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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted Mercedes-Benz USA
LLC’s motion to compel arbitration in Carleen Durkin’s Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act action.
The court held that Mercedes-Benz USA was an intended third-party beneficiary of the arbitration
provision in Durkin’s vehicle lease and that her claims fell within the provision’s scope. The action
was stayed pending completion of arbitration, with the parties ordered to provide status updates.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant removed the plaintiff's Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty
Act action from California state court and moved to compel arbitration
under an arbitration provision in the vehicle lease.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Federal Arbitration Act's mandatory enforcement
standard, determining whether a valid arbitration agreement covered
the dispute and whether MBUSA, although a nonsignatory, could
enforce the agreement under California contract law.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether MBUSA, a nonsignatory to the vehicle lease, could enforce the lease's arbitration provision as
an intended third-party beneficiary.

2. Whether Durkin's Song-Beverly claims fell within the scope of the lease's arbitration provision.

3. Whether the court needed to reach MBUSA's alternative equitable-estoppel theory.

HOLDINGS

1. MBUSA may enforce the lease's arbitration provision as an intended third-party beneficiary because the
lease expressly names MBUSA as a third-party beneficiary and the provision satisfies California's third-
party-beneficiary requirements.

2. Durkin's claims against MBUSA fall within the scope of the arbitration agreement because her
relationship with MBUSA and her claims arise out of or relate to the lease and resulting relationship.

3. The court did not reach MBUSA's alternative equitable-estoppel theory because MBUSA was entitled to
compel arbitration as an intended third-party beneficiary.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The motion is GRANTED, and Durkin’s claims are stayed pending arbitration.” (at 1)

“Third-party beneficiaries may enforce the provisions of a contract if they demonstrate that “in light of the
‘relevant circumstances’”” (at 2)

“All these factors lead me to conclude that MBUSA is entitled to compel Durkin’s claims against it to
arbitration.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Carleen Durkin leased a 2023 Mercedes-Benz EQB-Class from Mercedes-Benz of Marin and signed a Motor
Vehicle Lease Agreement. The lease contained an arbitration provision expressly identifying Mercedes-Benz
USA LLC as a third-party beneficiary authorized to elect arbitration of claims or disputes arising out of or
relating to the lease or resulting relationships. Durkin asserted two Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act claims
against MBUSA, and MBUSA sought to compel arbitration.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Durkin filed the action in the Superior Court of California, County of Marin, on February 25, 2025. MBUSA
removed the action to the Northern District of California on April 3, 2025, and moved to compel arbitration. The
district court granted the motion and stayed the claims pending arbitration.
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