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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana grants State Farm’s motion for
summary judgment in Jamie D’Amico’s bad-faith insurance action. Applying Louisiana res judicata
law, the Court concludes that the bad-faith claims arose from the same automobile accident and
uninsured/underinsured motorist coverage dispute as an earlier action between the parties and were
barred by the final judgment in that action. The Court also disregards Plaintiff’s deficient opposing
statement of material facts under the applicable local rules.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for summary judgment in a removed diversity
action asserting that Louisiana res judicata barred Plaintiff’s statutory
bad-faith claims against her uninsured/underinsured-motorist carrier.
The court granted the motion and dismissed the claims with prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that there is
no genuine dispute as to any material fact and that the movant is
entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The nonmoving party must
identify specific facts showing a genuine issue for trial and may not
rely on conclusory allegations, unsubstantiated assertions, or a scintilla
of evidence. The court applied Louisiana preclusion law to determine
the effect of the prior Louisiana state-court judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Louisiana res judicata barred D’Amico’s second action for insurance bad-faith claims because
those claims existed before final judgment in the first action and arose from the same transaction or
occurrence.

2. Whether the first and second actions arose from the same transaction or occurrence even though the first
action involved the underlying UM contract claim and the second involved statutory bad-faith claims.

3. Whether Plaintiff’s failure to comply with the Middle District of Louisiana’s summary-judgment
briefing and statement-of-facts rules permitted the court to disregard her opposing statement and deem
Defendants’ properly supported facts admitted for summary-judgment purposes.

HOLDINGS

1. Louisiana res judicata barred D’Amico’s statutory bad-faith claims because the prior judgment was valid
and final, involved the same parties, the bad-faith claims existed when final judgment was entered, and
the claims arose out of the same transaction or occurrence as the first action.

2. The distinction between contractual UM claims and statutory bad-faith claims did not prevent
application of res judicata because Louisiana res judicata turns on whether the actions arise from the
same transaction or occurrence, not whether the legal causes of action are identical.

3. The court disregarded Plaintiff’s opposing statement of material facts because it failed to admit, deny, or
qualify Defendants’ facts and contained no record citations, and the court deemed Defendants’ properly
supported facts admitted for summary-judgment purposes.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In determining the preclusive effect of an earlier state court judgment, federal courts apply the preclusion
law of the state that rendered the judgment.” (Section V.A.)

“The applicability of res judicata turned on whether the first and second actions arose out of the same
transaction or occurrence, not whether the causes of action were themselves the same.” (Section V.B.)

“Based on the arguments and submissions of the parties, this case is essentially on all fours with Dotson.”
(Section V.B.)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

D’Amico was involved in an automobile accident on or about October 15, 2017, and pursued damages and UM
benefits from State Farm. She filed an initial action in the Twenty-Fourth Judicial District Court and later sought



to add bad-faith claims, but leave to amend was denied. She filed a second action alleging that State Farm
violated Louisiana bad-faith statutes by refusing in 2024 to make further unconditional payments for medical
expenses arising from the same accident. The first action later proceeded to trial, resulting in a judgment for
D’Amico against State Farm that was entered and satisfied before the federal court ruled on the second action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initially sued the at-fault driver and GEICO in Louisiana state court after a 2017 automobile accident
and later added State Farm, her UM carrier. She unsuccessfully sought leave to amend that action in March 2024
to assert bad-faith claims. She then filed a second state-court action asserting bad faith based on State Farm’s
refusal to make further unconditional payments. State Farm removed the second action under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1332
and 1441. While the second action was pending, the first action proceeded to trial, judgment was entered for
Plaintiff against State Farm on December 5, 2024, and the judgment was satisfied on December 14, 2024.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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