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Befoi'e the Court is Relator Tina Haight’s Motion to Enforce Settlement Agreement, for

Injunctive Relief in Connection with State Court Litigation, for Attorneys’ Fees and for Expedited

Consideration (“Motion to Enforce”) [ECF No. 317] and Motion and Brief to Enjoin, Vacate؛

and/or Stay Certain State Court Orders, for Attorneys’ Fees, and for Expedited Consideration

(“Motion to Vacate”) [ECF No. 334]. Having reviewed and considered the Motions, the

subsequent briefing, and all appendices in support of the parties’ filings, the Court DENIES the

M o t i o n s .

B A C K G R O U N D

A . T h e F e d e r a l C a s e

On July 6, 2016, Relator brought suit against, among others, RRSA (Commercial

Division), EEC, Roofing &Restoration Services of America, EEC, RRSA Commercial Roofing,

Inc., Haight Construction Management Services, Inc., Corey s. Sanchez, Jon R. Seymore, Jennifer

N. Seymore, and Ronald Scott Nichols (collectively, “Defendants”) pursuant to the False Claims

Act, 31 U.S.C. §3729, et seq. See Compl. (ECF No. 2]. Relator contended that Defendants devised

afraudulent scheme to obtain Government subcontracting opportunities that are reserved for

eligible small business under the Small Business Act. First Am. Compl. [ECF No. 104] ธ1-4. In

2021, Defendants moved to dismiss Relator’s First Amended Complaint, arguing both that Relator
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did not have standing to pursue her claims because sire signed asettlement agreement containing

aI'elease of claims and that Relator failed to state aclaim. Defs.’ Mot. to Dismiss First Am. Compl.

[ECF No. 115] 1-3, 10. The Court denied the motion. The Court found that “it would be contrary

to well-established public policy to enforce the Release for tire purpose of barring Relator’s qui

tam claims” and rejected Defendants’ argument that Relator failed to state aclaim. Mem. Op. &

OrderfECFNo. 149]11,16.

Before the Coui't ruled on Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss, Defeirdants’ counsel sent

Relator’s counsel aletter titled “Indemnification Notice and Demaird.” PI.-Relator Tina Haight’s

App. in Supp. of Relator’s Mot. to Enforce (“Relator’s App.”) [ECF No. 318] 2-4. The subject line

of the letter indicated that it was sent in connection with the federal False Claims Act case. See id.

at 2. Citing aPurchase Agreement and the parties’ June 6, 2014, Settlement and Mutual Release

Agreement (“2014 Settlement Agreement”), counsel stated that “Relator agreed to indemnify and

hold harmless ... Sanchez ... against any Adverse Consequences arising out of, or relating to, the

breach of any covenant or obligation made by the Relator.” Id. at 3. Counsel sought $1,009,800.61

in legal fees and costs that Defendairts had “incuned in defending against Relator’s claims in the

qui tam action, as well as her claims filed in the State Court actions.” Id. at 4. Relator did not

acquiesce to this demand.

After extensive litigation, the parties notified the Court tlrat they had entered into abinding

Settlement Term Sheet on April 8, 2022. Notice of Settlement and Joint Mot. to Stay [ECF

No. 257]. The settlement was repeatedfy delayed, but the parties ultimately executed aSettlement

Agreement with an effective date of November 28, 2022 (“Federal Settlement Agreement”).

Relator’s App. 6-24.
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в . The State Case

Long before the parties settled tills matter, on July 22, 2021, the 40th Judicial District

Court, Ellis County, issued aruling in aseparate case involving Relatoi' as one of the plaintiffs and

Sanchez as one of the defendants. See App. in Supp. of Defs.’ ٥ρρ’η to Relator Tina Haight’s Mot.

to Enforce (“Defs.’ App.”) ؛ECF No. 321] 1-2. The state court’s order granted in part Sanchez’s

partial motion for summaty judgment, in which Sanchez argued that Relator breached the

2014 Settlement Agreement. See id. at 2-3. In the 2014 Settlement Agreement, Relator agreed not

to institute any lawsuit “arising out of or related to” the matters released in the agreement. Id. at

3-4. The state court ruled that Relator had breached the 2014 Settlement Agreement and that

Sanchez “shall be entitled to an award of damages, in the form of reasonable and necessary

attorneys’ fees and litigation-related costs,... against ؛Relator]... in an amount to be determined

at trial.” fif. at 2.

