UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
MISSISSIPPI

Phalisity Williams v. Direct Auto CDJR, LL.C

Williams - No. 3:25-cv-00214-JDM-RP - Decided March 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The court holds that it has general personal jurisdiction over Direct Auto CDJR, LLC because it is a
Mississippi entity, rejecting the defendant’s personal-jurisdiction defense. The court concludes that
venue is improper in the Northern District of Mississippi because the alleged credit inquiries occurred
at the defendant’s location in the Southern District. Rather than dismissing the action, the court
transfers it to the Southern District of Mississippi, Northern Division, and denies the plaintiff’s motion

for leave to file a sur-reply.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction and

improper venue after limited discovery. The court denied dismissal for
lack of personal jurisdiction, granted the venue challenge, and
transferred the action to the Southern District of Mississippi under 28
U.S.C. § 1406(a).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied a fact-intensive waiver inquiry for personal-
jurisdiction and venue defenses and analyzed venue under 28 U.S.C. §
1391(b)(2). Transfer under 28 U.S.C. § 1406(a) was committed to the

court's discretion based on the interests of justice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Direct Auto waived its personal-jurisdiction and improper-venue defenses by participating in
discovery after preserving those defenses in its answer.

2. Whether the Northern District of Mississippi had personal jurisdiction over Direct Auto, a Mississippi

business located in the Southern District.

3. Whether venue was proper in the Northern District under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2) because Williams
allegedly experienced harm there.

4. Whether the action should be dismissed or transferred under 28 U.S.C. § 1406(a) when venue was
improper.
HOLDINGS

1. Direct Auto did not waive its personal-jurisdiction or venue defenses through its limited participation in

discovery because it preserved the defenses in its answer and did not actively litigate the merits.

2. The Northern District of Mississippi had general personal jurisdiction over Direct Auto because Direct
Auto is a Mississippi entity and is therefore subject to general jurisdiction in Mississippi courts.

3. Venue was improper in the Northern District of Mississippi because the alleged unauthorized credit
inquiries and related acts or omissions occurred at Direct Auto's place of business in the Southern

District, not in the Northern District merely because Williams allegedly experienced harm there.

4, Transfer to the Southern District of Mississippi, Northern Division, was preferable to dismissal because
Williams filed in the Northern District in good faith and transfer served the interests of justice and

judicial economy.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Direct Auto is undoubtedly a Mississippi resident. So Mississippi courts, including this one, have general

personal jurisdiction over Direct Auto.” (Discussion II)

“Since all alleged, unauthorized inquiries were made in the Southern District, venue is improper in the

Northern District.” (Discussion I1T)

“Williams’s Motion for Leave [20] is DENIED.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Williams alleged that she texted a Direct Auto employee regarding a vehicle purchase and revoked consent to
credit inquiries. She alleged that Direct Auto nevertheless submitted unauthorized hard credit inquiries and

initiated credit applications, damaging her credit and causing other injuries. Direct Auto is a Mississippi entity



located in Scott County, within the Southern District of Mississippi, and Williams did not allege that the

inquiries were made from the Northern District.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Williams filed an action asserting Fair Credit Reporting Act and related state-law claims in the Northern District
of Mississippi. Direct Auto answered, preserving personal-jurisdiction and venue defenses, participated in
limited discovery, and moved to dismiss. The court denied Williams's motion for leave to file a sur-reply,
rejected her waiver argument, held that personal jurisdiction existed but venue was improper, and transferred the

case to the Southern District of Mississippi, Northern Division.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case and all pending motions were transferred to the United States District Court for the Southern District of

Mississippi, Northern Division. The case was closed in the Northern District.
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