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GRAYNLE EDWARDS, ED. D.
Pl aintiff,

Cvil Action

V. No. 96-7162

CHESTER UPLAND SCHOOL DI STRI CT,
CHESTER UPLAND SCHOOL DI STRI CT
BOARD OF CONTROL, and
JOHN TOWWVASI NI

Def endant s.

VEMORANDUM

Gawt hrop, J. June , 1997
In this civil rights and state-law action, the

def endants, the Chester Upland School District (the "District"),

t he Chester Upland School District Board of Control (the

"Board"), and John Tommasini, Chairman of the Board of Control,

request this court to abstain fromexercising jurisdiction over

this case because the plaintiff, Dr. Gaynle Edwards, has already

filed a simlar action against the District in state court. Upon

the follow ng reasoning, | shall deny the notion.

Backgr ound

On June 24, 1996, the Board elimnated the plaintiff's
position of Director of Secondary Instruction Services and
furl oughed him The Board schedul ed a hearing for himon July
30, 1996, but he did not attend. The reasons for his absence are

in dispute. On August 22, 1996, the Board assigned himto a



teaching position, and on Septenber 10 he brought suit in the
Del aware County Court of Common Pl eas against the District for
bunmpi ng rights under Pennsylvania |aw. The court renanded the
case to the Board for findings of fact and concl usi ons of | aw.
On Cctober 15, 1996, he brought suit under the Cvil Ri ghts Act
of 1871, 42 U S.C. § 1983, alleging violation of his procedural
due process rights; he also sued under the suppl enental
jurisdiction statute, 28 U S.C. 8§ 1367, for alleged breaches of
Pennsyl vania statutory and common |law. On January 23, 1997, the
Board adopted findings of fact and conclusions of |law and filed

themwith the Court of Conmmobn Pl eas.

Di scussi on
The defendants contend that, under the doctrine of

Younger v. Harris, 401 U. S. 37 (1971), this court should abstain

fromexercising jurisdiction because the plaintiff previously
filed a parallel proceeding in state court.
In general, a federal court nust exercise the

jurisdiction Congress has granted it. See New Ol eans Pub.

Serv., Inc. v. Council of Cty of New Oleans, 491 U S. 350, 358

(1989) ("NOPSI"™). "'"We have no nore right to decline the exercise
of jurisdiction which is given, than to usurp that which is not
given. The one or the other would be treason to the

Constitution."" 1d. (quoting Cohens v. Virginia, 6 Weat. (19

U S.) 264, 404 (1821)).



The abstention doctrine devel oped in Younger stands as
a limted exception to this general rule. Younger doctrine,
sonetinmes called "Qur Federalism" applies where plaintiffs
i nvoke federal jurisdiction to restrain state judicial or
adm ni strative proceedi ngs that vindicate inportant state

i nterests. See M ddl esex County Ethics Comm v. Garden State Bar

Assoc., 457 U. S. 423, 437 (1982). Such interests include the
enforcenent of state crimnal |aws, Younger, 401 U S at 53,
nui sance |laws, Huffrman v. Pursue, Ltd., 420 U S. 592 (1975), and

court contenpt orders, Judice v. Vail, 430 U S. 327 (1977).

Younger doctrine does not apply to state judicial proceedings
review ng |l egislative or executive action. See NOPSI, 491 U. S.
at 368.

Here, the plaintiff has filed parallel state and
federal proceedings in which he seeks judicial review of the
Board's actions. He does not petition this court to enjoin a
judicial proceeding in which the other party seeks to vindicate
inportant state interests. Nor does he wish to have the | aw
underlying that proceeding declared unconstitutional. A
declaratory judgnent in this court would, of course, have res
judi cata effect in the state action. Such a judgnment would not,
however, frustrate significant state interests because no party
seeks to advance those interests in the parallel state
proceeding. Therefore, the |imted exception does not apply, and
this court nust exercise the jurisdiction Congress has granted

it.



Younger doctrine does not include a per se prohibition
of duplicative federal and state litigation. The pendency of a
state action does not, w thout nore, deprive a federal court of

jurisdiction over the sane matter. See Col orado River Witer

Conservation Dist. v. United States, 424 U S. 800, 817 (1976)

(quoting MO ellan v. Carland, 217 U S. 268, 282 (1910)). See

also Stanton v. Enbrey, 93 U S. 548, 554 (1877)("the pendency of

a prior suit in another jurisdiction is not a bar to a subsequent
suit in acircuit court or in the court below, even though the

two suits are for the same cause of action").

Concl usi on

Because the plaintiff seeks only to obtain judicial
review of the Board' s actions, rather than to prevent the board
fromvindicating an inportant state interest in a state judicial
or adm nistrative proceedi ng, Younger doctrine does not apply and
this court nmust maintain its jurisdiction. | expressly do not

deci de whet her the doctrine announced in Burford v. Sun G| Co.,

319 U. S. 315 (1943), justifies abstention in this matter.
An appl dpiE &Nk TeDDSTATES OMSTRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A



GRAYNLE EDWARDS, ED. D.,
Plaintiff,

Cvil Action

V. No. 96-7162

CHESTER UPLAND SCHOOL DI STRI CT,
CHESTER UPLAND SCHOOL DI STRI CT
BOARD OF CONTROL, and

JOHN TOWWASI NI,

Def endant s.

ORDER

AND NOW this day of June, 1997, for the reasons
descri bed in the acconpanyi ng nenorandum the defendants' Motion

for Abstention is DEN ED.

BY THE COURT:

Robert S. Gawmt hrop, 111, J.

-5 -



