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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana addresses Plaintiffs’ Rule 12(b)
(6) motion to dismiss counterclaims arising from an alleged insurance settlement agreement. The court
denies dismissal of the breach-of-contract and breach-of-confidentiality counterclaims, dismisses the
unjust-enrichment and double-recovery counterclaim, and declines to analyze waiver and estoppel
because they are affirmative defenses rather than causes of action. The order grants the motion in part
and denies it in part.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the defendant's four counterclaims for breach of contract,
unjust enrichment and double recovery, waiver and estoppel, and
breach of confidentiality.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Rule 12(b)(6), the court accepts well-pleaded factual allegations
as true and views them in the light most favorable to the nonmovant,
but it does not accept legal conclusions or conclusory allegations.
Dismissal is appropriate when the pleaded facts do not state a facially
plausible claim or show a bar to relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ocean Harbor sufficiently pleaded a breach-of-contract counterclaim based on an alleged
settlement agreement.

2. Whether Ocean Harbor could maintain an unjust-enrichment and double-recovery counterclaim when
the alleged settlement agreement supplied another potential remedy.

3. Whether waiver and estoppel were properly pleaded as causes of action or were affirmative defenses not
subject to resolution under Rule 12(b)(6).

4. Whether Ocean Harbor's breach-of-confidentiality counterclaim was sufficiently pleaded despite
appearing duplicative of its breach-of-contract counterclaim.

HOLDINGS

1. The breach-of-contract counterclaim was sufficiently pleaded and would not be dismissed because
Ocean Harbor alleged the existence of a binding compromise and alleged conduct that, in conjunction
with the agreement's terms, constituted a breach.

2. The unjust-enrichment counterclaim was properly dismissed because Ocean Harbor had alleged a
breach-of-contract remedy and failed to allege that no other remedy at law was available.

3. Waiver and estoppel were affirmative defenses rather than causes of action, and the court would not
determine their sufficiency at the motion-to-dismiss stage.

4. The breach-of-confidentiality counterclaim would not be dismissed, although it appeared duplicative of
the breach-of-contract counterclaim, because the alleged disclosure of confidential settlement terms was
also sufficient to support the contract claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The terms of the agreement are clear and explicit, and Defendant’s allegations that Plaintiffs breached the
agreement by failing to execute the final agreement, initiating new litigation based on released claims, and
disclosing confidential settlement terms—when considered in conjunction with the Agreement’s terms—would
entitle the Defendant to relief on its breach of contract claim.” (Law and Analysis § I)

“This determination is fatal to Defendant’s unjust enrichment claim because the existence of another remedy
precludes recovery under an unjust enrichment theory.” (Law and Analysis § II)

“The Court notes that these “claims” are, in fact, affirmative defenses.” (Law and Analysis § III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties reached an alleged settlement concerning insurance claims, and Plaintiffs allegedly accepted and
received the settlement funds. Ocean Harbor alleged that Plaintiffs later failed to execute final settlement
documents, initiated litigation concerning released claims, and disclosed confidential settlement terms and



communications. The settlement agreement attached to Ocean Harbor's opposition allegedly released claims
brought or that could have been brought before October 29, 2024, and required confidentiality concerning the
agreement and settlement amount.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a damages petition in Louisiana state court alleging that Ocean Harbor failed to timely remit
settlement proceeds in violation of Louisiana Revised Statutes section 22:1892. The action was removed to
federal court. Ocean Harbor answered and asserted counterclaims; after receiving leave to amend, it filed an
amended answer and counterclaim. The court granted the motion to dismiss as to the unjust-enrichment and
double-recovery counterclaim, denied it as to the breach-of-contract and breach-of-confidentiality counterclaims,
and declined to analyze the waiver and estoppel allegations as Rule 12(b)(6) claims because they were
affirmative defenses.
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