IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
EASTERN DIVISION
AQU A DY NAM IC SY STEM S, INC .,
a Delaware Corporation; and
MAGN ACHEM , INC., an Indiana
corporation,
Plaintiffs,
VS.
MICHAEL WEDDLE and
CAROLYN WEDDLE,
Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

No. 01-1040

ORDER DENYING MOTION TO ENJOIN DEFENDANTS
FROM PURSUING OTHER LITIGATION

On January 8, 2001, plaintiffs Aqua Dynamic Systems, Inc. (ADSI) and MagnaChem,
Inc., filed a decla ratory judgmen t action in the C hancery C ourt of M cNa iry Co unty,
Tennessee. De fendants remov ed the action to this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1441, on
the basis of diversity of citizenship. 28 U.S.C . § 1332. Before the Court is ADSI’s motion
to enjoin the defendants from pursuing other litigation that is currently pending in Indiana,
and that allegedly relate s to the subje ct matter of th is action. Defend ants have re sponded to
the motion.
In the action before this Court, ADSI and MagnaChem seek a declaratory judgment
regarding the rights and obligations of the parties under three related agree ments ente red into

in connection with the sale of MagnaChem. These agreements are a stock purchase
agreeme nt, in which ADSI purchased all of MagnaChem’s stock from the defendants, who
were the sole stockholders; a growth compensation agreement, under which Michael Weddle
contracted to act as general manager and president of MagnaChem for seven years; and a
lease agreeme nt under w hich M ichael and C arolyn Wed dle leased to MagnaChem the
Indiana premises on which the company is located.
On April 26, 2001, the Weddles filed a complaint for ejectment against MagnaChem
in Indiana state court, alleging that MagnaChem breached the lease ag reement b y failing to
comply with all of the federal, state and municipal laws, regulations and orders that are
applicable to the business and its premises.1 Until the filing of the present motion on
November 30, 2001, MagnaChem apparently participated actively in the Indiana action.2
In arguing that defendants should be enjoined from further pursuing the Indiana
action, ADSI first contends that 28 U .S.C. § 1367 wo uld allow this Court to assert
supplemental jurisdiction over the claims asserted in Indiana. ADSI also contends that the
Indiana claims should have been raised in this action as compulsory counterclaims under Fed.
R. Civ. P. 13(a).
The rule on compulsory counterclaims allows the court in which a particular action

1

The exhibits in the record indicate that MagnaChem’s business is the production and storage of industrial
water treatment chemicals.
2

Defendants have stated that MagnaChem agreed to a January 7, 2002, trial date in the Indiana action. As
that date has now passed, with no notification from the parties that the action has been resolved, the Court assumes
the trial was continued.

2

is filed to refuse to hear a claim on the grounds that it should have been asserted as a
compulsory counte rclaim in anothe r pendi ng or p rior actio n. See Baker v. Gold Seal
Liquors, Inc., 417 U.S. 467, 469 n.1 (1974) (“A co unterclaim which is co mpulsory but is not
brought is thereafter barred.”) Nothing in Rule 13(a) allows a federal court to compel either
a party or another court to dismiss claims currently pending in state court and reassert them
as compulsory counterclaims in a federal action. The compuls ory countercla im argum ent,
therefore, is one that should be raised in the Indiana action. As for § 1367, the Indiana
claims have not been asserted in this Court, so the question of whether supplemental
jurisdiction would be appropriate has no bearing on the issue of whether the prosecution of
the Indiana action should be enjoined.3
The Anti-Injunction Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2283, limits the power of a federal court to
enjoin state court proceedings.4 The statute provides:
A court of the United States may not grant an injunction to stay proceedings
in a State court, except as expressly authorized by Act of Con gress, or where
necessary in aid of its jurisdiction, or to protect or effectuate its judgments.
The three exceptions are “narrow in their application and ‘should not be enlarged by loose
statutory construction.’” Hatcher v. Avis Rent-A-Car Sys., Inc., 152 F.3d 540, 54 2 (6th Cir.
3

ADSI also quotes from a decision holding that federal courts need not abstain from hearing a declaratory
judgment action if “the federal suit is filed substantially prior to any state suits, significant proceedings have taken
place in the fed eral suit, and the fe deral suit has ne ither the purp ose nor the effect of overtu rning a prev ious state
court ruling.” Royal Ins. Co. of Am. v. Quinn-L Capital Corp., 3 F.3d 877, 886 (5th Cir. 1993). However, neither
party has asked the Court to abstain from hearing this case.
4

The Ac t does not p ermit a cour t to sidestep its term s by directing a n injunction to the parties rathe r than to
the state court. T hus, the fact that A DSI tech nically asks the C ourt to enjo in the defend ants, and no t the Indiana sta te
court, is irreleva nt. See Atlantic Coast Line R.R. v. Brotherhood of Locomotive Eng’rs, 398 U.S. 281, 287 (1970)
(citing Oklahoma Packing Co. v. Oklahoma Gas & Elec. Co., 309 U.S. 4, 9 (1940)).
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1998) (quoting Atlantic Coast Line R .R. v. Brotherhood o f Locomo tive Eng’rs, 398 U.S.
281, 287 (1970 )).
In this case, there clearly is no statute authorizing an injunction, and this Court has
issued no substantive orders or judgments, so the exception for protecting and effectuating
the Court’s judgments also does not apply. The secon d exceptio n, authorizin g a Cou rt to
issue an injunctio n “in aid of its jurisdiction” is th e broades t of the three. N evertheless, th is
exception still requires a determination that “injunctive relief may be necessary to prevent
a state court from so interfering with a federal court’s consideration or disposition of a case
as to seriously impair the federal cou rt’s flexi bility and a uthority to decide that case .”
Atlantic Coast Line R.R., 398 U.S. at 295.
ADSI argues that prosecution of the Indiana action wil l interfere with this Court’s
ability to determine the rights of the p arties under the lease agreem ent if the Indiana court
rules that MagnaChem should be ejected from the premises before this declaratory judgment
action is resolved. Howe ver, it appears that the only issue raised in this Court that pertains
to the lease agreem ent conce rns the term o f the lease an d month ly rental amoun t.
Spe cific ally, ADSI asks the Court to declare that the lease is for a term of sev en years, at a
monthly rate of $4,500.00; defendants, however, dispute the monthly rental amount. 5 ADSI
has failed to explain how the possibility that MagnaChem might be ejected from the premises

5

Defendants apparently do not dispute that the lease term was for seven years. In paragraph 19(C) of the
amended answer, defendants ask the Court to order plaintiffs to pay $5,500.00 “per month for the term of seven (7)
years as set forth in th e amend ed lease en tered into b y the parties.”
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for the entirely different re ason of f ailure to com ply with ap plicable laws, re gulation s, etc.,
would impair this C ourt’s ability to determine the contractua l lease term or the monthly rental
amount agreed upon by the parties.
As ADS I has not esta blished that the requested injunction is permissible under the
Anti-Injunction Act, the m otion to enjo in the defe ndants from pursuing the Indiana litigation
is DENIED.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

__________________________________
JAMES D. TODD
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
__________________________________
DATE
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