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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Minnesota granted Bridgecrest Acceptance
Corporation’s and Recovery Industry’s motions to compel arbitration and stay proceedings concerning
the claims of Angela Kapphahn and De’Ajala Le’Shay Harris. The court held that Kapphahn’s
arbitration agreement was enforceable under Minnesota’s Motor Vehicle Retail Installment Sales Act
and covered her claims against Bridgecrest. The court further analyzed whether Recovery Industry, a
nonsignatory, could enforce the arbitration agreement, including under nonsignatory theories
recognized by Minnesota law.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Putative class action alleging that defendants unlawfully repossessed
automobiles using GPS tracking devices. Bridgecrest and Recovery
moved under the Federal Arbitration Act to compel arbitration and stay
proceedings as to claims brought by Kapphahn, and Recovery
separately moved to compel arbitration and stay proceedings as to
Harris's claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a motion to compel arbitration under the Federal Arbitration Act,
the court determines whether a valid agreement to arbitrate exists and
whether the specific dispute falls within its scope, applying ordinary



state-law contract principles. The court does not decide the merits of
the underlying dispute, construes arbitration agreements liberally with
doubts resolved in favor of arbitration, and places on the party
opposing arbitration the burden of showing that the claims are
unsuitable for arbitration.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive authority
only
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Kapphahn's separately executed arbitration agreement was unenforceable under the Minnesota
Motor Vehicle Retail Installment Sales Act because it was not included in the retail installment contract.

2. Whether Bridgecrest could compel arbitration of Kapphahn's claims under the arbitration agreement.

3. Whether Recovery, a nonsignatory, could enforce Kapphahn's arbitration agreement under the
contractual language or nonsignatory theories of equitable estoppel and agency.

4. Whether Recovery, a nonsignatory, could enforce the arbitration clause in Harris's retail installment
contract.

5. Whether the proceedings should be stayed rather than dismissed after the court compelled arbitration.

HOLDINGS

1. The arbitration agreement was enforceable and did not violate the MMVRISA because it did not contain
additional or contradictory credit terms and therefore did not contravene the statute's requirement that
the retail installment contract contain the parties' relevant agreements.

2. Bridgecrest could compel arbitration because it was expressly identified as an entity covered by
Kapphahn's arbitration agreement and the agreement covered disputes concerning collection and
repossession.

3. Recovery could compel arbitration of Kapphahn's claims as a nonsignatory under equitable-estoppel and
agency principles, even though Recovery was not expressly covered by the arbitration agreement.

4. Recovery could compel arbitration of Harris's claims as a nonsignatory under equitable-estoppel and
agency principles, despite not being named in Harris's retail installment contract.

5. The court was required to stay, rather than dismiss, the proceedings concerning Kapphahn's claims
against Bridgecrest and Recovery and Harris's claims against Recovery.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“On a motion to compel arbitration and stay proceedings under the Federal Arbitration Act, the Court does
not determine the merits of the substantive issues, but simply whether the parties have agreed to submit a
particular grievance to arbitration.” (Discussion I)

“The Federal Arbitration Act requires courts to stay—rather than dismiss—actions involving arbitrable
disputes.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Kapphahn purchased a vehicle financed through a retail installment contract later assigned to Bridgecrest,
separately signing an arbitration agreement that incorporated the relevant vehicle contracts. After Kapphahn
defaulted, Recovery, acting on Bridgecrest's behalf, allegedly used a magnetic GPS device, or puck, to locate
and repossess the vehicle. Harris likewise financed a vehicle under a retail installment contract containing an
arbitration clause, later defaulted, and allegedly had her vehicle located and repossessed by Recovery using a
puck. The plaintiffs asserted FDCPA, Minnesota wrongful-repossession, conversion, and intrusion-upon-
seclusion claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the class action complaint on June 10, 2025, asserting claims under the Fair Debt Collection
Practices Act and Minnesota statutory and common law. Bridgecrest moved to compel arbitration of Kapphahn's
claims, and Recovery moved to compel arbitration of Kapphahn's and Harris's claims. The court granted all three
motions and stayed the action as to those claims; Stewart's claims and the claims against Wells Fargo were not
addressed by the motions.
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