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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied Eco-Alpha
Environmental and Engineering Services, Inc.'s motion to dismiss a petition concerning a collective-
bargaining agreement with the Marine Engineers' Beneficial Association. The court held that the
Federal Arbitration Act provides the applicable framework and that the agreement plausibly
encompasses the dispute over whether it remains applicable to a follow-on state contract. The parties
were ordered to file a joint status report within fourteen days.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff petitioned under the Labor Management Relations Act and
Federal Arbitration Act concerning arbitration under a collective-
bargaining agreement. Defendant moved to dismiss under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts factual allegations as true
and construes them in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party,
but dismissal is appropriate when the complaint lacks a cognizable
legal theory or sufficient facts to state a plausible entitlement to relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Federal Arbitration Act provides the governing framework for evaluating the arbitration
provisions in the parties’ collective-bargaining agreement.

2. Whether the parties entered a valid arbitration agreement encompassing their dispute over whether the
agreement applied to Eco-Alpha’s follow-on state contract.

3. Whether MEBA’s petition stated a plausible claim sufficient to survive Eco-Alpha’s Rule 12(b)(6)
motion.

HOLDINGS

1. The Federal Arbitration Act provides the appropriate framework for assessing the collective-bargaining
agreement’s arbitration provisions because the agreement did not clearly incorporate California
arbitration-law rules.

2. The parties’ signed memorandum of understanding plausibly constitutes a valid arbitration agreement,
and its arbitration clause encompasses the dispute over whether the agreement applies to the follow-on
contract.

3. Dismissal was unwarranted because MEBA plausibly alleged that the collective-bargaining agreement
applied to the follow-on contract and required arbitration of the parties’ disagreement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Eco-Alpha’s subsequent contract with the State of California may plausibly be considered an
extension of the original contract that would fall in the ambit of a provision in the MOU that disagreements
over the scope or applicability of the agreement must be arbitrated, the Court is unable to dismiss the instant
case.” (at 1)

“In other words, the dispute as to whether the MOU applies to the follow-up contract is directly contemplated
by the MOU, and thus within the scope of the agreement.” (at 6)

“The Court hereby DENIES Defendant's Motion to Dismiss (ECF No. 11.)” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

MEBA and Eco-Alpha entered a collective-bargaining agreement effective January 1, 2021, governing work
performed under Eco-Alpha’s California state contract. The agreement provided that disputes concerning its
interpretation or performance would be arbitrated and stated that it remained effective while Eco-Alpha had
contractual control over specified stationary work. After MEBA timely sought to reopen and renegotiate the
agreement, Eco-Alpha asserted that the agreement had ended because it no longer controlled the original project,
despite obtaining a substantially overlapping follow-on state contract. Eco-Alpha refused to participate in
arbitration or a grievance process concerning the agreement.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

MEBA alleged that Eco-Alpha’s follow-on contract with the State of California triggered obligations under the
parties’ memorandum of understanding, including renegotiation and arbitration. Eco-Alpha denied that the prior
agreement applied after the original project ended and moved to dismiss. The court denied the motion, finding
that the agreement plausibly encompassed the dispute and required arbitration-related issues to be resolved
through the agreement’s arbitration process. The parties were ordered to file a joint status report within fourteen
days.
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