UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

NORTH CAROLINA

Abbie Byrd et al. v. TitleMax of South Carolina, Inc. and TitleMax of

Virginia, Inc.

Byrd - No. 1:25-cv-1039 - Decided May 4, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of North Carolina denied Defendants’ motion

to sever the claims of 87 plaintiffs under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 20 and 21. The court held

that the plaintiffs’ claims concerning allegedly unlawful high-interest TitleMax vehicle title loans

arose from the same series of transactions or occurrences and presented common questions of law and

fact, and that severance was not warranted by prejudice or administrative concerns.
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After removal from North Carolina Superior Court, defendants moved
under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 20 and 21 to sever the claims
of 87 joined plaintiffs and dismiss all plaintiffs without prejudice

except the first-named plaintiff.

Permissive joinder under Rule 20 is reviewed under the court's broad
discretion; severance under Rule 21 is also discretionary and may be
denied when it would cause prejudice, expense, or delay or would

undermine trial convenience and judicial efficiency.
unknown

TitleMax of South Carolina, Inc., TitleMax of Virginia, Inc. v. Abbie
Byrd, 87 plaintiffs
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the 87 plaintiffs satisfied the same-transaction-or-occurrence requirement for permissive
joinder under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 20(a)(1)(A).

2. Whether the plaintiffs' claims presented at least one common question of law or fact under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 20(a)(1)(B).

3. Whether the court should exercise its discretion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 21 to sever the

plaintiffs despite proper joinder because of prejudice, expense, delay, or administrative concerns.

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiffs' claims arose out of the same transaction or occurrence, or series of transactions or
occurrences, because they were logically related to the same alleged high-interest TitleMax title-lending

scheme and alleged similar violations of North Carolina law.

2. The plaintiffs satisfied the common-question requirement because their claims raised common questions
of fact and law concerning the alleged title-loan scheme, compliance with North Carolina lending limits,
applicability of North Carolina public policy, and alleged violations of the UDTPA.

3. The court declined to sever the plaintiffs under Rule 21 because joinder would promote administrative
efficiency, facilitate resolution of common threshold issues, and create no demonstrated prejudice,

expense, or delay warranting severance.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiffs meet the requirements of permissive joinder under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 20, and the

Court declines to sever pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 21.” (at 1)

“Two claims arise from the same transaction — and therefore can be joined in the same action — when there

is a ‘logical relationship’ between them.” (at 5)

“Joinder here does so and serves its intended purpose: “to promote trial convenience and expedite the final

determination of disputes, thereby preventing multiple lawsuits.”” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The 87 plaintiffs are North Carolina residents who obtained similar car title loans from TitleMax entities in
Virginia or South Carolina. They allege that the transactions involved annual percentage rates exceeding limits
imposed by North Carolina law and that defendants engaged in unfair or deceptive practices, including allegedly
unlawful lending, disclosure, notarization, lien, and vehicle-conversion practices. The transactions differed in
timing, location, loan amount, interest rate, and contractual terms, but the court found them sufficiently related

because they allegedly arose from a common high-interest title-lending scheme.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a state-court action on October 9, 2025, and later filed an amended complaint alleging that high-
interest car title loans violated the North Carolina Consumer Finance Act and the North Carolina Unfair and
Deceptive Trade Practices Act. Defendants removed the action on November 14, 2025, and simultaneously
moved to sever the plaintiffs and dismiss all but Abbie Byrd without prejudice for alleged misjoinder. The

district court denied the motion to sever.
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