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SUMMARY

The California Court of Appeal affirmed an order denying defendants’ petition to compel arbitration in
a nursing-facility care dispute. The court held that the arbitration agreements did not clearly and
unmistakably delegate threshold questions concerning the validity or enforceability of the arbitration
agreements to an arbitrator. The court therefore declined to reach the trial court’s alternative ruling
under California Code of Civil Procedure section 1281.2, subdivision (c).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the arbitration agreements clearly and unmistakably delegated threshold questions concerning
the validity and enforceability of the arbitration agreements to the arbitrator rather than the court.

2. Whether the Court of Appeal should reach the trial court's alternative ruling denying arbitration under
Code of Civil Procedure section 1281.2, subdivision (c).

HOLDINGS

1. The arbitration agreements did not clearly and unmistakably delegate threshold questions concerning the
validity, interpretation, or enforceability of the arbitration agreements to the arbitrator. The phrase
concerning the validity, interpretation, construction, performance, and enforcement of the admission
agreement referred to the admission agreement, not the separate arbitration agreements.

2. The court did not reach the trial court's alternative ruling under Code of Civil Procedure section 1281.2,
subdivision (c), because defendants' challenge to the trial court's threshold arbitrability determination
failed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts presume that the parties intend courts, not arbitrators, to decide threshold issues of arbitrability.” (5)

“Absent clear and unmistakable language delegating threshold arbitrability issues to the arbitrator, we
conclude defendants’ claim lacks merit.” (8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Anna Sandoval-Ryan acted as conservator and caretaker for her brother, Jesus Sandoval, who was admitted to
Sacramento Post-Acute, a skilled nursing facility owned and operated by defendants. During the admission
process, plaintiff and a facility representative signed two arbitration agreements, one concerning medical
malpractice disputes and one concerning other disputes; each stated that arbitration was optional and not
required to receive care. Sandoval's condition deteriorated during his stay, he was transferred to a hospital with
serious complications, and he later died. Plaintiff sued defendants on claims brought both on Sandoval's behalf
and on her own behalf.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff sued the skilled nursing facility defendants for elder abuse, violation of the Patients' Bill of Rights,
negligent infliction of emotional distress, and wrongful death. Defendants answered and petitioned to compel
arbitration based on two arbitration agreements signed during the patient's admission. The Sacramento County
Superior Court denied the petition, finding no clear and unmistakable delegation of threshold arbitrability issues
and further finding the agreements rescindable because of undue influence and/or duress. The Court of Appeal
affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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