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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana considered defendants’ motion to
compel arbitration and stay proceedings in a dispute involving alleged mold-related defects in a
manufactured home. The court held that the binding dispute resolution agreement was valid and
encompassed Mary Monteleone’s claims, and that Katie and William Monteleone’s individual claims
were also subject to arbitration under direct-benefits estoppel. The court denied arbitration as to claims
brought by Katie and William on behalf of their minor children and stayed the entire case pending
arbitration.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants removed plaintiffs' Louisiana state-court action to federal
court on diversity grounds and moved under the Federal Arbitration
Act to compel arbitration and stay the proceedings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Federal Arbitration Act's two-step arbitrability
analysis: whether a valid agreement to arbitrate exists and whether the
dispute falls within its scope, followed by consideration of whether
any federal statute or policy renders the claims nonarbitrable. Contract
formation was evaluated under ordinary Louisiana state-law
principles.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished; nonprecedential district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mary's binding dispute resolution agreement was valid under Louisiana contract law despite
her assertions of error and adhesion.

2. Whether the plaintiffs' claims fell within the broad scope of the arbitration agreement.

3. Whether Katie and William, as nonsignatories, were bound by the arbitration agreement through direct-
benefits estoppel.

4. Whether Katie and William could bind their minor children to arbitration without judicial authorization
under Louisiana Civil Code article 3101.

5. Whether the entire action should be stayed pending arbitration of the arbitrable claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The binding dispute resolution agreement was valid and enforceable. Mary did not establish that her
consent was vitiated by error, and the agreement was not adhesionary.

2. The broad arbitration agreement encompassed Mary's claims arising from the purchase, ownership,
occupancy, design, construction, and alleged defects in the home, so those claims had to be arbitrated.

3. Katie and William were bound by the arbitration agreement as to their individual claims under
Louisiana's direct-benefits-estoppel doctrine.

4. Katie and William could not bind G.M. and D.M. to the arbitration agreement because Louisiana Civil
Code article 3101 requires court authorization before tutors bind minors to arbitration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"If the issues in a case are within the reach of that arbitration agreement, the district court has no discretion
under section 3 to deny the stay."” (§ III)

“"In Louisiana, a party who signs a written instrument is presumed to know its contents and cannot avoid its
obligations by contending that he did not read it, that he did not understand it, or that the other party failed to
explain it to him."” (§ III.A.1)

“"Direct benefits estoppel involves nonsignatories who, during the life of the contract, have embraced the
contract despite their nonsignatory status but then, during litigation, attempt to repudiate the arbitration



clause in the contract."” (§ III.B)

“"[E]quitable estoppel is not available [to enforce an arbitration clause when] it conflicts with the positive
law"” (§ III.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mary Monteleone purchased a modular home from CMH Homes and signed a binding dispute resolution
agreement requiring mediation and, if unsuccessful, arbitration of broadly defined disputes relating to the home,
its purchase, and its design and construction. Katie and William Monteleone and their minor children later
occupied the home, where plaintiffs alleged recurring toxic mold caused by defects in the ventilation system and
asserted warranty, statutory, contract, and tort claims. Mary signed the arbitration agreement electronically on
the same day as the sales and closing agreements, both of which referenced the arbitration agreement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit in Louisiana state court on January 5, 2026, alleging claims arising from alleged mold,
design, and construction defects in a manufactured home. Defendants removed the action based on diversity
jurisdiction and moved to compel arbitration under a binding dispute resolution agreement signed by Mary
Monteleone. The court granted arbitration as to Mary's claims and Katie and William's individual claims, denied
arbitration as to claims asserted by Katie and William on behalf of their minor children, and stayed the entire
case pending arbitration.
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