UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

L.W.A. v. LinkedIn Corporation

L.W.A. - No. 5:24-cv-08436-EJD - Decided September 30, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted LinkedIn

Corporation’s motion to compel arbitration in L.W.A.’s action alleging that LinkedIn intercepted

private information through an embedded Insight Tag on Noom’s website. The court held that Plaintiff

assented to Noom’s online Terms of Use, that her claims fell within the arbitration agreement’s scope,

and that LinkedIn could enforce the agreement as a nonsignatory under equitable estoppel. The court

stayed the case pending arbitration and terminated LinkedIn’s motion to dismiss as moot.
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Plaintiff sued LinkedIn for allegedly intercepting private information
from Noom's website through LinkedIn's embedded Insight Tag.
LinkedIn moved to compel arbitration under an arbitration agreement

in Noom's terms of use and separately moved to dismiss under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

On a motion to compel arbitration, the court determines whether a
valid agreement to arbitrate exists and whether the agreement
encompasses the dispute. The parties opposing arbitration are subject
to standards equivalent to those applicable to parties opposing
summary judgment, including the obligation to present specific facts
showing a genuine issue for trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Noom's online Terms of Use formed a valid and enforceable arbitration agreement with
Plaintiff.

2. Whether Plaintiff's claims against LinkedIn fell within the scope of Noom's arbitration agreement.

3. Whether LinkedIn, as a nonsignatory to the arbitration agreement, could enforce it against Plaintiff

under California's doctrine of equitable estoppel.

4. Whether the court should stay the action pending arbitration and terminate LinkedIn's motion to dismiss

as moot.

HOLDINGS

1. Noom's modified sign-in-wrap agreement was enforceable because the sign-up page provided
reasonably conspicuous notice of the Terms of Use and Plaintiff unambiguously manifested assent by

proceeding to create an account.

2. Plaintiff's claims fell within the scope of the Arbitration Agreement because they arose out of her use of

Noom's website and services.

3. LinkedIn could enforce Noom's Arbitration Agreement against Plaintiff under California's doctrine of
equitable estoppel because Plaintiff's claims were intimately founded in and intertwined with her

agreement with Noom.

4. The action was stayed pending arbitration, and the motion to dismiss was terminated as moot.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a federal court finds that a dispute is subject to arbitration, and a party has requested a stay of the
court proceeding pending arbitration, the court does not have discretion to dismiss the suit on the basis that
all the claims are subject to arbitration.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that LinkedIn collected sensitive information submitted through a survey on Noom's website by
means of LinkedIn's embedded Insight Tag, in violation of California privacy laws. Noom's application
presented users with a sign-up screen stating that proceeding acknowledged acceptance of Noom's Terms of Use
and Privacy Policy, with bolded and underlined hyperlinks. Noom's terms contained an arbitration agreement,
and its privacy and cookie policies disclosed the use of tracking technologies and sharing of data with partners.
The court found that Plaintiff created a Noom account and did not provide evidence supporting her assertion that

she completed a survey before encountering the sign-up terms.
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The action was pending in the Northern District of California on LinkedIn's motions to compel arbitration and
dismiss. After briefing and a June 5, 2025 hearing, the court granted the motion to compel arbitration, stayed the

case pending arbitration, and terminated the motion to dismiss as moot.
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