UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
MISSISSIPPI, OXFORD DIVISION

Brian Smith v. TD Auto Finance LLC, et al.

Brian Smith v. TD Auto Finance LLC, No. 3:25-cv-00312-JDM-RP (N.D. Miss. Apr. 14, 2026) - No. 3:25-cv-

00312-JDM-RP - Decided April 14, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Mississippi denied Brian Smith’s motion

for reconsideration of an order compelling arbitration and staying the case. The court held that Smith

identified no legal error warranting reconsideration and that his claims against the nonsignatory

defendants were subject to arbitration under equitable estoppel because the alleged misconduct was

interrelated with the claims against TD Auto Finance. The court ordered Smith to arbitrate his claims

against all defendants and continued the stay.
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Plaintiff moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 59(e) and
60(b) to reconsider or clarify an interlocutory order compelling
arbitration and staying the case. He alternatively sought to lift the stay

as to three nonsignatory defendants.

For reconsideration of an interlocutory order, Rule 54(b) applies and
permits revision at any time, although courts consider similar factors
to those used under Rule 59(e). Rule 59(e) relief requires a mistake of
law or fact or newly discovered evidence, and Rule 60(b)(1) relief is
limited to an obvious error of law apparent on the record. Rule 60(b)

(6) relief requires extraordinary circumstances.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Smith was entitled to reconsideration or clarification of the interlocutory order compelling

arbitration and staying the case.

2. Whether Rule 54(b), rather than Rules 59(e) and 60(b), governed reconsideration of the prior

interlocutory arbitration order.

3. Whether the nonsignatory defendants could enforce the arbitration agreement under equitable estoppel
because Smith alleged substantially interdependent and concerted misconduct by TD Auto and the

nonsignatories.

4. Whether the stay should be lifted to permit Smith to litigate his claims against the nonsignatory

defendants in court.

HOLDINGS

1. Because the prior order compelling arbitration was interlocutory, Rule 54(b) was the appropriate
procedural vehicle for seeking reconsideration, although the Court also considered the standards
associated with Rules 59(e) and 60(b).

2. Smith was not entitled to reconsideration because he identified no legal error, newly discovered
evidence, obvious error of law, or extraordinary circumstances, and instead rehashed arguments that

were or could have been raised earlier.

3. The nonsignatory defendants could enforce the arbitration agreement under equitable estoppel because
Smith alleged substantially interdependent and concerted misconduct by TD Auto and the

nonsignatories.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Smith’s allegations against the non-signatory defendants are so interrelated with his allegations

against TD Auto, the Court in its discretion applies equitable estoppel.”

“Smith must arbitrate his claims against all defendants.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Smith purchased a 2016 Dodge Ram 1500 financed through TD Auto Finance. TD Auto and three nonsignatory
defendants later repossessed the truck. Smith alleged that all defendants acted collectively and improperly in
connection with the repossession, including taking and retaining the vehicle, entering his property, and damaging

the automobile.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Smith filed suit against TD Auto Finance and three other defendants in state court after repossession of his truck.
Defendants removed the case, and TD Auto moved to compel arbitration based on an arbitration agreement in
Smith's credit application. The Court previously found a valid arbitration agreement and delegation clause,
compelled arbitration of Smith's claims, and stayed the case. The Court denied Smith's motion for
reconsideration and clarification, held that the nonsignatory defendants could enforce the arbitration agreement

under equitable estoppel, directed TD Auto to initiate arbitration, and continued the stay.
DISPOSITION

denied
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