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PITTMAN, Judge. 

T h i s a p p e a l concerns the d e n i a l of a motion t o compel 

a r b i t r a t i o n of c l a i m s brought a g a i n s t an auto m o b i l e 

m a n u f a c t u r e r , Volkswagen Group of America, I n c . ("the 

m a n u f a c t u r e r " ) , by the p u r c h a s e r of one of the ma n u f a c t u r e r ' s 
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motor v e h i c l e s , Bennie W i l l i a m s ("the p u r c h a s e r " ) , i n the 

J e f f e r s o n C i r c u i t C o u r t . The c o m p l a i n t i n t h i s a c t i o n a v e r r e d 

t h a t i n F e b r u a r y 2007 the p u r c h a s e r bought a 2007 model P a s s a t 

a u t o m o b i l e from a d e a l e r a u t h o r i z e d by the m a n u f a c t u r e r t o 

s e l l i t s v e h i c l e s , J e f f S i k e s , I n c . ("the d e a l e r " ) . A c c o r d i n g 

t o the p u r c h a s e r , the a u t o m o b i l e he purchased e x h i b i t e d 

d e f e c t s i n i t s e l e c t r i c a l system t h a t c o u l d not be c o r r e c t e d 

by the m a n u f a c t u r e r ' s agents d e s p i t e h a v i n g been g i v e n a 

r e a s o n a b l e o p p o r t u n i t y t o cure them. The p u r c h a s e r ' s 

c o m p l a i n t a s s e r t e d t h a t he s h o u l d be e n t i t l e d t o revoke h i s 

acceptance o f the a u t o m o b i l e under the Alabama U n i f o r m 

Commercial Code ( A l a . Code 1975, § 7-1-1 e t s e q . ) , t h a t the 

m a n u f a c t u r e r had breached e x p r e s s and i m p l i e d w a r r a n t i e s , and 

t h a t he was e n t i t l e d t o a remedy under Alabama "lemon l a w s " 

(see g e n e r a l l y A l a . Code 1975, § 8-20A-1 e t s e q . ) . The 

c o m p l a i n t s p e c i f i c a l l y sought an award of damages "not t o 

e x c e e d " $50,000 (the upper monetary l i m i t of our g e n e r a l c i v i l 

a p p e l l a t e j u r i s d i c t i o n , see § 12-3-10, A l a . Code 1975). 

A f t e r u n s u c c e s s f u l l y moving f o r d i s m i s s a l of the 

p u r c h a s e r ' s c l a i m s , the m a n u f a c t u r e r f i l e d , i n A p r i l 2009, a 

w r i t t e n demand s e e k i n g t o compel a r b i t r a t i o n . In s u p p o r t , the 
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manu f a c t u r e r f i l e d a one-page document l a b e l e d " A r b i t r a t i o n 

Agreement" t h a t bore the p u r c h a s e r ' s s i g n a t u r e and t h a t 

p r o v i d e d , i n p e r t i n e n t p a r t : 

