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Judges.

PER CURI AM:

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of Iaw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™



Plaintiffs-Appellants Mansel and Janel | Carriere, and
Appel l ant -1 ntervenor Aetna Casualty & Surety Conpany, appeal a
district court order granting the noti on of Defendant-Appel |l ee G ey
WIf Drilling Conpany for sunmmary | udgnent. Gey WIf's notion
sought dism ssal of the Carrieres' tort claimfor a work-rel ated
injury sustained by M. Carriere. The district court granted the
nmoti on based on the statutory enployer imunity provision of the
Loui si ana wor kers' conpensation | aw.

The Carrieres and Aetna (collectively, Appellants) challenge
the district court's summary judgnent in favor of Gey WlIf,
asserting that the court erred when it decided to apply Louisiana
wor kers' conpensation | awrather than the | aw of Texas. Appellants
insist that their claimagainst Gey WIlf raises a choice of |aw
i ssue that nust be resolved according to Louisiana' s conflict of
| aws provisions. Appel lants urge that, when the appropriate
Loui siana conflict of laws provision is applied to the facts of
this dispute, it becones apparent that the substantive | aw of Texas
governs their claimagainst Gey WlIf.

Contrary to the Appellants' assertions, we conclude that the
district court nmade the proper conflicts choice when it selected
Loui siana law and properly applied it in granting Gey WlIlf's
motion for summary judgnment based on the immunity extended to
statutory enpl oyers under Louisiana workers' conpensation law. In

our de novo reviewof the district court's ruling we concl ude that,

Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



when considered wunder the totality of the circunstances,
Louisiana's public policy, as manifested in its workers
conpensation |l aw, would be seriously inpaired if that | aw were not
applied to this particular dispute. In light of this
determ nation, we reach the sane result as did the district court
when it granted Gey WlIf's notion for summary judgnent of
di sm ssal
I
FACTS AND PROCEEDI NGS

Plaintiff-Appellant Mansel Carriere, a Louisiana resident, was
hired in Louisiana by Chandel eur Energy Corporation, a Texas
corporation, to work at a drill site in Texas. Gey WIf, another
Texas corporation, conducted the drilling project using personnel
furni shed by Chandel eur pursuant to a contract between Chandel eur
and Gey Wilf. Under this contract Chandel eur agreed to provide
Gey WIf with the | aborers and supervi sory personnel necessary to
drill the well.

After Carriere was injured at the Texas l|location, he and his
w fe, Janell, brought this diversity jurisdiction suit in federal
district court. The action was grounded in negligence and strict
liability agai nst both Chandel eur and G ey Wl f.

Chandel eur filed a notion for summary judgnent asserting that,
as Carriere's direct enployer, it is imune from civil tort
liability for its enployee's work-related injury by virtue of the
excl usi ve renmedy provisions of Louisiana' s workers' conpensation

law. The district court granted Chandel eur's notion, concl uding



that the Carrieres' <claim against Chandeleur was governed by
Loui si ana wor kers' conpensation |aw. The district court found that
the Carrieres' sole renedy agai nst Chandel eur was the recovery of
benefits provided by Louisiana's workers' conpensation |aws. As
Loui siana law immunizes direct enployers from civil liability
clains that are covered by workers' conpensation, the Carrieres'
suit against Chandel eur was dism ssed. This ruling was not
appeal ed.

After the district court ruled on Chandeleur's summry

judgnent nmotion, Gey WIf filed its own notion for summary

judgnent. |t posited that under Louisiana workers' conpensation
law, G ey WIf, as Carriere's "statutory enployer,"” is also i mune
fromcivil liability. The district court agreed with G ey WIf and

granted its notion for summary judgnent based on the inmmunity
extended to statutory enpl oyers under Loui siana law. The Carrieres
and Aetna tinely filed this appeal.
I
DI SCUSSI ON

A. STANDARD OF ReVI EW

The grant of a nmotion for summary judgnent is reviewed de
novo, using the sane criteria enployed by the district court.? In
determ ni ng whether the grant of sunmary judgnent was proper, we

view all fact questions in the light nost favorable to the

lUnited States Fidelity & GQuar. Co. v. Waqqginton, 964 F.2d
487, 489 (5th Cr. 1992); Walker v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 853 F. 2d
355, 358 (5th Cir. 1988).




