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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants Sunbelt Staffing, LLC’s
motion to compel arbitration, dismiss class claims, and stay litigation. The court finds that the parties
entered into a valid arbitration agreement covering Richardson’s employment-related claims and that
the agreement is not unconscionable. The court requires arbitration on an individual basis, stays the
case, and directs administrative closure pending arbitration.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to compel arbitration, dismiss Plaintiff's class
claims, and stay the litigation under an arbitration agreement signed
during Plaintiff's employment onboarding.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion to compel arbitration is evaluated under a standard similar to
summary judgment. The court determines whether a valid arbitration
agreement exists and whether it encompasses the dispute; the party
opposing arbitration receives the benefit of reasonable doubts, and
arbitration must be compelled when no genuine dispute of material
fact exists regarding the agreement's existence and applicability.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the parties formed a valid arbitration agreement.

2. Whether Richardson's employment-related claims fall within the scope of the arbitration agreement.

3. Whether the arbitration agreement is unenforceable as unconscionable.

4. Whether the agreement validly requires Richardson to pursue her claims individually rather than on a
class or collective basis.

5. Whether the action should be stayed pending arbitration and administratively closed.

HOLDINGS

1. A valid arbitration agreement exists because the parties stipulated that Richardson signed the agreement
and that her electronic signature is authentic.

2. Richardson's claims fall within the scope of the arbitration agreement because they arise out of or relate
to the employment relationship and its termination.

3. The arbitration agreement is enforceable because it is not procedurally unconscionable and therefore is
not unconscionable as a whole.

4. The arbitration agreement unambiguously requires Richardson to pursue her claims only in her
individual capacity and prohibits class and collective claims.

5. The action must be stayed while the parties proceed to arbitration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons discussed below, the Court finds that the parties signed an Arbitration Agreement and that
Plaintiff’s claims fall under the scope of that Agreement. The Court further finds that the Arbitration
Agreement is not unconscionable and is therefore enforceable.” (at 1)

“In weighing a motion to compel arbitration, a court must determine: (1) whether a valid agreement to
arbitrate exists and, if it does, (2) whether the agreement encompasses the dispute at issue.” (at 3)

“Accordingly, the Agreement requires Plaintiff to arbitrate her claims on an individual basis, and the Court
will stay the case pending the resolution of the arbitration proceedings.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Rebecca Richardson applied for and was hired by Sunbelt Staffing, LLC, which assigned her to work as a
behavioral technician for a school district. During onboarding, she completed a drug screening, tuberculosis test,
background check, and work-authorization verification, allegedly incurring unreimbursed costs. Sunbelt
terminated her approximately two weeks later after a background check disclosed a 2001 misdemeanor.
Richardson asserted individual and class claims concerning employment-screening disclosures, unreimbursed
screening and examination expenses, and unfair competition, while the parties agreed that she had electronically
signed an arbitration agreement.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed employment-related individual and class claims in Sacramento Superior Court on December 16,
2024. Defendant removed the action to the Eastern District of California on January 29, 2025, and moved to
compel arbitration, dismiss the class claims, and stay the case. The parties ultimately agreed that they had signed
a valid arbitration agreement, and the court granted Defendant's motion.
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