UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Chavoya v. Merrill Gardens L.L.C.

No. 1:24-cv-00268-KES-BAM (E.D. Cal. July 31, 2025) - No. 1:24-cv-00268-KES-BAM - Decided August 1,
2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted Merrill Gardens L.L.C.’s
motion to compel arbitration in Jacob Chavoya’s putative class action alleging California wage-and-
hour violations. The court held that the Federal Arbitration Act applied, that Merrill Gardens
sufficiently authenticated Chavoya’s electronic signature on the mutual arbitration agreement, and that

the agreement encompassed his claims. The action was ordered to proceed in individual arbitration.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a putative class action asserting California wage-and-

hour and related state-law claims. After removal to federal court,
defendant moved to compel arbitration under an electronically signed
employment arbitration agreement. The court granted the motion and

dismissed the action without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a motion to compel arbitration, the court determines whether a
valid agreement to arbitrate exists and whether it encompasses the
dispute. The party seeking arbitration bears the burden of proving the
agreement's existence by a preponderance of the evidence. Contract
formation is determined under state-law principles, and authentication
under Federal Rule of Evidence 901 requires evidence sufficient to

support a finding that the item is what the proponent claims it is.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court order; precedential status unknown

TOPICS



employment arbitration ~ arbitration =~ wage and hour  unconscionability  civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

employment law  arbitration = contracts  civil procedure  evidence

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Federal Arbitration Act governed the employment arbitration agreement because the

employment relationship involved interstate commerce.

2. Whether Merrill Gardens proved by a preponderance of the evidence that Chavoya entered into the

electronic arbitration agreement.

3. Whether the arbitration agreement was procedurally or substantively unconscionable under California
law.

4. Whether Chavoya's employment-related wage-and-hour claims fell within the agreement's broad

arbitration clause.

HOLDINGS

1. The FAA governed because Chavoya's employment relationship with Merrill Gardens sufficiently

involved interstate commerce.

2. Merrill Gardens proved by a preponderance of the evidence that Chavoya entered into a valid arbitration
agreement.

3. The arbitration agreement was not unenforceable on unconscionability grounds because it was neither

procedurally nor substantively unconscionable.

4. Chavoya's claims were encompassed by the arbitration agreement and had to be submitted to individual

arbitration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Merrill Gardens properly authenticated Chavoya’s electronic signature on the arbitration agreement and

has shown by a preponderance of the evidence that Chavoya entered into the agreement.” (Analysis § I11.B)

“The parties shall submit all claims pending in this matter to arbitration in accordance with the employment

arbitration policy signed on February 21, 2022” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jacob Chavoya worked as an hourly, non-exempt cook at Merrill Gardens' Truewood by Merrill facility in
Clovis, California, from approximately February 2022 through June 2023. During electronic onboarding through
the UKG platform, Merrill Gardens presented Chavoya with a mutual arbitration agreement covering
employment-related claims and requiring individual arbitration, with a ten-day opt-out period. UKG records
showed that Chavoya logged in using the email address from his employment application, reviewed and
electronically signed the agreement on February 21, 2022, and completed other onboarding documents using the

same IP address. Chavoya stated that he did not remember signing the agreement, but the court found the



employer's declarations, signature audit report, security procedures, and related onboarding records sufficient to

authenticate the signature.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Chavoya filed the putative class action in Fresno County Superior Court on January 30, 2024. Merrill Gardens
removed the action on March 4, 2024; the federal court denied Chavoya's motion to remand on June 28, 2024.
Merrill Gardens moved to compel arbitration on December 11, 2024. The court granted the motion, directed the

parties to arbitrate all claims pending in the matter, dismissed the action without prejudice, and closed the case.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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