" I n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the u n d e r s i g n e d ' s 
a c q u i s i t i o n of the below d e s c r i b e d motor v e h i c l e ... 
the u n d e r s i g n e d and the [ d ] e a l e r m u t u a l l y covenant, 
s t i p u l a t e and agree, i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the 
r e s o l u t i o n of any d i s p u t e a r i s i n g out of or r e l a t i n g 
t o or c o n c e r n i n g a l l of the c o n t r a c t s and agreements 
e n t e r e d i n t o by the p a r t i e s of and c o n c e r n i n g the 
[ s u b j e c t ] motor v e h i c l e , and b u s i n e s s r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
r e s u l t i n g t h e r e f r o m , as f o l l o w s : That the v e h i c l e 
... was manufactured o u t s i d e of Alabama or from 
p a r t s t r a v e l i n g i n i n t e r s t a t e commerce; has o p e r a t e d 
and w i l l c o n t i n u e t o o p e r a t e on i n t e r s t a t e h i g h w a y s ; 
has been t r a v e l i n g i n i n t e r s t a t e commerce; the 
manufacture, t r a n s p o r t a t i o n , s a l e and use t h e r e o f 
has been and w i l l c o n t i n u e t o be r e g u l a t e d by laws 
of the U n i t e d S t a t e s of A m e r i c a ; and, t h a t the 
c o n t r a c t ( s ) and agreements e n t e r e d i n t o by the 
p a r t i e s c o n c e r n i n g s a i d motor v e h i c l e e v i d e n c e 
t r a n s a c t i o n s i n v o l v i n g and a f f e c t i n g i n t e r s t a t e 
commerce. The u n d e r s i g n e d agree t h a t a l l d i s p u t e s 
... r e s u l t i n g from or a r i s i n g out of or r e l a t i n g t o 
or c o n c e r n i n g the t r a n s a c t i o n e n t e r e d i n t o 
( i n c l u d i n g but not l i m i t e d t o : the terms of t h i s 
agreement and a l l c l a u s e s h e r e i n c o n t a i n e d , t h e i r 
b r e a d t h and scope, and any term of any agreement 
contemporaneously e n t e r e d i n t o by the p a r t i e s 
c o n c e r n i n g any goods or s e r v i c e s a c q u i r e d by the 
u n d e r s i g n e d ; the p a s t , p r e s e n t and f u t u r e c o n d i t i o n 
of the motor v e h i c l e ; the c o n f o r m i t y of the motor 
v e h i c l e t o any c o n t r a c t d e s c r i p t i o n ; the 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s , p r o m i s e s , u n d e r t a k i n g s , w a r r a n t i e s 
or covenants made by [ t h e d ] e a l e r i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h 
the u n d e r s i g n e d ' s a c q u i s i t i o n of the motor v e h i c l e , 
or o t h e r w i s e d e a l i n g w i t h the motor v e h i c l e ; any 
l e a s e terms or the terms of c r e d i t and/or f i n a n c i n g 
i n c o n n e c t i o n t h e r e w i t h ; any terms or p r o v i s i o n s of 
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any c r e d i t l i f e and/or d i s a b i l i t y i n s u r a n c e 
p urchased s i m u l t a n e o u s l y h e r e w i t h ; any terms or 
p r o v i s i o n s of any extended s e r v i c e c o n t r a c t 
p urchased s i m u l t a n e o u s l y h e r e w i t h ; and a l l c l a i m s or 
d i s p u t e s as t o any body and/or m e c h a n i c a l r e p a i r s 
made t o the v e h i c l e p r i o r t o , as a r e s u l t of t h i s 
t r a n s a c t i o n or a t any time h e r e a f t e r ) s h a l l be 
s u b m i t t e d t o BINDING ARBITRATION, purs u a n t t o the 

p r o v i s i o n s of 9 U.S.C. S e c t i o n 1, e t seq." 

( C a p i t a l i z a t i o n i n o r i g i n a l . ) 

In response t o the ma n u f a c t u r e r ' s "demand" s e e k i n g t o 

compel a r b i t r a t i o n , the p u r c h a s e r f i l e d a response a s s e r t i n g 

t h a t the a r b i t r a t i o n agreement was not e n f o r c e a b l e by the 

manu f a c t u r e r because, he s a i d , the agreement was " p a r t y 

s p e c i f i c . " The t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d an o r d e r i n May 2009 

c o n c l u d i n g , w i t h o u t s e t t i n g f o r t h i t s r e a s o n i n g , t h a t the 

ma n u f a c t u r e r ' s "demand" was "moot." The manufacturer then 

f i l e d a second "demand" f o r a r b i t r a t i o n i n August 2009 t h a t , 

i n essence, sought r e c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the t r i a l c o u r t ' s 

n o n f i n a l o r d e r d e c l i n i n g t o compel a r b i t r a t i o n , 1 a s s e r t i n g 

t h a t i t was e n t i t l e d t o enforcement of the a r b i t r a t i o n 

agreement under the d o c t r i n e of e q u i t a b l e e s t o p p e l . The 

1 R u l e 5 4 ( b ) , A l a . R. C i v . P., p r o v i d e s t h a t any o r d e r t h a t 
does not f i n a l l y a d j u d i c a t e a l l c l a i m s a g a i n s t a l l p a r t i e s i n 
an a c t i o n i s s u b j e c t t o r e v i s i o n a t any time b e f o r e f i n a l 
judgment. 
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p u r c h a s e r , i n response, r e i t e r a t e d h i s c o n t e n t i o n t h a t the 

man u f a c t u r e r was not e n t i t l e d t o e n f o r c e the a r b i t r a t i o n 

agreement between the p u r c h a s e r and the d e a l e r , and he a l s o 

suggested t h a t the manufacturer had waived i t s r i g h t t o seek 

a r b i t r a t i o n by p u r p o r t e d l y i n v o k i n g the l i t i g a t i o n p r o c e s s i n 