Less than two months after the effective date of the Federal Settlement Agreement in the

instant action, Corey Sanchez filed aMotion to Order Deposit of Funds into the Registry of the

Court (“Sanchez Motion”) in the state court case. See Relator’s App. 53. In the Sanchez Motion,

Sanchez noted the state court’s order awarding him attorney’s fees. Id. at 56. Sanchez asked the

state court to order Relator to deposit tire payment she was to receive under the Federal Settlement

Agreement in the instant action into the registty of the state court to guarantee that she would be

able to pay any amount ultimately awarded to Sanchez. Id. at 53. In support of Iris request, Sanchez

cited evidence of Relator’s purported “lack of trustworthiness,” including this Court’s now-

wi thdrawn Order to Show Cause. Id . a t 54-55.

On February 21, 2023, the state court issued an order vacating and setting aside orders

awarding specific amounts of attorney’s fees to various defendants in the state court action؛

including Sanchez, and stating that the amount of attorney’s fees to be awarded to each defendant

3
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would be decided by ajury (“Trial Order"). App. in Supp. of Relator’s Mot. to Vacate [EOF

No. 335] 2-6. The court set the case for jury trial on July 17, 2023. Id. at 6. On the sanre day, the

state court entered an order granting in part the Sanchez Motion (“Deposit Order”). Id. at 24-27.

Relator moved to vacate the Deposit Order, and the state court granted that motion on March 24,

2023. See Order to Vacate Prior Order to Deposit Funds into the Ct. Registry (EOF No. 346-1].

The state court reaffirmed that the case was set for jury trial on July 17, 2023. Id. at 2.

The Motions to Enjorce and Vacate

In response to the Sanchez Motion, Relator filed the Motion to Enforce. She argues that

Sanchez breached the Federal Settlement Agreement in multiple ways. Because of these alleged

breaches. Relator asks the Court to enforce the Federal Settlement Agreement. Relator also

requests that the Court issue an injunction requiring Sanchez to withdraw the Sanchez Motion,

preventing other Defendants from filing similar motions, and preventing the state court from

determining the Sanchez Motion. After the state court issued the Trial and Deposit Orders, Relator

filed the Motion to Vacate. The Motion to Vacate is largely duplicative of the Motion to Enforce,

but it is directed at tire Trial and Deposit Orders, rather than the Sanchez Motion. The only

additional relief sought by Relator in the Motion to Vacate is arequest that the Court enjoin and/or

vacate “the Trial Order as to Defe,ndant Sanchez’s claim for attorneys’ fees”) and the Deposit

Order. Mot. to Vacate 7. Iir both Motions, Relator also seeks the attorney’s fees and costs she

incuned in connection witlr filing the Motions. Defendants oppose all of Relator’s requested relief

and seek their attorney’s fees and costs incurred in connection with responding to the Motions.

'Relator states that the Trial Order is “unclear” as to whetlrer it also sets any claim by Defendants Jon and
Jenny Seymore for trial. Mot. to Vacate 4η.4. Although it appears to the Court that the Trial Order does
not apply to these Defendants, tire Court’s analysis below would apply with equal force to Relator’s request
to enjoin tire Trial Order as to Defendairts Jon and Jenny Seymore.

4
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In light of developments in the state court case after Relator filed the Motions, Relator

concedes tlrat the certain injunctions requested in the Motion to Enforce and the portion of the

Motion to Vacate directed at the Deposit Drder are now moot, but she contends that other aspects

of the Motions remain pending. The Court now turns to those issues.

I I , L E G A L S T A N D A R D

[A] district court has inherent power to ...enforce settlement agreements reached by the

parties.” Bell V. Schexnayder, 36 F.3d 447, 449 (5th Cir. 1994) (citation omitted). The decision to

enforce asettlement agreement is committed to the court’s discretion. See Deville V. United States

ex rel. Dep’tof Veterans Affs., 202 F. Αρρ’χ 761, 762 (5th Cir. 2006) (citing Bell, 36 F.3d at 450).

In determining amotion to enforce, “[t]he court may decide ‘whether and under what terms’ to

enforce the settlement,” Vikas WSP, Ltd. V. Econ. Mud Prods. Co., 23 F.4th 442, 452 (5th Cir.

2022) (quoting Wise V. Wilkie, 955 F.3d 430, 436 (5th Cir. 2020)), and may “rule that [a party]

breached the settlement,” id.

A N A L Y S I SI I I .

Acourt cannot “enforce asettlement without deciding whether and how it has been

breached.” Id. at 452. Therefore, the Court will first analyze tire breaches alleged by Relator and

then determine whether any of the alleged breaches require the Court to enforce the Federal

Settlement Agreement. The Court will their turn to Relator’s various requests for injunctive relief.

Finally, the Court will consider the parties’ respective requests for awards of attorney’s fees and

c o s t s .

Motion to EnjorceA .

