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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan granted the Michigan
Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs’ motion to dismiss George Franklin Wells’s petition
to confirm a JAMS arbitration award. The court held that 9 U.S.C. § 9 does not independently confer
federal subject-matter jurisdiction, and that neither federal-question nor diversity jurisdiction was
established. The court dismissed the case without reaching LARA’s public-policy arguments
concerning expungement of registration records.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petition to confirm a private JAMS arbitration award under 9 U.S.C. §
9; the Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs
moved to dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court accepts the material
allegations in the pleading as true and construes them in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party; the plaintiff bears the burden of
establishing subject matter jurisdiction.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown

PARTIES George Franklin Wells v. Versaille Capital Advisors, LLC, FundTeq,
Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs



TOPICS

subject matter jurisdiction motions to dismiss arbitration commercial litigation civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure commercial litigation administrative law arbitration

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 9 U.S.C. § 9 of the Federal Arbitration Act independently confers federal subject matter
jurisdiction over a petition to confirm an arbitration award.

2. Whether FINRA Rule 2080, SEC approval of FINRA rules, or the federal securities regulatory
framework supplies an independent basis for federal-question jurisdiction over a petition seeking
expungement of CRD information.

3. Whether diversity jurisdiction exists where the petitioner is a Michigan citizen, the business respondents
are located in Michigan, LARA is a state agency, and the requested relief concerns expungement of
records.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 9 of the Federal Arbitration Act does not independently confer federal subject matter
jurisdiction. A petition to confirm an arbitration award under the FAA requires diversity jurisdiction or
another independent basis for federal jurisdiction.

2. FINRA Rule 2080, SEC approval of FINRA rules, and the federal securities regulatory framework do
not supply federal-question jurisdiction for a petition seeking confirmation of a private JAMS arbitration
award and expungement of CRD information when the petitioner does not allege a violation of federal
securities law, FINRA's statutory authority, or a FINRA duty.

3. Diversity jurisdiction does not exist because the pleaded parties do not establish complete diversity and
the requested relief does not satisfy an amount-in-controversy requirement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“While the [FAA] creates federal substantive law requiring the parties to honor arbitration agreements, it
does not create any independent federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 (1976) or otherwise.”
(PageID.183-186)

“Therefore, “although FINRA rules require SEC approval, the rules do not come within the meaning of 15
U.S.C. § 78a et seq., which gives a federal court exclusive jurisdiction over violations of rules and regulations
promulgated under the SEA.”” (PageID.226-227)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wells, a Michigan-registered investment adviser representative and owner of Versaille Capital Advisors and
FundTeq, sought expungement of customer-dispute information from his registration records. Neither Wells nor
his companies were registered with FINRA, and FINRA determined that it lacked regulatory authority over the



investment-adviser-only information. A JAMS arbitrator issued a final award recommending expungement of
three disclosures and denying expungement as to another. Wells then sought federal confirmation of the award
and an order directing removal of the disclosures from FINRA's CRD system.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wells initiated JAMS arbitration seeking expungement of customer-dispute disclosures from his registration
records. After the arbitrator issued a final award recommending expungement of three disclosures and denying
expungement as to one, Wells filed a federal petition to confirm the award and direct expungement from
FINRA's CRD system. LARA moved to dismiss, asserting that the Federal Arbitration Act did not independently
confer federal jurisdiction and that diversity jurisdiction was absent. The court granted the motion and dismissed
the case without reaching LARA's public-policy arguments.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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