nonnovant. Questions of |law are revi ewed de novo. 2
B. DiVERSI TY AND CONFLICT OF LAWS

The Carrieres, domciliaries of Louisiana, brought suit
agai nst Gey Wl f, a Texas corporation, in a federal district court
in Louisiana, wth jurisdiction grounded in diversity of
citizenship. Federal courts sitting in diversity are bound to
apply the substantive |aw of the forumstate, including the forum
state's conflict of |aws provisions.® Thus, argue appellants (and
none di sputes) the court nmust | ook to Louisiana's conflict of | aws
provisions to determ ne whether the substantive |aw of Texas or
Loui si ana governs this claim

1. Article 3544: Financial Protection and Loss Distribution

Appel l ants assert that, as their dispute involves a choice of
| aw between the statutory imrunity provisions of the workers'
conpensation | aws of Louisiana and Texas, it fits wthin the scope
of GCvil Code article 3544, the conflict of laws rule covering

issues of loss distribution and financial protection.* The

2\l ker, 853 F.2d at 358.

3Kl axon Co. v. Stentor Elec. Mg. Co., Inc., 313 U. S. 487,
496 (1941).

‘See LA. CQv. CooE ANN. art. 3544 (2)(a) (West 1994) (conflict
of laws provision for issues of |loss distribution and financia
protection) (prescribing that if at tinme of injury, injured person
and person causing injury are domciled in different states, and
both injury and conduct causing injury occur in one state, |aws of
that state govern).



Carrieres and Aetna rely on Kennington v. H Blunme Johnson, Inc.,°®

whi ch resol ved a statutory enpl oyer i mmunity conflict of | aws i ssue
bet ween Loui si ana and Texas wor kers' conpensation | aws by appl ying
Civil Code article 3544 to the conflict.® A threshold issue in
Kenni ngton was whether the appropriate Louisiana conflicts
provision was article 3543, the C vil Code provision governing
standards of conduct and safety, or article 3544, the provision
governi ng i ssues of loss distribution and financial protection. 1In
resolving the choice of |aw issues by applying article 3544, the
Kenni ngt on court reasoned that statutes that provide imunity from
suit are appropriately classified as rules of |oss distribution or
financial protection.” Once the court deternmined that article 3544
governed the choice of law issue and applied the facts of the

di spute to the provision, it concluded that Louisiana |aw was the

5632 So.2d 883 (La. App. 1994) revs'd on other grounds, 638
So.2d. 1966 (La. 1994).

6ld. at 886. Kennington, a Louisiana enployee, was "l eased"
by his direct enployer (a Louisiana corporation) to the defendant-
appel l ant (a Loui si ana corporation), and was subsequently injured
at a Texas job site. Kennington initially brought suit in
Louisiana. He later tried to dismss the matter w thout prejudice
and file suit in Texas, claimng that Texas law, rather than
Loui si ana | aw, governed the case. The trial court determ ned t hat,
as the Louisiana-based defendant was Kennington's statutory
enpl oyer, the claim was covered exclusively by the Louisiana's
wor kers' conpensation act. Consequently, the trial court granted
summary judgnent in favor of the defendant. Kennington appeal ed,
questioning the trial court's application of Louisiana |aw, and
arguing that Texas law, rather than Louisiana |aw governed the
di spute. The appellate court resolved the conflict of |aws issue
in favor of Louisiana law, and affirmed the summary judgnent based
on the imunity extended to statutory enployers under Louisiana's
wor kers' conpensation | aw.

‘Id.



substantive law to apply to the dispute.
The Carrieres and Aetna point out that, |ike the choice of | aw

i ssue in Kennington, their dispute against Gey WIf involves a

conflict between the statutory enployer provisions of Texas and
Loui si ana workers' conpensation | aw. The appell ants suggest that,

as Kenni ngton represents Louisiana's interpretation of the state's

recently revised conflict of |aws provisions, we should be |ed by
the state court's reasoning and resolve the instant conflict
according to the elenents of article 3544. They argue that, when
the facts of the instant dispute are plugged into article 3544(2),
t he Code mandates that Texas | aw governs their claimagainst Gey
Vol f .8