Relator argues that Sanchez breached the Federal Settlement Agreement in five ways:

(1) by using the Order to Show Cause as evidence of wrongful conduct; (2) by seeking indemnity

5
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directly or indirectly from Relator23) ؛) by preventing Relator from receiving the settlement funds

within the time period contemplated by the Federal Settlement Agreement4) ؛) by rendering

performance of the settlement paymeirt obligations and dismissal of this case impossible؛ and

(5) by seeking to have the state court, ratlrer than this Court, resolve adispute relating to the

set t lement funds. See Mot. to Enforce 5-6.

Using the Show Cause Order as Evidence

Paragraph 16 of the Federal Settlement Agreement provides that “؛n]o evidence from this

Qui Tam Action shall be used against Relator in any other case that is pending or yet to be filed to

obtain compensation from Relator." Relatoi"s App. 16. According to Relator, Sanchez breached

this provision when he submitted tlie Court’s Order to Show Cause in connection with the Sanchez

Motion. Ehe Court agrees.

Evidence” is defined as “؛s]omething ...that tends to prove or disprove the existence of

an alleged fact.” Evidence, Black’s Law Dictionary (1 Ith ed. 2019). Coirtrary to Defendants'

argument, nothing in this definition precludes afinding that “a public docket entry” may constitute

evidence if it is used to prove or disprove an allegation. Defs.’ Ορρ’η to Relator’s Mot. to Enforce

(“Resp.”) [ECF No. 320] 4. Sanchez submitted the Order to Show Cause to the state court to try

to prove “that [Relator] will likely quickly deplete any funds to which she gains access, regardless

of whether it would impair her ability to pay her debts”; thus, he used it as evidence. Relator’s

App. 54. Further, the Court disagrees with Defendants’ argument that “Sanchez is not using the

Court’s Order to Show Cause to ‘obtain compensation ftom Relator؛ bu t ra the r to demons t ra te

2This argument appears to liave evolved over tlie course of Relator’s briefing into two intenelated
arguments: (l)that Sancliez improperly seeks indemnification; and (2) tliat Sancliez released his state court
claims for attorney’s fees in tlie Federal Settlement Agreement. See, e.g.. Relator’s Reply in Supp. of Mot.
to Vacate [ECF No. 344] 3(“[T]he lieart of tire issue is tlrat Defendant Sanclrez expressly released his
attorney’s fees claims in Cause No. 94402 ...uirder Paragraph 16 of tire Settlement Agreement.”). The
Court considers botlr arguments together.

6
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Relator’s pattern of behavior to secure the state courtjudgment. Resp. 4-5. The goal of the Sanchez

Motion was to require Relator to deposit her settlement payment into the registry of the state could

so that Relator could pay “the damages that she will owe to Sanchez pursuant to the Court’s Order.'

Relator’s App. 54. In other words, Sanchez asked the state court to exert control over Relator’s

funds so that Relator would compensate Sanchez for his losses. Therefore, the Court concludes

that Sanchez breached the Federal Settlement Agreement when he submitted the Order to Show

Cause as evidence in connection with the state court case.

However, because this breach has already been adequately rectified, the Court sees no need

to enforce the relevant provision of the Federal Settlement Agreement. Sanchez filed aSupplement

to Motion to Order Deposit of Funds into the Registry of tlie Court on March 6, 2023, in which he

not i fied the s ta te cou r t t ha t t h i s Cour t had w i thd rawn and te rm ina ted the Orde r to Show Cause .

App. in Supp. of Deft.’ Suppl. Briefing in Ορρ’η to Relator’s Mot. to Vacate ؛ECF No. 3424-3 ذ.

The Court concludes that this action provided adequate redress and that Relator is entitled to no

further relief with respect to this breach.

Release of Attorney's Fees and Prohibition on Seeking Indemnity11

Relator next argues that Sanchez violated the Federal Settlement Agreement by pursuing

his demand for attol'ney’s fees and costs in the state court case and by seeking indemnity from

Relator. These arguments are premised on Paragraph 16 of the Federal Settlement Agreement^

wh ich s ta tes :

The RRSA Defendants and their attorneys, agents, and assigns fully and finally
release Relator tfom any claims and counter-claims (including attorneys’ fees,
costs, and expenses of every kind and however denominated) that the RRSA
Defendants have asserted, could have asserted, or may assert in the filture against
the Relator related to the Qui Tam Action and the Relator’s investigation, fifing,
and prosecution thereof... .RRSA Defendants represent and warrant that they will
not seek indemnity from Relator or any other person, directly or indirectly, for any
costs, attorneys’ fees, or settlement payments related to this Qui Tam Action or this
Agreement. RRSA Defendants acknowledge that they have sued and/or asserted

7

Case 3:16-cv-01975-S   Document 349   Filed 05/04/23    Page 7 of 19   PageID 7296



claims or counter-claims against Relator in one or more of the following cases
pending in the 40،h Judicial District, Ellis County Texas (the “State Cases”):