a s u b s t a n t i a l manner. On October 7, 2009, the t r i a l c o u r t 

e n t e r e d an o r d e r d e c l i n i n g t o compel a r b i t r a t i o n , c o n c l u d i n g 

t h a t the a r b i t r a t i o n agreement was not s u f f i c i e n t l y b r o a d t o 

i n c l u d e the m a n u f a c t u r e r . 2 

The manufacturer appealed on November 9, 2009. A l t h o u g h 

the t r i a l c o u r t i n i t i a l l y d e c l i n e d t o compel a r b i t r a t i o n i n 

May 2009, we conclude t h a t the t r i a l c o u r t r e t a i n e d 

j u r i s d i c t i o n t o r e c o n s i d e r t h a t d e t e r m i n a t i o n a t any time 

b e f o r e a f i n a l judgment and t h a t the manufacturer t i m e l y 

sought r e v i e w of the t r i a l c o u r t ' s October 2009 d e n i a l of i t s 

August 2009 motion s e e k i n g , i n e f f e c t , r e c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the 

May 2009 d e n i a l ; t h u s , our a p p e l l a t e j u r i s d i c t i o n was t i m e l y 

i n v o k e d . See Jim W a l t e r Homes v. Saxton, 880 So. 2d 428, 430 

( A l a . 2003) (appeal deemed t i m e l y when f i l e d w i t h i n 42 days of 

2The t r i a l c o u r t d i d not comment on the v a l i d i t y of the 
p u r c h a s e r ' s w a i v e r argument, and he has not r e a s s e r t e d t h a t 
argument on a p p e a l . 
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e n t r y of t r i a l c o u r t ' s o r d e r d e n y ing motion t o r e c o n s i d e r 

d e n i a l of a r b i t r a t i o n ) . Our r e v i e w i s p l e n a r y : under Alabama 

law, an a p p e l l a t e c o u r t " r e v i e w s de novo [ a ] t r i a l c o u r t ' s 

d e n i a l of [a] motion t o compel a r b i t r a t i o n . " Jim Burke Auto.,  

I n c . v. McGrue, 826 So. 2d 122, 128 ( A l a . 2002). 

The m a nufacturer a s s e r t s on a p p e a l t h a t the t r i a l c o u r t 

e r r e d i n d e t e r m i n i n g t h a t the a r b i t r a t i o n agreement between 

the p u r c h a s e r and the d e a l e r c o u l d not be e n f o r c e d i n the 

m a n u f a c t u r e r ' s f a v o r so as t o compel a r b i t r a t i o n of the 

p u r c h a s e r ' s c l a i m s . In c o n t e n d i n g t h a t the d o c t r i n e of 

e q u i t a b l e e s t o p p e l s h o u l d a p p l y i n t h i s case t o p r e v e n t the 

p u r c h a s e r from b y p a s s i n g a r b i t r a t i o n , the m a n u f a c t u r e r f o c u s e s 

p r i m a r i l y upon the language i n the a r b i t r a t i o n agreement t h a t 

r e f e r s t o " r e s o l u t i o n of any d i s p u t e a r i s i n g out of or 

r e l a t i n g t o or c o n c e r n i n g ... the c o n t r a c t s and agreements 

e n t e r e d i n t o by the p a r t i e s ... and b u s i n e s s r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

r e s u l t i n g t h e r e f r o m " (emphasis added). The p u r c h a s e r , f o r h i s 

p a r t , a g a i n a s s e r t s t h a t the a r b i t r a t i o n agreement i s " p a r t y 

s p e c i f i c " and p o s i t s t h a t e q u i t a b l e e s t o p p e l cannot p r o p e r l y 

be a p p l i e d t o h i s c l a i m s a g a i n s t the m a n u f a c t u r e r . The 

p u r c h a s e r i n v o k e s the language i n the a r b i t r a t i o n agreement 
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r e f e r r i n g t o "the u n d e r s i g n e d and the [ d ] e a l e r " as the p a r t i e s 

t h e r e t o and as h a v i n g the r i g h t s t o s e l e c t a r b i t r a t o r s i n the 

event of a d i s p u t e . 