We agree that statutory enployer imrunity provisions involve
issues of financial protection and |oss distribution. W al so
agree that article 3544 of the Louisiana Cvil Code is the
appropriate conflicts provision with which to begin the choice of
| aw anal ysis for this dispute. W do not agree, however, that, for
this particular dispute, the choice of |law analysis ends with the
definitive result mandated by article 3544(2). W distinguish the

facts of the instant case from Kennington and, for the reasons

di scussed below, conclude that the choice of |aw issue here

presents an exceptional situation. It thus conmes wthin the scope

8See LA. Cv. CobE ANN. art. 3544(2) (West 1994) (when injured
person and person causing injury are fromdifferent states (here
Loui si ana and Texas), and when injury and conduct that caused it
are in one of those states (Texas), then | aw of that state (Texas)
governs dispute).



of the Code's conflict of |laws provision for exceptional cases,
which in this instance requires the application of Louisiana lawto
the dispute despite the fact that article 3544(2) nmandates that
Texas | aw appli es.

I n distinguishing the facts of the instant case fromthose of
Kenni ngton we first observe that previous adjudication has al ready
determined that Carriere is entitled to Louisiana workers
conpensati on benefits, whereas, the Louisiana Suprene Court, in

reversing and remandi ng Kenni ngton, concluded that Kennington's

statutory enpl oyer was not entitled to evoke Louisiana' s statutory
enpl oyer defense because it had not satisfied its burden of show ng
t hat Kennington was entitled to Louisiana benefits. In addition,
we consider significantly distinguishable the fact that unlike the

plaintiff in Kennington, Carriere has al ready recei ved conpensati on

from his direct enployer pursuant to Louisiana's workers'

conpensation |law. Moreover, we note that, unlike Kennington, in

which the court reasoned that Louisiana |aw was the appropriate
substantive |law to apply because the sane result was reached using
either an article 3544 anal ysis or a separate i nterest analysis, we

are unable to reach an anal ogous result.® W are convinced that

°l'n conducting a separate interest analysis the court noted
that Louisiana | aw was the appropriate lawto apply to the dispute
because Loui siana's interests and policies were stronger than those
of Texas. The court considered the following factors in its
anal ysi s: both parties were Louisiana domciliaries, the
plaintiff's enploynent was principally in Louisiana, the work in
Texas was tenporary, the only nexus between Texas and the parties
was the occurrence of the accident there, and Louisiana has a
strong interest in applying its workers' conpensation laws to
regulate the rights and liabilities of the enployer and the injured

enpl oyee.



even though a conflicts analysis under article 3544(2) would
mandat e the application of Texas |aw, a separate interest analysis
reveals that Louisiana |law would be nost seriously inpaired if
Texas law were applied to the dispute. In light of these
i nconpati bl e conclusions, we determne that we nmust | ook to the
Code's conflict of laws provision that addresses this type of
"conflict within a conflict.” Thus, we carry the choice of |aw
analysis presented in this appeal a step further and analyze it
under article 3547, the Code provision governing "exceptional
cases. " 10

2. Article 3547: Exceptional Cases

Article 3547 provides the foll ow ng:

[t] he | aw applicabl e under Articles 3543-3546 shall not
apply if, fromthe totality of the circunstances of an
exceptional <case, it is clearly evident under the
principles of Article 3542, that the policies of another
state would be nore seriously inpaired if its |aw were
not applied to the particular issue. In such event, the
| aw of the other state shall apply.!

Comrentary to article 3547 notes that the choice of |aw rules
contained in Articles 3543-3546 were established to avoid the

| aborious analysis required by Article 3542, the general rule for

0\WW¢ are not concluding that section 3544 never applies to a
di spute i nvol vi ng conpeti ng statutory enpl oyer i nmuni ty provi si ons.
Nei t her are we contradicting the Louisiana courts' interpretation
of the code's conflicts provisions. W are nerely taking the
conflicts analysis the necessary step further in light of our
conclusion that given the exceptional status of this dispute the
policies of Louisiana would be adversely affected if Texas | aw was
applied to the dispute.

LA CGv. CooE AN art. 3547 (West 1994).



choice of | awissues. The comentary al so notes, however, that the
rules contained in Articles 3543-3546 nmay, in exceptional cases,
produce a result that is inconpatible with the principles of
Article 3542. Thus, article 3547 provides an "escape nechani snf
for avoi ding otherwi se inconpatible results in resolving choice of
| aw i ssues.

