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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants Defendants’ motion to
compel arbitration of Travis Shanley’s individual claim under California’s Private Attorneys General
Act and addresses the effect on his representative PAGA claim. The court finds that Shanley agreed to
an arbitration agreement, but concludes that he is a transportation worker exempt from the Federal
Arbitration Act under 9 U.S.C. § 1. The court therefore analyzes enforcement under the California
Arbitration Act and stays the representative PAGA claim pending arbitration.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to compel arbitration of plaintiff's individual PAGA
claim under the Federal Arbitration Act or California Arbitration Act
and alternatively to stay the action. The motion was decided on the
papers.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Motions to compel arbitration under the FAA and CAA are evaluated
under a standard similar to summary judgment. The party seeking
arbitration bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the
evidence that an arbitration agreement exists and that it covers the
dispute.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive authority only
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employment law labor law arbitration wage and hour

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a valid arbitration agreement existed and encompassed plaintiff's individual PAGA claim.

2. Whether plaintiff was a transportation worker exempt from coverage under the Federal Arbitration Act's
9 U.S.C. § 1 exemption.

3. Whether the California Arbitration Act permitted arbitration of plaintiff's individual PAGA claim despite
the FAA exemption.

4. Whether plaintiff's representative PAGA claim should be stayed while the individual PAGA claim
proceeded in arbitration.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants established that a valid arbitration agreement existed between the parties and that the
agreement encompassed plaintiff's PAGA claim.

2. Plaintiff was a transportation worker engaged in interstate commerce and therefore was exempt from
coverage under the FAA pursuant to 9 U.S.C. § 1.

3. Although the FAA did not apply, the C&S arbitration agreement was enforceable under the California
Arbitration Act, and plaintiff's individual PAGA claim could be compelled to arbitration.

4. The representative PAGA claim was stayed pending completion of arbitration of plaintiff's individual
PAGA claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court finds Defendants have met their burden of showing a valid arbitration agreement exists (the C&S
MAA), that the parties agreed to that agreement, and that the agreement encompasses Plaintiff’s PAGA
claim.” (at 9)

“Accordingly, because the court continues to find Plaintiff has made a sufficient showing that he is a
transportation worker under 9 U.S.C. § 1, the court finds Plaintiff is exempt from coverage under the FAA.”
(at 12)

“Accordingly, the court will grant Defendants’ motion to compel arbitration of Plaintiff’s individual PAGA
claim and stay his representative PAGA claim pending resolution of the arbitration.” (at 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Travis Shanley applied for employment with Tracy Logistics LLC and electronically signed C&S Wholesale
Grocers' mutual arbitration agreement covering wage-and-hour claims, including a waiver of class, collective,
and representative proceedings. He later signed Tracy's mutual voluntary arbitration agreement and worked as an
order selector at defendants' Stockton, California facility, handling and preparing perishable grocery products for
shipment. Shanley filed a representative PAGA action alleging numerous California wage-and-hour violations,



including unpaid wages, overtime, break violations, expense reimbursement violations, quota-law violations,
inaccurate wage statements, and final-pay violations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a representative PAGA action in San Joaquin County Superior Court, and defendants removed it to
the Eastern District of California. In a related wage-and-hour action, the court previously found that plaintiff's
arbitration agreement was enforceable under the California Arbitration Act but that plaintiff was exempt from the
Federal Arbitration Act's transportation-worker provision. Defendants then moved in this action to compel
arbitration of plaintiff's individual PAGA claim and to stay the representative PAGA claim. The court granted the
motion, ordered the individual claim to arbitration, and stayed the representative claim.
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