1 - C a u s e N o . 9 1 0 5 8
2 - C a u s e N o . 9 4 4 0 2
3 - C a u s e N o . 1 4 - E - 2 0 9 4 - 1 5 C V 1
4 - C a u s e N o . 1 6 - C - 3 2 0 6
5 - C a u s e N o . 1 4 - E - 2 0 9 4 - 1 8 C V 1
6 _ C a u s e N o . 1 4 - E - 2 0 9 4 - 1 8 C V 2

The RRSA Defendants expressly relinquish and waive any prior claim for direct or
indirect indemnity for any costs, attorneys’ fees, or settlement payments related to
this Qui Tam Action, whether made in this Qui Tam Action, or the State Cases.

Relator’s App. 16-17.

The Court applies federal common law to interpret the Federal Settlement Agreement. See

UnitedStates V. Seckinger, 397 U.S. 203,209-10 (1970) (holding that federal common law governs

contracts entered into by the United States). Courts accord the terms of an unambiguous contract

their plain meaning. Reliant Energy Servs., Inc. V. Enron Can. Corp., 349 F.3d 816, 822 (5th Cir.

2003) (citation omitted). “A contract is ambiguous only if its meaning is susceptible to multiple

interpretations. The mere fact that the parties may disagree on the meaning of acontractual

provision is not enough to constitute ambiguity.” Id. at 821-22. When interpreting acontract؛

courts must give effect to the parties’ intent. Id. at 822 (citation omitted). To ascertain that intent.

courts “look to the plain language of the contract, its commercial context, and its purposes.” Id.

The Court agrees with the parties that tlie Federal Settlement Agreement is unambiguous.

The Court will review the plain meaning of each relevant portion of Paragraph 16 and then considei'

the paragraph’s meaning as awhole.3 First, the parties agreed that Defendants “release Relator

ftom any claims and counter-claims (including attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses of every kind

and Irowever denominated) that. ..Defendants have asserted, could have asseifed, or may assert

3The Coart omits the sentence of Paragraph 16 prollibiting tire ase of evidence ttom this case, as tlrat issae
Iras already been addressed above.
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in the future against the Relator related to the Qui Tam Action and the Relator’s investigation.

filing, and prosecution thereof” Relator’s App. 16. Relator argues that “the claim for recoupment

of att0mey[’]s fees and costs for breaches of the 2014 Mutual Settl[e]ment and Release ...were

clearly claims Sanchez ‘could have asserted’ in this case.” Relator’s Suppl. Br. in Supp. of Mot.

to Enforce ؛ECF No. 331] 13. Similarly, Relator contends that the Indemnification Notice and

Demand “was aclaim [Sanchez] ‘could have asserted’ in this case because that same document

was the basis of... Sanchez’s contempomeous Motion to Dismiss.” Id. at 13-14. Relator also

argues that the state court case and this case are related to each other because the cases involve the

same parties, involve “wrongfiil conduct concerning ... tire business relationships of RRSA,” and

‘interpose the [2014 Settlement Agreement] as requested relief for Defendants,” id. at 12, and

because Defendants have filed documents fronr the state court case in this case, id. at 14.

Relator’s arguments ignore the plain meaning of the Federal Settlement Agreement. Ehe

release contained in the first sentence of Paragraph 16 applies to claims and counterclainrs that

bo tir: (!) were asserted, could have been asserted, or may be asserted and (2) are related to this

case or the investigation, filing, and prosecution thereof

As to the first I'equirement, Relator argues that Sanchez asserted or could have asserted his

claim for costs and attorney’s fees in tlris case. Ehe Court disagrees. Sanchez did not bring and

could not have brought acounterclaim in this Court based on Relator breaching the

2014 Settlement Agreement by filing tire state court case. And Sanchez is only entitled to the costs

and attorney’s fees that he seeks in that case because the state court awarded them as aresult of

his successful partial summary judgment motion. Ehe jury impaneled in the state court—not this

Court-will determine the amount of the award at trial. Ehis Court has no jurisdiction over

Sanchez’s counterclaim and could not award costs and attorney’s fees based on that counterclaim.

9
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Relator’s contention that Sanclrez could have asserted his claiiu for attorney’s fees in this case

because he cited the 2014 Settlement Agreement in his Motion to Dismiss does not change this

outcome. Merely citing the same document in support of arequest for damages in state court and

amotion in federal court does not mean tire former claim was (or could have been) asserted in

federal court. As such, the Court disagrees with Relator that Sanchez asserted or could have

4asserted his damages claim in this case.