When a court is convinced that the aws of a state other than
the one designated by Articles 3543-3546 would be significantly
inpaired if not applied to a dispute, then the law that is
desi gnated by Articles 3542-3546 nust yield to Article 3542 and the
| aw of the state whose policies would be nost seriously inpaired
governs the particular dispute.?®? As we are convinced that
Loui siana | aw woul d be nost seriously inpaired if Texas |aw were
applied to the dispute, thereby concluding that Texas |aw nust
yield to Louisiana law, we discuss briefly the key elenents of
article 3547, nanely the principles of Article 3542 and the
totality of the circunstances that | ead us to conclude that this is
an exceptional case.

a. Principles of Article 3542: An Interest Analysis

Article 3542 provides that, except as otherw se provided
i ssues of delictual or quasi-delictual obligations are governed by
the law of the state whose policies would be nost seriously

inpaired if its laws were not applied to the issue in dispute.?®®

2o, Qv. CooE ANN. art. 3547 commentary (West 1994).
BLa, Qv. CooE ANN. art. 3542 (West 1994).

10



That state is determ ned by evaluating the strength and pertinence
of the state's policies in light of the pertinent contacts of each
state to the parties and the events giving rise to the dispute,
i ncl udi ng the place of conduct and injury; the domcile or place of
busi ness of the parties; the state in which the relationship was
centered; and the policies of Article 3515 (the policies and needs
of interstate systens, the policies of upholding the justified
expectations of the parties, and the policy of mnimzing the
adver se consequences that mght follow from subjecting a party to
the law of nore than one state).

We conpare the policies and interests of both Texas and
Loui si ana to support our conclusion that, as Louisiana's interests
and contacts are greater than those of Texas, the policies of
Loui siana would be nost seriously inpaired if its |aws were not
applied to the instant dispute. Texas' interests are (1) Gey WIf
is incorporated in Texas; (2) the place of conduct and injury are
in Texas; and (3) Texas, we surm se, has an interest in deterring
wr ongf ul conduct and repairing the consequences of injurious acts.
Loui siana's interests - stronger by conparison - are (1) Carriere
is domciled in Louisiana; (2) Gey WIf is qualified to do
busi ness in Louisiana, and is doing business in Louisiana; (3)
Carriere was working for Gey Wl f pursuant to a Loui si ana contract
for hire; (4) Carriere's direct enployer, wth whom Gey WIf
established the contractual relationship to "hire" Carriere is
domciled in Louisiana; (5) Carriere has received workers

conpensati on benefits for his injury pursuant to Louisiana |law, (6)

11



Loui siana has an interest in protecting both citizens who are
recruited and hired in Louisiana and enployers that are doing
business in the state; (7) Louisiana has an interest in protecting
foreign corporations in order to create a friendly business
at nosphere in which to pronote conmerce and i ndustry; (8) Loui siana
has an interest in the consistent and conprehensive i npl enentation
of its workers' conpensation laws; and (9) as articulated by
article 3515, the policies and needs of the interstate system
whi ch i ncludes the expectations of the parties and the m nim zation
of adverse consequences that m ght follow from subjecting a party
to the law of nore than one state are best served in this dispute
by the application of Louisiana law. Wen the totality of these
factors is considered it is evident that the policies of Louisiana
woul d be nore seriously inpaired if Texas |aw were applied to this
di spute than would Texas if Louisiana | aw were appli ed.

b. Totality of the Crcunstances and Excepti onal Cases

To reach our classification of this case as "exceptional," we
analyze it in the perspective of the totality of the circunstances:
Carriere's accident yielded clains against two contractually
rel ated defendants, Chandel eur and G ey WIf; the Carrieres' claim
agai nst Chandel eur, a foreign corporation and Carriere's direct
enpl oyer, was resolved properly by application of Louisiana's
wor kers' conpensation law, Carriere was conpensated for his injury
pursuant to Louisiana | aw, Appellants' clainms against Gey WIf -
whi ch are based on the sane accident - are nade against a second

def endant which, |ike Chandeleur, is also a foreign corporation;

12



under Louisiana law - the sane |aw that has already conpensated
Carriere for his injury vis a4 vis the first defendant (Chandel eur)
- the second defendant (Gey WIf) clearly qualifies as an
i muni zed statutory enployer, ! yet in this dispute, Carriere urges
us to apply Texas |l aw so that he can recover in tort against Gey
WIlf; and finally if, by running Appellants' clains sinplistically
through a G vil Code article 3544(2) checklist, we were to concl ude
that Texas | aw applies, we would be guilty of failing to consider
the effect that such a ruling would have on Loui siana's workers'
conpensation |l aw - again, the | aw under which Carriere has al ready
applied for and recei ved benefits.