As an i n i t i a l m a t t e r , our r e v i e w of the a r b i t r a t i o n 

agreement c o n v i n c e s us t h a t the p r i n c i p a l language r e l i e d upon 

by the m a nufacturer i s not c o n t r o l l i n g . The term " b u s i n e s s 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s " appears o n l y i n the f i r s t sentence of the 

a r b i t r a t i o n agreement; however, t h a t sentence does not c o n t a i n 

the o p e r a t i v e a r b i t r a t i o n c l a u s e , but merely d e t a i l s the 

manner i n which the p a r t i e s have " c o v e n a n t [ e d ] , s t i p u l a t e [ d ] 

and a g r e e [ d ] , i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the r e s o l u t i o n of any 

d i s p u t e , " t h a t the purchase of the a u t o m o b i l e a t i s s u e 

" i n v o l v [ e s ] and a f f e c t [ s ] i n t e r s t a t e commerce." The 

a r b i t r a t i o n c l a u s e appears i n the second sentence quoted 

above: i n i t , the p u r c h a s e r and the d e a l e r "agree t h a t a l l 

d i s p u t e s ... r e s u l t i n g from or a r i s i n g out of or r e l a t i n g t o 

or c o n c e r n i n g the t r a n s a c t i o n e n t e r e d i n t o ... s h a l l be 

s u b m i t t e d t o BINDING ARBITRATION" — a s e t of d i s p u t e s t h a t 

s p e c i f i c a l l y i n c l u d e s those p e r t a i n i n g t o "the p a s t , p r e s e n t 

and f u t u r e c o n d i t i o n of the motor v e h i c l e " as w e l l as " a l l 
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c l a i m s or d i s p u t e s as t o any ... m e c h a n i c a l r e p a i r s made t o 

the v e h i c l e ... a t any time h e r e a f t e r . " 

However, we l i k e w i s e cannot agree w i t h the p u r c h a s e r t h a t 

the a r b i t r a t i o n c l a u s e a t i s s u e i s " p a r t y s p e c i f i c . " The 

c l a u s e , r a t h e r , speaks t o " a l l d i s p u t e s ... r e s u l t i n g from or 

a r i s i n g out of or r e l a t i n g t o or c o n c e r n i n g the t r a n s a c t i o n , " 

a f o r m u l a t i o n t h a t c l o s e l y p a r a l l e l s the broad language 

r e c o g n i z e d by the Alabama Supreme Court i n Smith v. Mark 

Dodge, I n c . , 934 So. 2d 375 ( A l a . 2006), as a u t h o r i z i n g a 

n o n s i g n a t o r y t o a s s e r t a r i g h t t o compel a r b i t r a t i o n t hrough 

a p p l i c a t i o n of e q u i t a b l e e s t o p p e l : 

" I f an a r b i t r a t i o n agreement i s w r i t t e n i n broad 
language so t h a t i t a p p l i e s t o ... ' a l l d i s p u t e s , 
c l a i m s or c o n t r o v e r s i e s a r i s i n g from or r e l a t i n g t o 
t h i s c o n t r a c t or the p a r t i e s t h e r e t o , ' [an a p p e l l a t e 
c o u r t ] w i l l p r o c e e d t o determine whether a r b i t r a t i o n 
may be c o m p e l l e d under the d o c t r i n e of e q u i t a b l e 
e s t o p p e l . " 

934 So. 2d a t 381 ( c i t a t i o n s , emphasis, and c a p i t a l i z a t i o n 

o m i t t e d ) . 

Having d e t e r m i n e d t h a t the d o c t r i n e of e q u i t a b l e e s t o p p e l 

may p o t e n t i a l l y a p p l y , we must determine whether i t s h o u l d 

have been a p p l i e d i n t h i s case. A l t h o u g h the p u r c h a s e r c i t e s 

Ex P a r t e Stamey, 776 So. 2d 85 ( A l a . 2000), f o r the 
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p r o p o s i t i o n t h a t , f o r e q u i t a b l e e s t o p p e l t o be a p p l i e d , a 

n o n s i g n a t o r y such as the manu f a c t u r e r must demonstrate t h a t 

the c l a i m s a s s e r t e d a g a i n s t i t are " i n t e r t w i n e d " w i t h c l a i m s 

a g a i n s t a s i g n a t o r y t h a t must be s u b m i t t e d t o a r b i t r a t i o n , we 

agree w i t h the ma n u f a c t u r e r ' s view, s t a t e d i n i t s r e p l y b r i e f , 

t h a t Stamey does not mandate, i n a l l c a s e s , t h a t 

" i n t e r t w i n i n g " c l a i m s must e x i s t f o r e q u i t a b l e e s t o p p e l t o be 

a p p l i e d : 

