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SUMMARY

The document is an order, memorandum opinion, and recommendation by a United States magistrate
judge in Samuel Clement Wendt’s action concerning alleged burdens on Catholic religious practice
and disparate treatment of religious groups in a North Carolina correctional facility. The magistrate
judge denies the motion to show cause, directs defendants to respond to the preliminary-injunction
motion, recommends denying defendants’ motions to dismiss or transfer venue, and recommends sua
sponte dismissal of state constitutional claims and claims asserted on behalf of other inmates. The
opinion also addresses claim preclusion, issue preclusion, claim splitting, the first-to-file rule, and
venue transfer.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court considered defendants' motions to dismiss or transfer venue,
plaintiff's motion for a preliminary injunction, and plaintiff's motion to
show cause for Rule 11 sanctions. The magistrate judge denied the
motion to show cause, ordered defendants to respond to the
preliminary-injunction motion, recommended denial of the motions to
dismiss or transfer, and recommended sua sponte dismissal of state
constitutional claims and claims asserted on behalf of other inmates.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For supplemental jurisdiction, the court applied 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)
(1). For standing, it applied the requirements for third-party standing.
For preclusion, it applied the preclusive effect required by the law of
the state that rendered the judgment. Claim-splitting and first-to-file
issues were evaluated under Fourth Circuit law. Rule 11 sanctions
were reviewed under an objective-reasonableness standard and



entrusted to the district court's discretion. Preliminary-injunction relief
required independent judicial consideration despite the lack of a
response.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the prior North Carolina state-court dismissal triggered claim preclusion or issue preclusion.

2. Whether Wendt's related Eastern District actions barred the present action under the rule against claim
splitting.

3. Whether the first-to-file rule required dismissal or priority for the Eastern District actions.

4. Whether the action or any claims should be transferred to the Eastern District of North Carolina for
convenience or to prevent forum shopping.

5. Whether the court should dismiss sua sponte Wendt's North Carolina constitutional claims for lack of
supplemental jurisdiction.

6. Whether Wendt had standing to assert claims on behalf of other inmates.

7. Whether Wendt's motion for Rule 11 sanctions should be granted.

8. Whether defendants should be required to respond before the court considered Wendt's preliminary-
injunction motion.

HOLDINGS

1. The court should decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Wendt's North Carolina
constitutional-law claims because they present novel or complex questions of state constitutional law,
and those claims should be dismissed without prejudice.

2. Wendt's claims asserted on behalf of other inmates should be dismissed because he did not allege the
close relationship and hindrance required for third-party standing.

3. The prior state-court dismissal did not establish that claim preclusion or issue preclusion barred Wendt's
federal claims.

4. The rule against claim splitting did not bar Wendt's present action.

5. The first-to-file rule did not bar the present action.



6. The court should deny defendants' request to transfer the action to the Eastern District of North Carolina.

7. The court denied Wendt's motion to show cause and request for Rule 11 sanctions because of procedural
deficiencies and the discretionary determination that sanctions were unwarranted, while warning both
sides about future sanctionable conduct.

8. Defendants were ordered to respond to Wendt's preliminary-injunction motion within fourteen days
before the court considered the requested relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The rule against claim splitting prohibits a plaintiff from prosecuting its case piecemeal and requires that all
claims arising out of a single wrong be presented in one action.” (Section III.B)

“Rule 11 sanctions must differentiate between a losing argument or position, which is not sanctionable, and a
frivolous one, which is.” (Section IV)

“responsive briefing may not include new motions.” (Section VII)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wendt is a Catholic inmate in the North Carolina prison system who was transferred from Tabor Correctional
Institution to Piedmont Correctional Institution in March 2023. He alleged that prison officials denied or limited
Catholic sacraments and services, favored Protestant religious organizations, and imposed unequal restrictions
on religious programs, computers, musical instruments, recreation, and educational opportunities. He also
asserted claims concerning grievance responses, North Carolina constitutional rights, and alleged discrimination
against other inmates' religions. Wendt had related actions pending in the Eastern District of North Carolina
concerning events at Tabor and a prior state-court action involving access to computers and musical instruments.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wendt, a state prisoner proceeding pro se, filed this civil-rights action concerning alleged burdens on his
Catholic religious exercise and preferential treatment of Protestant religious activities at Piedmont Correctional
Institution. Defendants moved to dismiss or transfer the case based on preclusion, claim splitting, the first-to-file
rule, and forum-shopping considerations. Wendt also sought preliminary injunctive relief and Rule 11 sanctions.
The magistrate judge issued an order and memorandum opinion and recommendation resolving the motions in
part and recommending disposition of the remaining claims.
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