c. Anal ogous Case Law

When an anal ysis under article 3547 is viewed in conjunction
wth Louisiana's interest in the consistent and conprehensive
application of its workers' conpensation |aw we see clearly that,
if Texas |law were to be applied to this dispute, Louisiana |aw and

the policy it enbodies would be seriously inpaired. The propriety

“See LA. Rev. StAaT. AW. 8§ 23:1032 A (1)-(2) (West 1994)
(articulating that renedi es provided to enpl oyee under statute are
excl usi ve renedi es agai nst enpl oyer and statutory enpl oyer, thereby
i muni zing enployer(s) from civil tort liability); see also
Morgan v. Gayl ord Contai ner Corp., 30 F.3d 586, 589 (5th Cr. 1994)
(citing Deal v. International Paper Co., 632 So.2d 870, 871 (La.
App. 1994), rev'd, 637 So.2d 453 (La. 1994)) (reiterating that
statutory enpl oyer rel ati onshi p exi sts when contract work perforned
by enployee is integral or essential to principal's trade or
busi ness); see also Salsbury v. Hood Indus., Inc., 982 F.2d 912,
916 (5th Gr. 1993) (articulating that appropriate standard for
determ ning statutory enpl oyer statusis "integral relation" test).

The parties do not dispute that under Louisiana law, Gey Wl
is Carriere's statutory enployer, and thus, is imune fromciv
tort liability for any clains arising from an injury that
conpensated under the state | aw.

f
il
is

13



of this conclusion is bolstered by the recognition that once an
i njured enpl oyee elects to seek and recei ve worker's conpensati on
benefits under the workers' conpensation |aw of Louisiana, he is
bound to its provisions, including specifically the exclusivity
provisions.® Agreeing with the reasoning of the district court in
Crane, we conclude that if, under the totality of its circunstances
of the instant case, Mansel Carriere were permtted to bring suit
against Gey WIf in Louisiana but were also permtted to have
Texas | aw apply - despite his having received benefits under the
Loui siana reginme - we would not be giving "full faith and credit to
the policies which [Louisianal] wants to preserve in providing for
enpl oyer imunity. "1

Qur Erie-bound decision to protect Louisiana' s workers'
conpensation law to its full extent conports wth an earlier

Loui si ana state court case, Wayne v. dinkraft, ! in which the court

reviewed a choice of |lawissue al nost identical to the one at issue

15See e.qg., Carriere v. CC Crane Corp., 812 F. Supp. 90, 91
(S.D. Tex. 1992) (hereinafter, "Crane"). In Crane, Ronald Carriere,
a Louisiana resident, was killed in Texas while working for the
defendant, Gey WIf, a Texas corporation. As a result of
Carriere's death, his wi dow began receiving benefits pursuant to
Loui si ana wor kers' conpensation | aws. Subsequently, Ms. Carriere
filed a claimagainst Gey WIf for death benefits under Texas | aw.
The district court granted Gey Wl f's notion for summary | udgnent,
hol di ng that once Ms. Carriere began receiving Loui si ana workers
conpensation benefits she was bound to Louisiana workers'
conpensation law. As Louisiana |law inmunized G ey WIf fromcivil
liability for Carriere's death, the district court would not permt
Ms. Carriere to sustain a tort action against Gey WIlf based on
Texas law. [|d. at 90 - 93.

%1 d. at 92.
17293 So.2d 896 (La. App. 1974).
14



inthe instant case.® |In Wayne the state appellate court di scussed
the Restatenent (Second) Conflict of Laws in detail before hol ding
that an enployee who accepts an award under the workers

conpensati on schene of a given state may be bound by the provisions
of that schenme insofar as imunity fromtort and wongful death

liability is concerned.?®® The state court concluded that the

8See id. The plaintiff in Wayne was the wi dow of an enpl oyee
whose enpl oyer had contracted out its services (and enpl oyees) to
t he defendant corporation. The deceased enpl oyee, a Louisiana
domciliary, was hired in Louisiana by his direct enployer, a
Loui si ana cor poration, but was killed while working in Arkansas for
the defendant, his statutory enployer. The enpl oyee's wi dow fil ed
for, and began receiving, Louisiana workers' conpensation benefits
under the direct enployer's conpensation insurance policy.
Subsequently, she brought a tort action against the defendant in
Loui si ana. The trial court granted the defendant's notion for
summary j udgnent based on Louisiana's statutory enployer imunity.
The plaintiff appealed the trial court's grant of sumrmary j udgnent,
asserting that Arkansas | aw rather than Louisiana | aw governed the
di spute. The appellate court affirnmed the trial court's grant of
summary judgnent based on Loui siana workers' conpensation |aw,
hol ding that as plaintiff had received Loui siana benefits, she was
bound to the full extent of Louisiana | aw

