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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals for the Second Appellate District reversed the denial of an employer’s

motion to compel arbitration in a dispute over unpaid cash and stock commissions. The court held that

the employment agreement’s arbitration clause, governed by the Federal Arbitration Act, encompassed

the former employee’s breach-of-contract and quantum-meruit claims. The court remanded for the trial

court to compel arbitration and stay the proceedings.
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Interlocutory appeal from the denial of a motion to compel arbitration
and a request to stay trial-court proceedings.

The denial of a motion to compel arbitration and a ruling on a motion
to stay litigation pending arbitration are reviewed for abuse of
discretion; factual determinations supported by evidence are deferred
to, while legal determinations and whether the claims fall within the

scope of a valid arbitration agreement are reviewed de novo.

Published memorandum opinion; precedential status is identified as

published in the source metadata.

The Bridge Strategy & Technology Consulting, LLC v. Josh Adams



arbitration =~ employment contracts  breach of contract ~ quantum meruit  interlocutory appeal

PRACTICE AREAS

Arbitration =~ Employment law  Contract law  Appellate procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Federal Arbitration Act preempted Georgia Code section 9-9-2(c)(9), which requires an

employment arbitration clause to be initialed by all signatories.

2. Whether Adams's breach-of-contract and quantum-meruit claims concerning unpaid cash and stock

commissions fell within the scope of the arbitration clause.

3. Whether the trial court was required to stay the litigation pending arbitration under the Federal
Arbitration Act.

HOLDINGS

1. The Federal Arbitration Act preempts Georgia Code section 9-9-2(c)(9) insofar as it would require the
parties' FAA-governed employment arbitration clause to be initialed before enforcement.

2. Adams's breach-of-contract and quantum-meruit claims for unpaid cash and stock commissions fell

within the scope of the arbitration agreement.

3. The trial court was required to stay litigation involving Adams's arbitrable claims pending completion of
arbitration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Both of Bridge’s appellate issues turn on the issue of whether Adams agreed to arbitrate his claims for

unpaid cash and stock commissions. He did.” (5)

“Because the agreement used expansive, sweeping language tying any claims “relating to[] or having any
relationship or connection whatsoever with” these statutes, their statutory definitions of “wages” inform our

construction of the arbitration clause.” (12-13)

“We reverse the trial court’s order denying Bridge’s motion to compel arbitration and remand for the trial
court to enter an order compelling arbitration and staying all proceedings in the trial court pending the
arbitration’s completion.” (15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In July 2024, Josh Adams accepted Bridge's offer to become Director of Business Development. Bridge agreed
to pay him a 4% commission on invoiced revenue he generated and to grant him phantom stock units based on
contract value. Bridge terminated Adams's employment in February 2025, and Adams later sued for

approximately $243,000 in allegedly unpaid cash and stock commissions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Adams sued Bridge and three individual officers and directors for breach of contract and quantum meruit based
on allegedly unpaid cash and phantom-stock commissions. Bridge moved to compel arbitration under the parties'
Employment Covenants Agreement and to stay the litigation. The County Court at Law No. 3 denied the motion
after concluding that the arbitration clause did not cover Adams's claims. Bridge brought an accelerated

interlocutory appeal.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse the trial court's order denying Bridge's motion to compel arbitration and remand for entry of an order

compelling arbitration and staying all trial-court proceedings pending completion of arbitration.
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