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Per Quriam 1n 1992, the defendants inthis action produced
and br oadcast a docudrana depictingthe bitter child custody di spute
between Dr. Eric A. Foretich and his fornmer wife. Foretich responded
tothis broadcast by filing multiple suits agai nst t hese def endants.
Inadditiontothe present actionfiledinfederal district court in
New Hanpshire, Foretichalsofiledtwo suits, onein Virginiaand one
inthe District of Colunbia, that were renoved and consolidatedin the
United States District Court for the District of Colunbia. After a
series of setbacks in that forum during which the NewHanpshire action
was stayed, Foretich agreed to a conprehensi ve settl enent that resol ved
theremainingissuesintheD. C actionandthat al sorequiredhimto
di sm ss the New Hanpshire action. Shortly after reaching this
agreenment, however, Foretichrefusedto abide by it and contestedits
enforceabilityinthe D. C. District Court. Boththe D.C. District and
Circuit Courts heldthat the agreenent was enforceable. |nresponse,
t he defendants filed anotionto dism ssin NewHanpshire seekingto
hol d Foretich to his bargain. The NewHanpshire District Court granted
t he notion on the ground that res judi cata prevented Foretich from
contesting the validity of the agreenent. Foretich now appeals.

Foretich agreed to di sm ss t he New Hanpshi re case as part of
a broad settl enent agreenment to resol ve overlappinglitigationinthe
district court. The D.C. District Court and Court of Appeals | ater
uphel d the agreenent so far as pertinent here despite Foretich's
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attenpt to back out of it. Hi s objectionstothe settlenent were or
coul d have been litigated inthe D.C. courts. W see no basis for
allowing himto relitigate those objections here.

We deny t he request for sanctions. |n accordance with Fed.
R. App. P. 39, however, costs are taxed agai nst Foretich.

Affirned.



