdVlayo v. Tri-Bell Indus.787 F.2d 1007, 1012 (5th Cir.
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On March 23, 2017, the parties stipulated thational Liability would deposit the limits
of the insurance policy intthe registry of the CouPf The parties stipulated that “[t]his Court
shall possess jurisdiction over the funds Natidrnability has requestetie deposited into the
registry of the Court, jurisdiction over all othissues arising from the Accident are specifically
reserved.”® Furthermore, the partiesipulated that money depositatto the registry would “be
credited against any judgment that later is rat@gainst Kristina’s Binsportation and/or other
person or entity, if any, who may qualify as an ‘insured’ [the poligd/Pursuant to the Joint
Stipulations, Interpleader Defendants are &sjoined from enforcing any judgment rendered by
any state court, federal court thfe United States, or other triblirsagainst the proceeds of [the
insurance policy] in any forum other than the federal court presiding over this interpleader
action.’®®

The Joint Stipulations do not mention theedeing stayed and administratively closed
pending the final outcome of ttetate court suits. Nevertheke on March 29, 2017, the Court
stayed and administratively closed the case “[p]Jursuant to the Joint Stipul&tidihe case was
reopened on May 4, 2018, when the Court gchMational Liability’s motion to amend the
complaint to add additional Interpleader Defendahts.

Interpleader Defendants Saale and Chausequest that the sa be stayed and

administratively closed once again because fudgents and/or settlements still have not been
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entered in their underlying individual state court tort cases. In opposition, National Liability asserts
that there is no language in the ddtipulations “that pvides that this sughould be stayed or
administratively closed pending tfieal outcome of any state cowits arising out of the subject
accident.?® Regardless of whether the Joint Stipulatianthorized a stay, a district court always
has the inherent power to “conttbe disposition of the causes itmdocket with economy of time
and effort for itself, for counsel, and for litigan®8,and that this authority includes the district
court’s wide discretion to gnt a stay in a pending matfér. Accordingly, tle Court is not
persuaded by National Liability’s argument tteatstay is not warranted because it was not
explicitly authorized by the Joint Stipulations.

National Liability also argues that if the case is stayed, the very purpose for which it filed
this case—to bring into oredurt all claimants to a patilar fund—would be defeatél A
district court has broad powersan interpleader actiof?“An interpleader aton is designed to
protect a stakeholder . .from the possibility of mulfile claims upon a single funé®”
“[lnterpleader statutes and rulaee liberally construed to protabe stakeholder from the expense
of defending twice, as well as pwotect him from double liability®*

The United States Supreme Court’s rulingSirmte Farm Fire & Casualty Company v.

Tashire is instructive on the purpos# an interpleader actionléd by an insurance company
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against persons with unliquial tort claims against the insurance company’s insir€dshire
involved a collision between a Greyhound bus anttuck that killed and injured numerous
person$? The insurance carrier for the truck driver, State Farm, filed an interpleader action in the
United States District Court for the District of Oreddtpon motion of Stat&arm, the district

court issued an injunction prohiinig prospective claimants to thend from filing or prosecuting

any proceeding in any seabr federal court against State Fasmthe truck driver affecting the
property or obligation involveth the interpleader actidi.

On appeal, the Supreme Court determined that while statutory interpleader jurisdiction was
properly invoked, State Farm wast entitled “to an order boténjoining prosecution of suits
against it outside the confines of the interpleguteceeding and also extending such protection to
its insured, the alleged tortfeas8f. The Court reasoned that “an insurance company whose
maximum interest in the case cannot exceed $20,00@lamdh fact asserts that it has no interest
at all, should not be allowed to determine that dez#rort plaintiffs musbe compelled to press
their claims . . . in a single fomuof the insurance company’s choosirg).”

According to the Supreme Court, State Fanmisrest in the case was “the fulcrum of the
interpleader procedure,” and ‘it interest receives full vindication when the court restrains

claimants from seeking to entm against the insurance compamy judgment obtained against
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its insured, except in the imeader proceeding itself¥ The Court recognized that this view of
interpleader “means that it canrm@ used to solve all the vexipgoblems of multiparty litigation
arising out of mass tort,” and that interpleadeis never intended “to be an all-purpose ‘bill of
peace.”

Here, the parties have stipulated to the depagibe insurance fundsto the registry of
the Court to “be credited against any judgmémat later is entered against Kristina’'s
Transportation and/or other person or entifyany, who may qualify as an ‘insured’ [the
policy].””® Pursuant to the Joint Stipulations, Inteaaler Defendants are “enjoined from enforcing
any judgment rendered lany state court, federal court ofetiunited States, or other tribunal
against the proceeds of [the insurance policyarip forum other than the federal court presiding
over this interpleader actiori*’National Liability’s interest in the case is the fulcrum of this
interpleader procedure, and tltierest has received full vindication by the stipulation enjoining
claimants from seeking to enfer@gainst National Liability any judgment obtained against its
insured, except in this interpleader proceedmghe parties do not dispe that the underlying
state court cases remain pending. Any trial oveditision of the insurancinds that have been
deposited into the registry of the Court cannotbepleted until issues of liability and damages
are decided in the underlying state courtesasAccordingly, the @urt will stay and

administratively close the case. The Court will retain jurisdiction over this matter, and the case
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shall be restored to the Courtlecket upon motion of a party ifrcumstances changso that it
may proceed to final disposition.

V. Conclusion

As discussed above, although the Joint Stipulations do not explicitly authorize a stay, a
district court has wide discretidn grant a stay in a pending matt&he parties do not dispute
that the underlying statmurt cases remain pending. Any trader the division of the insurance
funds that have been deposited into the regdadtthe Court cannot be completed until issues of
liability and damages are decided in thaerlying state court cases. Accordingly,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendant NicholasSaale’s “Motion to
Administratively Close Casé” and Defendant Jennifer Chan\g “Motion for Miscellaneous
Relief"’® areGRANTED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this action is STAYED AND
ADMINISTRATIVELY CLOSED . The Court retains jurisdiction over this matter, and the case
shall be restored to the Courtlecket upon motion of a party ifrcumstances change, so that it
may proceed to final disposition.

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA, this16th day of September, 20109.

NANNETTE JZLIVETTE BROWN
CHIEF JUDGE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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