" I n o r d e r f o r a p a r t y t o be e q u i t a b l y estopped 
from a s s e r t i n g t h a t an a r b i t r a t i o n agreement cannot 
be e n f o r c e d by a nonparty, the a r b i t r a t i o n p r o v i s i o n 
i t s e l f must i n d i c a t e t h a t t he p a r t y r e s i s t i n g 
a r b i t r a t i o n has a s s e n t e d t o the s u b m i s s i o n of c l a i m s 
a g a i n s t n o n p a r t i e s — c l a i m s t h a t would o t h e r w i s e 
f a l l w i t h i n the scope of the a r b i t r a t i o n p r o v i s i o n 
— t o a r b i t r a t i o n . A l l t h a t i s r e q u i r e d i s (1) t h a t  
the scope of the a r b i t r a t i o n agreement s i g n e d by the  
p a r t y r e s i s t i n g a r b i t r a t i o n be bro a d enough t o  
encompass those c l a i m s made by t h a t p a r t y a g a i n s t  
n o n s i g n a t o r i e s , or t h a t those c l a i m s be ' i n t i m a t e l y 
founded i n and i n t e r t w i n e d w i t h ' t he c l a i m s made by 
the p a r t y r e s i s t i n g a r b i t r a t i o n a g a i n s t an e n t i t y 
t h a t i s a p a r t y t o the c o n t r a c t , and (2) t h a t the  
d e s c r i p t i o n of the p a r t i e s s u b j e c t t o the  
a r b i t r a t i o n agreement not be so r e s t r i c t i v e as t o  
p r e c l u d e a r b i t r a t i o n by the p a r t y s e e k i n g i t . In 
o t h e r words, the language of the a r b i t r a t i o n 
agreement must be so bro a d t h a t the nonparty c o u l d 
a s s e r t t h a t i n r e l i a n c e on t h a t language he b e l i e v e d 
he had the r i g h t t o have the c l a i m s a g a i n s t him 
s u b m i t t e d t o a r b i t r a t i o n , and, t h e r e f o r e , t h a t he 
saw no need t o e n t e r i n t o a second a r b i t r a t i o n 
agreement." 
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776 So. 2d a t 89 (emphasis added; c i t a t i o n s o m i t t e d ) ; a c c o r d  

Kenworth of M o b i l e , I n c . v. D o l p h i n L i n e , I n c . , 988 So. 2d 

534, 541 ( A l a . 2008). The f i r s t of the two elements s t a t e d by 

the Alabama Supreme Court as b e i n g s u f f i c i e n t f o r the 

a p p l i c a t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of e q u i t a b l e e s t o p p e l i s , 

t h e r e f o r e , s t a t e d i n the d i s j u n c t i v e : a p a r t y s e e k i n g t o 

i n v o k e the d o c t r i n e must prove e i t h e r the " i n t e r t w i n i n g " or 

the b r e a d t h - o f - s c o p e v a r i a n t of the f i r s t element a l o n g w i t h 

the b r e a d t h - o f - p a r t i e s second element. 

In t h i s a p p e a l , the m a n u f a c t u r e r has e x p r e s s l y d i s c l a i m e d 

any r e l i a n c e upon the " i n t e r t w i n i n g " v a r i a n t , and c o r r e c t l y 

so. There i s no pending a c t i o n a g a i n s t the o t h e r s i g n a t o r y , 

the d e a l e r , t h a t would a u t h o r i z e i n v o c a t i o n of the 

" i n t e r t w i n i n g " v a r i a n t of the f i r s t element i d e n t i f i e d i n 

Stamey. See Southern Energy Homes, I n c . v. Kennedy, 774 So. 

2d 540, 545 ( A l a . 2000) ( p i t h i l y n o t i n g t h a t " ' i n t e r t w i n i n g ' 

r e q u i r e s a t l e a s t two t h r e a d s t o weave t o g e t h e r " ) . 