As to the second requirenrent, Sanchez’s state court claim for attorney’s fees in connection

with his counterclaiiu for breach of contract is not related to this case or the investigation, filing.

and prosecution of this case. As Relator herself argues, “the phrase ‘related to this Qui Tam

Action ...’ refers to something connected in some way or having arelationship to this lawsuit.'

Id. at 12. Put simply then. Defendants agreed to release actual and potential claims and

counterclaims connected in solue way or having arelationship to this False Claims Act case and

Relator’s investigation, filing, and prosecution thereof. The attorney’s fees Sanchez seeks in the

state court case are not connected or related to this lawsuit. In the state court case, Sanchez argued

that he was entitled to partial summary judgment on his breach of contract counterclaim because

Relator breached the promise she made in the 2014 Settlement Agreement not to sue him. See

Defe.’ App. 3. The court agreed and awarded Sanchez attorney’s fees and costs in an amount to be

determined at trial. Id. at 2. Neither Sanchez’s counterclaim for breach of contract nor his attempt

to secure the damages awarded to him for prevailing on that counterclaim are related to this False

Claims Act lawsuit, in which Relator accused Defendants of devising afraudulent scheme to

illegitimately obtain Government subcontracting opportunities. The fact that Defendants also

4 The Court notes tlrat tire Settlement Agreement does not specify that claims must have been asserted or
could potentially be asserted in this case. However, for the sake of thoroughness, the Court addresses these
arguments because tlrey were made by Relator.

10
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moved to dismiss the instant action based on the releases in the 2014 Settlement Agreement؛

without more, does not establish arelationship between Sanchez’s state court claims and this case.

Relator also argues that Sanchez’s claim for attorney’s fees is related to this case because

the Indemnification Notice and Demand was served in the federal case and because in the letter.

Defendants sought, in part, indemnification foi' their state court attorney’s fees. But the indemnity

sought in that letter is not the same as the attorney’s fees Sanchez seeks in state court. In the letter.

Defendants sought attorney’s fees arising from the indenmification obligation in the Purchase

Agreement (which was incorporated into tire 2014 Settlement Agreement). See Relator’s App. 3.

By contrast, the award Sanchez seeks in state court is the “damages, in the form of reasonable and

necessary attorneys’ fees and litigation-related costs,” resulting from Relator’s breach of contract.

Defs.’ App. 2. Moreover, the Indemnification Notice and Demand was sent on February 12,

2021—more than five months before the state court ruled in Sanchez’s favor on his partial

summaty judgment motion—and thus did irot encompass the actual award of attonrey’s fees and

costs in the state court case. Therefore, the release in the first sentence of Paragraph 16 does not

cover Sanchez’s request for attoimey’s fees in the state court case.

Second, Paragraph 16 provides that Defendants “represent and warrant that they will not

seek indemnity from Relator or any other person, directly or indirectly, for any costs, attorneys’

fees, or settlement payments related to this Qui Tam Action or this Agreement.” Relator’s App. 16.

The parties also agreed that Defendants “expressly relinquish and waive any prior claim for direct

or indirect indeiunity for any costs, attorneys’ fees, 01' settlement payments related to this Qui Tam

Action, whether made in this Qui Tam Action, or the State Cases.” Id. at 17. According to Relator:

(1) the Sanchez Motion seeks indemnification because it specifically targets Relator’s settlement

payments. Mot. to Enforce 6؛ and (2) Sanchez’s claim for attorney’s fees in state court is “related

11
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to this Qiii Tam Action or this Agreement because he made the [indemnification] demand in this

case,” Relator’s Suppl. Br. 13 (internal quotation marks omitted). The Court disagrees because the

Sanchez Motion does not seek indemnity and because the relief sought by Sanchez in the state

5court case is not related to this case or the Federal Settlement Agreement.

Indenmity means “[a] duty to make good any loss, damage, or liability incurred by another؛

or “[r]eimbursement or compensation for loss, damage, or liability in tort.” Indemnity, Black’s

Law Dictionary (1 Ith ed. 2019). Therefore, Defendants agreed: (1) not to seek reimbursement

ftom Relator for costs, attorney’s fees, or settlement payments related to this case or the Federal

Settlement Agreement؛ and (2) to release all prior claims for reimbursement of costs, attorney’s

fees, or settlement payments related to this case. In other words. Defendants agreed to give up all

past, present, and future demands for reimbursement of costs, attorney’s fees, and payments related

to this case or the Federal Settlement Agreement.

