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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Arizona considers a petition by Isagenix
International LLC and individual defendants to compel Noah Hodgin to arbitrate claims asserted in a
California employment class action. The court determines that incorporation of the American
Arbitration Association rules did not clearly and unmistakably delegate arbitrability issues to the
arbitrator because the parties had unequal sophistication, and therefore resolves the gateway issues
itself. The order applies Arizona choice-of-law principles and ultimately states that the court will
compel arbitration and deny Hodgin’s motion to dismiss.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Arizona

WRITING FOR THE COURT David G. Campbell

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Arizona

DECIDED December 30, 2025

DOCKET No. CV-25-01587-PHX-DGC

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petition to compel arbitration under the Federal Arbitration Act.
Respondent moved to dismiss the petition, and petitioners cross-
moved to compel arbitration.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently decided whether an agreement to arbitrate
existed and whether it covered the dispute because the agreement did
not clearly and unmistakably delegate gateway arbitrability issues to
the arbitrator. The party opposing arbitration bore the burden of
proving unconscionability. Contractual scope questions were construed
liberally in favor of arbitration under the Federal Arbitration Act.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether incorporation of the AAA Commercial Arbitration Rules clearly and unmistakably delegated
gateway questions of arbitrability to the arbitrator.

2. Whether Arizona or California law governed the enforceability and scope of the arbitration provision.

3. Whether the arbitration provision was unenforceable as procedurally or substantively unconscionable
under Arizona law.

4. Whether Hodgin's California labor-law misclassification and wage claims fell within the scope of the
arbitration provision.

5. Whether non-signatory petitioners could invoke the arbitration provision under Arizona law.

6. Whether Hodgin could be compelled to arbitrate only his individual claims despite the class action.

HOLDINGS

1. The arbitration provision's incorporation of the AAA Commercial Arbitration Rules did not constitute
clear and unmistakable evidence that the parties agreed to delegate gateway arbitrability issues to the
arbitrator under the circumstances presented, including the parties' unequal sophistication.

2. Arizona law governed the court's determination of the arbitration provision's enforceability and scope.

3. Hodgin failed to prove that the arbitration provision was procedurally or substantively unconscionable
under Arizona law, and the provision was enforceable.

4. Hodgin's California labor-law misclassification, wage, benefit, and related claims fell within the
arbitration provision because they related to the policies and procedures, compensation plan, and
guidance documents.

5. Isagenix Worldwide, Inc. and the individual corporate officers, although non-signatories to the
agreement, could invoke the arbitration provision and compel Hodgin to arbitrate.

6. Hodgin was required to arbitrate his individual claims only and could not pursue class arbitration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because of these real-world consequences and the fact that the Ninth Circuit has left the question
unresolved, the Court will not construe the Arbitration Provision’s incorporation of the AAA rules as a clear
and unmistakable delegation of gateway questions to the arbitrator.” (at 6-7)

“The Court therefore concludes that Hodgin’s claims are, in the words of the Arbitration Provision, “related
to” the “policies and procedures, the compensation plan, or the guidance documents, or the breach
thereof[.]”” (at 29-30)



“Because both of the factors identified in Sun Valley Ranch are satisfied, the Court concludes that the non-
signatory petitioners can invoke the Arbitration Provision and compel signatory Hodgin to arbitrate his
claims.” (at 33)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hodgin entered an online 2019 agreement to become an Isagenix Associate and accepted policies and
procedures, a compensation plan, and guidance documents. The agreement characterized associates as
independent contractors and included a broad arbitration provision requiring confidential arbitration under the
AAA Commercial Arbitration Rules, together with a class-action waiver. Hodgin later filed a California class
action alleging that Isagenix misclassified him as an employee and denied him wages, benefits, meal and rest
periods, expense reimbursement, and other protections under California labor law.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hodgin filed a putative class action in California state court alleging that Isagenix misclassified him as an
independent contractor and violated California labor laws. The defendants removed that action to the Central
District of California, where it was stayed while petitioners sought arbitration in the District of Arizona. The
court denied Hodgin's motion to dismiss, granted the motion to compel arbitration, ordered arbitration of
Hodgin's individual claims, denied fees and costs, and directed the clerk to terminate the matter.
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