¥1d.at 900. The court in Wayne recogni zed that there are
occasi ons when conflict of |laws provisions permt tort actions in
one state even though anot her state decl ares the defendant i nmune.
See e.q., Restatenent (Second) Conflict of Laws, § 183
(articulating that a state is not precluded from permtting an
action in tort or wongful death by the fact that party would be
i mmune under a sister state's workers' conpensation | aws).

The Wayne court based its hol di ng, however, on the distinction
noted in section 184 of the Restatenment, which reads as foll ows:
Recovery for tort or wongful death will not be permtted
in any state if the defendant is declared immune from
such liability by the worknen's conpensation statute of
a state under which the defendant is required to provide
i nsurance agai nst the particular risk and under which

(a) the plaintiff has obtained an award for the injury, or
(b) the plaintiff could obtain an award for the injury,
if this is the state (1) where the injury occurred, or
(2) where enploynent is principally located, or (3) where
t he enpl oyer supervised the enpl oyee's activities froma
pl ace of business in the state, or (4) whose |ocal |aw

15



principles of the Restatenent offered a |ogical, fair, and stable
solution to the conflict of laws issue.?

We are satisfied that Crane and Wayne still tender "good | aw

despite their antedating the substantial revision of the Louisiana
Civil Code's conflict of |laws provisions. These cases highlight
t he exceptional status of this dispute, provide anal ogous support
for our conclusion that Louisiana | aw woul d be seriously inpaired
if Texas |law were applied to the instant dispute, and dictate our
ultimate concl usion that once an injured enpl oyee applies for and
receives benefits fromthe workers' conpensation |aws of a given
state, the laws of that state apply in full to related clains of
the i njured enpl oyee.

Today' s hol di ng shoul d not be i nterpreted, however, as bl anket
protection for foreign corporations under Louisiana |aw. Rather,
it is a particularized response to an excepti onal case; a response
that avoids the pieceneal application of different laws to an

equally pieceneal attenpt to obtain double - or at |east

governs the contract of enploynent under the rules of ss

187-188 and 196.

Rest at enent (Second) of Conflict of Laws 8§ 184 (1969).

Comrentary to the Restatenent notes that this rule applies to
actions brought agai nst i nmedi at e enpl oyers and i ndi rect enpl oyers.
In addition, the rule applies whether the defendant is required to
obtain workers' conpensation itself, or whether a third party is
required to obtain the necessary insurance. Id. at comment a.

20\WWayne, 293 So.2d at 900. The courts in Crane and Wayne both
note that to deny a person the immnity granted hi mby a workers
conpensation statute of a given state frustrates the efforts of
that state to restrict the cost of industrial accidents and to
afford a fair basis for predicting what those costs wll be.
Carriere v. C. C Crane Corp., 812 F. Supp. 90, 92 n.5 (S.D. Tex.
1992); Wayne, 293 So.2d at 900.

16



over | apping - recovery for the sanme injury.
1]
CONCLUSI ON

When we consider this case in |light of the totality of the
underlying circunstances, we are convinced that Carriere's suit
agai nst G ey Wl f is an exceptional conflict of |aws case, and that
Loui si ana workers' conpensation | aw woul d be seriously inpaired if
it were not applied to this particular dispute. Consequently, we
are convinced that a Louisiana court, pursuant to Louisiana G vil
Code article 3547, would apply Louisiana substantive law to
Carriere's dispute against his statutory enployer, Gey WIf. W
affirm therefore, the district court's order granting G ey Wlf's
nmotion for summary judgnent on the rationale that under Louisiana
law G ey WIf is imune fromcivil tort liability for the sane
injuries that are already covered and conpensated under Carriere's
wor kers' conpensation claim

AFFI RVED.
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