UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

MISSOURI, EASTERN DIVISION

Aykut Pilak v. Uber Technologies

Pilak v. Uber Technologies - No. 4:25-CV-456-ZMB - Decided January 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri grants Uber Technologies’s

motion to compel arbitration in Aykut Pilak’s discrimination and compensation dispute. The court

holds that Pilak accepted agreements containing arbitration and delegation provisions, and that his

constitutional and contract-validity challenges must be decided by the arbitrator. The court also rejects

his argument that Uber drivers fall within the Federal Arbitration Act’s transportation-worker

exception and stays the case pending arbitration.
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Plaintiff brought employment and civil-rights claims against Uber.
Uber moved to compel arbitration under the Federal Arbitration Act.
The district court granted the motion, denied plaintiff's related motions

as moot, and stayed the case pending arbitration.

The court applied the Federal Arbitration Act standard requiring
enforcement when a valid arbitration clause encompasses the dispute,
while placing the burden on the party resisting arbitration to show
invalidity. Because the agreements contained an unchallenged
delegation provision, arbitrability and challenges to the underlying

agreements were for the arbitrator.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could decide Pilak's constitutional and contract-validity challenges when the

agreements contained an unchallenged delegation provision.

2. Whether Uber drivers are a class of workers engaged in interstate commerce and therefore exempt from

the Federal Arbitration Act's transportation-worker exception.

3. Whether Uber's motion to compel arbitration should be granted and the action stayed.

HOLDINGS

1. Where an arbitration agreement contains a valid, unchallenged delegation provision, the court must refer
arbitrability questions and antecedent challenges to the validity of the underlying arbitration agreement

to the arbitrator.

2. Uber rideshare drivers, considered as a nationwide class of workers, are not engaged in interstate
commerce within the meaning of 9 U.S.C. § 1 merely because some drivers transport passengers across

state lines or to airports and train stations.

3. Because Pilak entered binding arbitration agreements containing provisions encompassing his claims,
and he failed to establish the FAA transportation-worker exception, Uber was entitled to an order

compelling arbitration and a stay of the action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion to compel arbitration must be granted if a valid arbitration clause exists which encompasses the

dispute between the parties.” (Legal Standard)

“If not challenged directly, we presume the delegation provision is valid, and, as a result, antecedent

questions such as an arbitration contract’s validity will go to the arbitrator” (Discussion Part I)

“the question is not whether the individual worker actually engaged in interstate commerce, but whether the
class of workers to which the complaining worker belonged engaged in interstate commerce.” (Discussion
Part 1)

“Accordingly, the Court GRANTS Defendant Uber Technologies’s [13] Motion to Compel Arbitration and
DENIES as moot Plaintiff Aykut Pilak’s [20] Motion for Leave to File Memoranda Regarding the Scope of
FAA’s § 1 Exemption, [23] Motion for Leave to File Sur-Reply, and [30] Motion for Leave to File

Supplemental Factual Allegations.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Pilak alleged that Uber discriminated against him based on race, national origin, and limited English proficiency,
manipulated his acceptance rate, failed to fully compensate and reimburse him, and failed to address safety
concerns after a racially motivated passenger assault. When he signed up with Uber in 2022, he entered four
agreements containing arbitration provisions. Pilak acknowledged accepting contracts containing arbitration
clauses and that the clauses covered his claims, but argued that the agreements were invalid and that he fell
within the FAA's transportation-worker exception.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pilak filed his complaint in April 2025, paid the filing fee, and served Uber. Uber then moved to compel
arbitration. Pilak opposed the motion and filed motions seeking leave to submit additional memoranda, a sur-
reply, and supplemental factual allegations. The court granted arbitration, denied the additional motions as moot,

and stayed the action.
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