[c]onnected in some way; having relationship to or with'Related,” in turn, means

sonrething else.” Related, Black’s Law Dictionary (llth ed. 2019). Though Relator nrakes

much of the purported relationship between the state court case and this lawsuit, the plain language

of the Federal Settlement Agreement reveals that is not the relationship to be explored. Ratlier, the

Federal Settlement Agreement prohibits Defendants from seeking indemnity for costs, attorneys’

fees, or settlenrent payments related to this lawsuit or the Federal Settlement Agreement. Thus, the

demand for indemnity and/or the costs, attorney’s fees, or settlement payments at issue must be

connected in some way to tills lawsuit or the Federal Settlement Agreement.

5 Although the Sancliez Motion has been denied, as discussed above, the Court addresses tills claim because:
(1) Relator seeks afinding by the Court tliat Sanchez breached the Federal Settlement Agreement by filing
the Sanchez Motion; and (2) part of tlie relief Relator seeks is an injunction preventing "each Defendant
from filing any motion in any action seeking the same or similar relief to tliat souglit in the Sanchez
M o t i o n . ” M o t . t o E n f o r c e 1 .

12
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Neither the Sanchez Motion nor Sanchez’s pending claim for attorney’s fees in state court

constitutes arequest for indemnification for any costs, attorneys’ fees, or settlement payments

related to this case or the Federal Settlement Agreement, and the damages Sanchez seeks are not

related to this lawsuit or the Federal Settlement Agi'eement. Sanclrez does not ask Relator to make

good his liability under the Federal Settlement Agreement or to reimburse him for any costs.

attorneys’ fees, or settlement payments related to this case or the Federal Settlement Agreement.

Instead, Sanchez asked the state court to order Relator to deposit her settlement funds into the

registry of the state court to satisfy an award of attorney’s fees and costs that is untethered from

the instant case or the Federal Settlement Agreement. The state court awarded those damages to

Sanchez after he prevailed on amotion for partial summary judgment on abreach of contract claim

predicated on Relator’s breach of the 2014 Settlement Agreement. The fact that the source of that

state court award may ultimately have been Relator’s settlement payment does not change this

analysis.

In support of her claim that Sanchez released his pending claim for attorney’s fees. Relator

focuses heavily on the fact that the Indemnification Notice and Demand was served in the federal

case and that in the letter Defendants sought, in part, indemnification for their state court attorney’s

fees. For tire reasons set forth above, the attorney's fees Sanchez seeks do not constitute aprior

claim for indemnity and are not related to the instant lawsuit.

In sum, read as awhole. Paragraph 16 accomplishes three things: (1) releases all claims

related in any way to this False Claims Act case that were brought, could have been brought, or

may be brought by Defendants; (2) prohibits Defendants from seeking reimbursement from

Relator for the settlement payment or any other costs or attorney’s fees that are related to this case

or the Federal Settlement Agreement; and (3) releases any already existing indemnification

13
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demands for costs, attorney’s fees, 01' settlement payments related to this case. Pai'agraph 16 does

not impact monetary awards to which Defendairts, including Sanchez, are entitled in separate.

ongoing litigation between the parties. And this conclusion makes sense in light of the purpose

and context of the Federal Settlement Agreement. The purpose of the Federal Settlement

Agreement was to settle the instant False Claims Act lawsuit. See, e.g.. Relator’s App. 8(“To

avoid the delay, uncertainty, inconvenience, and expense of protracted litigation of the above

[False Claims Act] claims ...the Parties agree and covenant as follows ...The settlement

was not aglobal settlement of all cases involving Relator and Defendants. There is no indication

in the Federal Settlement Agreement that the parties intended to settle and dismiss all of the state

6court cases pending between them involving the 2014 Settlement Agreement.

Relator argues tlrat she “would never have settled this case ...if she would get nothing.

Mot. to Vacate 1. But Relator will not get “nothing' -she will get the payments owed to her under

the Federal Settlement Agreement. Relator knew when she settled this case that there was a

pending award of attorney’s fees and costs against her in state court. The state court entered its

order awarding Sanchez attorney’s fees and costs in an amount to be determined on July 22, 2021.

The parties did not sign the binding Settlemeirt Term Sheet until April 8, 2022, and the effective

date of the Federal Settlement Agreement was November 28, 2022. If Relator wanted to avoid

liability for the pending award of attorney’s fees and costs in the state court case, she could have.

for example, insisted on language in the Federal Settlement Agreement stating that the requests

for attorney’s fees and costs in state court are related to this action or explicitly stating that the

6 Relatoi- herself seems to recognize tills fact, noting that “the parties did not release the underlying state
court claims.” Reply in Supp. of Mot. to .Enforce 3η.2. But taking Relator's arguments to tlieir logical
conclusion would mean that Sancliez did not release his underlying claim for breach of conti'act but did
release Ills ability to pursue tlie damages lie souglit in connection with that claim-attorney’s fees and costs.
See Deft.’ App. 2.
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parties were releasing all preexisting awards in the state court cases between them. This she did

not do. Instead, after listing the pending state court cases involving tire parties to this action, the

Federal Settlement Agreement explicitly linrits the release to “any prior claim for direct 01' indirect

indemnity for any costs, attorneys’ fees, or settlement payments related to this Quỉ ΪΆΐΆ Action:

Relator’s App. 16-17 (emphasis added). The Court declines to broaden the scope of this release

solely because Relator disagrees with its plain meaning.

