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JOHN POULLARD,

Pl ai ntiff-Counter Defendant-Appell ant,
vVer sus
JOSEPH M TURNER, Captain; ET AL.,

Def endant s,

JOSEPH M TURNER, Captain; LONNIE EDMONDS, Lieutenant;
M CHAEL LEVATI NO Lieutenant; DON THAMES; Sergeant,

Def endant s- Count er C ai mant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 94-CV-777-D

Before JOLLY, WENER and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

John Poul | ard, Loui siana prisoner # 98999, appeals the
denial of his FED. R Cv. P. 59(e) notion. The appell ees have
moved for FED. R Qv. P. 38 sanctions for a frivol ous appeal .

Poul l ard argues that the district court |acked jurisdiction

to enforce the settlenent agreenent reached between the parties,

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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because it had al ready entered judgnent dism ssing the case

wWth prejudice. W reject this argunent because Poullard did not
move the district court to enforce the settlenent agreenent, his
postj udgnment notion noved to reopen the litigation to litigate
the punitive damages issue he contended was not enconpassed by

the terms of the settl enent. Cf. Kokkonen v. @uardian Life

Ins. Co of Anerica, 511 U S. 375, 378 (1994) (“enforcenent of a

settlenent agreenent, . . . is nore than just a continuation of
the renewal of the dism ssed suit, and hence requires its own
basis for jurisdiction”). W further hold that the district
court did not abuse its discretion in refusing to reopen the case
to litigate the punitive damges issue; the settlenent agreenent
i's not anbi guous insofar as it purports to settle “any and al

clains.” See Md-Continent Cas. Co. v. Chevron Pipe Line Co.,

204 F.3d 222, 230 (5th G r. 2000) (unanbiguous settl enent
agreenent reviewed de novo). Furthernore, the district court
found that Poullard was inforned by the court during the
settl enment conference that he was rel easi ng both conpensatory
and punitive damages cl ai ns.

The appell ees notion for Rule 38 sanctions is denied.
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