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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri grants Defendants’ motion to
compel arbitration in a putative class action involving vehicle service contracts sold by CarShield and
administered by American Auto Shield. The Court concludes that the plaintiffs are bound by the
arbitration provisions despite not personally signing the contracts and rejects their arguments that the
provisions were after-the-fact modifications or unconscionable under North Carolina and Illinois law.
The Court orders arbitration and stays the proceedings pending its completion.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs brought a putative class action alleging that defendants failed
to honor vehicle service contracts. Defendants moved to compel
arbitration and to strike the class allegations and jury demand. The
court granted the motion to compel arbitration and stayed the
proceedings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion to compel arbitration must be granted when a valid
arbitration clause exists and encompasses the parties' dispute. The
party seeking arbitration bears the burden of proving a valid
agreement; once such an agreement is shown, the resisting party bears
the burden of demonstrating invalidity. When evidence outside the
pleadings is considered, the motion is treated akin to summary
judgment and the record is viewed in the light most favorable to the
nonmovant.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; persuasive only

PARTIES April Lindsey-Evans, Brenna Sebek, Kevin Sheehan, putative class
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TOPICS
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arbitration contract law civil procedure consumer protection

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the arbitration provisions in the vehicle service contracts were valid and enforceable even
though the named plaintiffs did not personally sign the written contracts.

2. Whether the arbitration provisions were impermissible after-the-fact modifications of prior oral
agreements.

3. Whether the arbitration provisions were procedurally or substantively unconscionable under North
Carolina and Illinois law.

4. Whether the proceedings should be stayed after compelling arbitration.

HOLDINGS

1. The named plaintiffs were bound by the arbitration provisions because they authorized sales
representatives to sign the vehicle service contracts on their behalf, received the contract terms, and
manifested assent through their conduct. A personal signature was not required for the arbitration
agreements to be enforceable.

2. The arbitration provisions were part of the parties' contracts and were not impermissible after-the-fact
modifications.

3. The plaintiffs failed to establish either procedural and substantive unconscionability as required under
North Carolina law; the arbitration provisions were therefore enforceable.

4. The plaintiffs failed to establish procedural or substantive unconscionability under Illinois law; the
arbitration provisions were enforceable.

5. The court stayed all proceedings pending completion of arbitration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, the Court GRANTS Defendant NRRM’s [11] Motion to Compel Arbitration and STAYS all
proceedings until the arbitration is completed.” (Conclusion)



“The Court finds this reasoning persuasive and holds that the named Plaintiffs accepted the terms of the
contract, including the arbitration clause.” (Discussion, Part I)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

American Auto Shield administers vehicle service contracts sold by NRRM, doing business as CarShield. The
named plaintiffs purchased the contracts by telephone and authorized sales representatives to sign on their
behalf; the contracts contained materially similar arbitration provisions, class-action waivers, and jury-trial
waivers. Plaintiffs received electronic or physical copies of the contracts, had a one-month period to cancel for a
full refund, and continued making payments or using contract services before ceasing performance. Plaintiffs
alleged that defendants failed to honor the vehicle service contracts and argued that the arbitration provisions
were invalid after-the-fact modifications and unconscionable.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed this action in March 2025. Defendants moved to compel arbitration and to strike, and later
submitted authenticated vehicle service contracts, declarations, sales-call transcripts, and other supporting
evidence. After the supplemental materials were filed, plaintiffs did not continue to challenge the authenticity of
the contracts and did not dispute that the arbitration provisions encompassed their claims.
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