However, the p u r c h a s e r i n t h i s case a s s e n t e d t o a b r o a d 

agreement mandating a r b i t r a t i o n of " a l l d i s p u t e s " t h a t r e s u l t 

from, or a r i s e out o f , or r e l a t e t o , or concern, "the 

t r a n s a c t i o n e n t e r e d i n t o , " such as, f o r example, d i s p u t e s as 

10 
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t o m e c h a n i c a l r e p a i r s b e f o r e or a f t e r the s a l e of the 

autom o b i l e a t i s s u e . The c l a i m s of the p u r c h a s e r t h a t the 

autom o b i l e i s a "lemon" t h a t c o u l d not be r e p a i r e d , t h a t the 

manuf a c t u r e r breached e x p r e s s or i m p l i e d w a r r a n t i e s t h a t 

i n u r e d t o h i s b e n e f i t as a r e s u l t of the purchase, and t h a t he 

i s e n t i t l e d t o n u l l i f y h i s acceptance of the f r u i t s of the 

purchase t r a n s a c t i o n a l l t o u c h and concern the t r a n s a c t i o n or 

the s u f f i c i e n c y of r e p a i r attempts made by a l l e g e d agents of 

the m a n u f a c t u r e r ; t h u s , the d i s p u t e f a l l s w i t h i n the b r e a d t h 

of the a r b i t r a t i o n c l a u s e a t i s s u e so as t o s a t i s f y the 

b r e a d t h - o f - s c o p e v a r i a n t of the f i r s t element s e t f o r t h i n 

Stamey. As t o the second element, we have a l r e a d y n oted t h a t 

the a r b i t r a t i o n c l a u s e i s not " p a r t y s p e c i f i c " 3 — r a t h e r , i t 

speaks i n terms of " a l l d i s p u t e s " stemming from the 

3 A l t h o u g h the p u r c h a s e r c i t e s McGrue, 826 So. 2d a t 131, 
and Ex p a r t e L o v e j o y , 790 So. 2d 933, 938 ( A l a . 2000), as 
c o n t r o l l i n g , b o t h of tho s e cases i n v o l v e d a r b i t r a t i o n 
agreements t h a t s p e c i f i c a l l y l i m i t e d t h e i r scope and 
a p p l i c a b i l i t y t o d i s p u t e s between s i g n a t o r i e s ; i n c o n t r a s t , 
the s p e c i f i c p r o v i s i o n a t i s s u e i n t h i s case, which reaches 
" a l l c l a i m s or d i s p u t e s as t o any body and/or m e c h a n i c a l 
r e p a i r s made t o the v e h i c l e p r i o r t o , as a r e s u l t of t h i s 
t r a n s a c t i o n or a t any time h e r e a f t e r , " i s "'broad enough t o 
i n d i c a t e an i n t e n t on the p l a i n t i f f [ ' s ] p a r t t o a r b i t r a t e w i t h 
a n o n s i g n a t o r y . ' " 790 So. 2d a t 937 ( q u o t i n g F i r s t F a m i l y  
F i n . S e r v s . , I n c . v. Rogers, 736 So. 2d 553, 560 ( A l a . 1999)). 
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t r a n s a c t i o n w i t h o u t r e f e r r i n g t o whose p a r t i c u l a r d i s p u t e s are 

i n c l u d e d . Thus, we conclude t h a t the second element 

i d e n t i f i e d i n Stamey i s a l s o p r e s e n t . 

The t r i a l c o u r t determined t h a t the a r b i t r a t i o n agreement 

between the p u r c h a s e r and the d e a l e r "was not s u f f i c i e n t l y 

b r o a d t o i n c l u d e " the m a n u f a c t u r e r . A f t e r a r e v i e w of the 

c l a i m s of the p u r c h a s e r and the a r b i t r a t i o n agreement t o which 

the p u r c h a s e r a s s e n t e d i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the purchase of the 

m a n u f a c t u r e r ' s a u t o m o b i l e , we must co n c l u d e t h a t t h a t 

d e t e r m i n a t i o n was erroneous and t h a t , under Alabama law, the 

p u r c h a s e r i s e q u i t a b l y estopped from denying the a r b i t r a b i l i t y 

of h i s c l a i m s a g a i n s t the m a n u f a c t u r e r . The o r d e r of the 

t r i a l c o u r t i s , t h e r e f o r e , r e v e r s e d , and the cause i s remanded 

f o r the e n t r y of an o r d e r r e f e r r i n g the case t o a r b i t r a t i o n . 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 

Thompson, P.J., and Thomas, J . , concur. 

Bryan and Moore, J J . , concur i n the r e s u l t , w i t h o u t 

w r i t i n g s . 

12 