For the reasons set forth above, the Court concludes that Sanchez did not breach

Paragraph 16 of the Federal Settlement Agreement and thus finds that there is no need for the

Court to enforce that provision.

i l l .

Relator’s next arguments are interrelated. She contends that the Sanchez Motion violates

several provisions of the Federal Settlement Agreement calling for her to receive asettlement

payment: (1) Paragraph 4, which provides, in part, that “[w]ithin seven days of receipt of these

fiinds by Relator’s counsel. Relator shall receive her 60% portion of tire Relator’s Share”؛

(2) Paragraph 5, which provides, in part, that “[w]ithin seven days of receipt of these funds by

Relator’s counsel. Relator shall receive $23,846.95”؛ and (3) Paragraph 20, which requires that

'[w]fthin 10 days of receipt of the payment described in Paragraphs 1and 5, above, the Parties

shall sign and file in the Qui Tam Action aJoint Stipulation of Dismissal of the Qui Tam Action

pursuant to Rule 41(a)(1).” Relator’s App. 9, 19.

According to Relator, the Sanchez Motion violated Paragraphs 4and 5because those

paragraphs state that Relator “shall receive” the settlement firnds owed to her, and the Sanchez

Motion “(threw] Relator’s receipt of payment into dispute.” Mot. to Enforce 14. Sanchez’s actions

did not interfere with these provisions. Defendants’ counsel confirmed on the record at the

January 19, 2023, hearing that Defendants intended to fund per tire Federal Settlement Agreement
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on January 27, 2023. Counsel later clarified that funding would be complete by February 10, 2023.

Indeed, after briefing was completed on Relator’s Motions, the Court entered an order permitting

tlie fjnited States and Relator’s counsel to disburse the settlement funds to Relator. See Order ؛ECF

No. 348]. No impediments to Relator’s receipt of settlement ftinds I'emain.

Iir asimilar vein. Relator contends that the Sanchez Motion renders dismissal of this case^

as contemplated by the Federal Settlement Agreement, “impossible,” Mot. to Enforce 6, because

dismissal is predicated on Relator’s receipt of the settlement payment. But again, the Sanchez

Motion in no way prevented Relator from receiving the payment. It only sought to control what

happened to the payment after it was received. And regardless, the deadline for dismissal is

currently stayed only to permit the Court sufficient time to rule on Relator’s Motions—not because

of the Sanchez Motion or because Relator will not receive the settlement payments owed to her.

Ehe Court concludes that Sanchez has not breached Paragraphs 4, 5, and 20 of the Federal

Settlement Agreement.

I V . Ashing the State Court to Resolve the Dispute

Next, Relator argues that Sanchez breached Paragraph 23 of the Federal Settlement

Agreement. Paragraph 23 provides, in relevant part: “Ehe exclusive jurisdiction and venue for any

dispute relating to this Agreement is the United States District Court for the Northern District of

Eexas.” Relator’s App. 19. According to Relator, Sanchez breached this pi'0vision by asserting

that the settlement firnds are “in dispute” and “seek؛ing] to have the state court resolve the dispute

in Sanchez’s favor, not this Court.” Mot. to Enforce 6(quoting Relator’s App. 56).

As the Court stated on the record at the January 19, 2023, hearing, tire Court questions

whether Sanchez properly characterized the funds that Relator is to receive under the Federal

Settlement Agreement as being in dispute. Nevertheless, tire state court dispute between Sanchez

and Relator does not relate to the Federal Settlement Agreement. Again؛ r e l a t e d ” m e a n s؛
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[c]onnected in some way; having relationship to or with something.” Relator’s Suppl. Br. 11

(quoting Related, Black’s Law Dictionary (llth ed. 2019)). The Sanchez Motion is

disconnected tiom the Federal Settlement Agreement. Sanchez did not dispute the validity.

enforceability, or terms of the Federal Settlement Agreement and, for the reasons stated above, did

not argue that Relator is not entitled to receive the funds due to her under the Federal Settlement

Agreement. Rather, Sanchez asked the state court to exercise control over the firnds after Relator'

received them to satisfy her obligations in aseparate lawsuit. Ruling on the Sanchez Motion did

not require the state court to inteiqrret or rule on any portion of the Federal Settlement Agreement.

