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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Alabama held that a vehicle purchasers' malicious-prosecution claim against an

automobile dealership fell within the scope of a broad arbitration agreement executed in connection

with the vehicle purchase and financing. The court also held that the transaction affected interstate

commerce, reversed the order denying arbitration, and remanded for further proceedings.
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Edwards Motors appealed the Etowah Circuit Court's order denying its
motion to compel arbitration of the Hudginses' malicious-prosecution

action.

De novo review of whether the trial court erred on a factual or legal
issue to the substantial prejudice of the party seeking review. The party
seeking arbitration must prove the existence of an arbitration contract
and that the transaction affected interstate commerce; after that
showing, the burden shifts to the nonmovant to show that the

agreement is invalid or does not apply to the dispute.
Published Alabama Supreme Court opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the parties entered into an enforceable arbitration agreement covering disputes arising from the

vehicle transaction and financing.
2. Whether the vehicle purchase and financing transaction affected interstate commerce.

3. Whether the Hudginses' malicious-prosecution claim, arising from Edwards's initiation of criminal

charges concerning the vehicle and its financing, fell within the scope of the arbitration agreement.

HOLDINGS

1. A party seeking to compel arbitration must prove the existence of a contract containing an arbitration
provision and that the underlying transaction affected interstate commerce; Edwards satisfied both

requirements.

2. The Hudginses' malicious-prosecution claim was within the scope of the broad arbitration agreement

because it arose from Edwards's actions concerning the vehicle transaction and financing.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"[A]rbitration agreements [are] as enforceable as any other contracts, but not more so."” (at 447)

"

“"[A] party cannot be required to submit to arbitration any dispute which he has not agreed so to submit.
(at 447)

“"All these claims are “claim [s] . . . resulting from or arising out of or relating to or concerning the
transaction entered into' and, therefore, they are encompassed within the scope of Modas's agreement to
arbitrate."” (at 448)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Hudginses purchased and financed a 1993 Infiniti from Edwards Motors and executed a sales contract,
financing documents, and a broad arbitration agreement. After Edwards initiated criminal charges alleging that
the Hudginses had defrauded a secured creditor, the criminal proceeding was dismissed pursuant to an agreement
that the vehicle would be returned. The Hudginses later filed a malicious-prosecution action against Edwards,
and Edwards sought to compel arbitration based on the vehicle-purchase arbitration agreement. Evidence

showed that the transaction involved multiple states and therefore affected interstate commerce.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Hudginses filed a malicious-prosecution action in the Etowah Circuit Court arising from criminal charges
initiated by Edwards in connection with the vehicle transaction. Edwards moved to compel arbitration under the
parties' arbitration agreement. The circuit court denied the motion, and Edwards appealed. The Supreme Court of

Alabama reversed and remanded.



DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The cause was remanded to the trial court for proceedings consistent with the decision, including enforcement of

Edwards's motion to compel arbitration.
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