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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Defendant-Appellee William J. Skiles was injured in an automobile
accident and sought coverage for his injuries under his automobile
insurance and umbrella policies. His insurance company, Plaintiff-
Appellant American National Property and Casualty Company, sued
him and his wife in the Southern District of West Virginia, seeking
a declaration of the parties’ rights under the policies. Meanwhile, the
Skiles had simultaneously sued American National in the Brooke
County, West Virginia state circuit court, also seeking, inter alia, a
declaratory judgment. The Skiles’ state court action subsequently was
removed to the federal district court for the Northern District of West
Virginia. The Skiles filed a motion to remand, which is currently
pending in the Northern District.

In the Southern District action, the Skiles filed a motion to dismiss.
Upon consideration thereof, the district court declined to exercise
jurisdiction over American National’s declaratory judgment action,
and dismissed the case. American National appeals.

We review a district court’s decision not to proceed with a declara-
tory judgment action for an abuse of discretion. See Aetna Cas. &
Sur. Co. v. Ind-Com Elec. Co., 139 F.3d 419, 421 (4th Cir. 1998). The
Fourth Circuit has set forth several factors for district courts to con-
sider in deciding whether to exercise their discretion to hear declara-
tory judgment actions:

(i) the strength of the state’s interest in having the issues
raised in the federal declaratory action decided in the state



AMERICAN NATIONAL PROPERTY V. SKILES 3

courts; (ii) whether the issues raised in the federal action can
more efficiently be resolved in the court in which the state
action is pending;[] (iii) whether permitting the federal
action to go forward would result in unnecessary "entangle-
ment" between the federal and state court systems, because
of the presence of "overlapping issues of fact or law"[; and
(iv)] whether the declaratory judgment action is being used
merely as a device for "procedural fencing” . . . .

Centennial Life Ins. Co. v. Poston, 88 F.3d 255, 257 (4th Cir. 1996)
(quoting Nautilus Ins. Co. v. Winchester Homes, Inc., 15 F.3d 371,
377 (4th Cir. 1994)) (alterations in Centennial Life).

When considered in the instant case, these factors indicate there
was no abuse of discretion. First, the state interest in deciding the
issues presented in this case is significant, because no West Virginia
state court has decided the question of whether insurance companies
must offer underinsurance motorist coverage on umbrella policies
pursuant to West Virginia Code § 33-6-31. Second, it is more effi-
cient for the issues raised in American National’s Southern District
action to be resolved in the court in which the Skiles’ state action is
pending.* While the Skiles’ Northern District action would resolve
the entire controversy, American National’s Southern District action
would resolve only part of the controversy, because the Northern Dis-
trict action contains two defendants and a number of issues not pres-
ent in the Southern District action. It clearly would promote judicial
efficiency to resolve the entire controversy in one action in the North-
ern District. Third, permitting American National’s action to go for-
ward would result in unnecessary "entanglement” between it and the
Skiles’ now-removed state court action, because the question of insur-
ance coverage overlaps both cases. Fourth, the district court did not
clearly err in finding no evidence of procedural fencing.

Accordingly, the district court did not abuse its discretion in grant-
ing the Skiles’ motion to dismiss.

AFFIRMED

*].e. the Northern District of West Virginia or the Brooke County Cir-
cuit Court, depending on the disposition of the Skiles’ motion to remand.