For all the reasons stated above, the state court’s ruling on the Sanchez Motion did not impact the

Federal Settlement Agreement in any way. Therefore, the Court determines that Sanchez did not

breach Paragraph 23.

For the foregoing reasons, the Court determines that Sanchez either did not breach the

Federal Settlement Agreement or, with respect to the use of tire Order to Show Cause, has already

rectified the breach. As such, the Court finds no basis for entering an order enforcing the Federal

Settlement Agreenrent and denies Relator’s Motions with respect to the request for enforcement

of the Fedei'al Settlenrent Agreement.'

B . Motion ior Injunction

First, the Court finds that the following forms of injunctive relief requested by Relator are

now moot in light of developments in the state court case after the Motion to Enforce and Motion

to Vacate were filed: (1) an injunction requiring Sanchez to withdraw the Sanchez Motion; (2) an

injunction preventing the state court from deciding the Sairchez Motion; and (3) an injunction

7Because the Court declines to enter an order enforcing the Federal Settlement Agreement, the Court by
extension denies Relator’s request that it Include within such order areservation of jurisdiction over
implementation of tire settlement, fee and cost petitions, all settling parties, aird enforceirrent of the releases
set fortlr iir the Federal Settlement Agreemerrt. See Mot. to Enfoj-ce 7-8.
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precluding enforcement of the Deposit Drder. The state court has denied the Sanchez Motion and

vacated the Deposit Order, so injunctive relief is no longer warranted with respect to those filings.

Next, the Court turns to the two remaining live requests for injunctive reliefi which are

Relator’s requests that the Court enjoin Defendants from filing motions like the Sanchez Motion

and that the Court enjoin the state court trial on attorney’s fees. Because the Court finds that

Sanchez did not breach any provisions of the Federal Settlement Agreement solely by filing the

Sanchez Motion and that the Federal Settlement Agreement does not preclude maintenance of the

state court attorney’s fees actions. Relator is not entitled to the injunctions she seeks. Relator has

neither established abasis for this Court to enjoin state court proceedings, nor has she succeeded

on the merits. See Mitchell V. Sec. Am., Inc., No. 3:ll-CV-1948-N, 2014 WL 12833923, at *2

(N.D. Tex. Apr. 15, 2014) (setting forth limited circumstances in which federal courts may enjoin

state court proceedings); Hill V. Washburne, 953 F.3d 296, 309 (5th Cir. 2020) (stating that aparty

must “succeed[] on the merits” to be entitled to an equitable injunction). As such, an injunction is

n o t w a r r a n t e d .

C , Request fior Attorney’s Fees

Both parties ask the Court to award them their respective attorney’s fees under the Court’s

inherent power. See Carroll V. Jaques Admiralty Law Firm, P.C., 110 F.3d 290, 292 (5th Clr.

1997). Before invoking its inherent power, the Court must find that bad faith exists. Id. Relator

argues that she is entitled to attorney’s fees because, among other things, Sanchez “surreptitiously

fil[ed] astate court motion without informing this Court, the FJnited States, or Relator’s counsel'

and the Sanchez Motion “could only have been filed with conscious disregard of the Settlement

Agreement or awareness of its terms but intent to harass or delay.” Mot. to Enforce 15. Defendants

contend that they are entitled to attorney’s fees because, among other things, the Motion to Enforce
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is “frivolous” and “a waste of judicial resources,” Resp. 15-16, and the Motion Vacate was filed

in bad faith, Defs.’ Ορρ’η to Relator’s Mot. to Vacate [ECF No. 341] 13.

The Court finds that neither Relator nor Defendants have shown that the opposing party

acted in bad faith. Therefore, the Court orders the parties to bear their 01 attorney’s fees incurred

in connec t i on w i t h t he Mo t i ons .

C O N C L U S I O NI V .

For the foregoing reasons, the Court DENIES Relator Tina Haight’s Motion to Enforce

Settlement Agreement, for Injunctive Relief in Connection with State Court !litigation, for

Attorneys’ Fees and for Expedited Consideration ؛ECF No. 317] and Motion and Brief to Enjoin,

Vacate, and/or Stay Certain State Court Orders, for Attorneys’ Fees, and for Expedited

Consideration ؛ECF No. 334]. The Court also DENIES Defendants’ request for attorney’s fees.

Additionally, the Court LIFTS the stay on the deadline set forth in the Federal Settlement

Agreement for the parties to file dismissal documents. The Court ORDERS the parties to sign and

file ajoint stipulation of dismissal by no later than May 15, 2023.

S O O R D E R E D .

SIGNED May 4, 2023.

K A R E N G R E N S C H O L E R
U N I T E D S T A T E S D I S T R I C T J U D G E
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