
UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRI CT OF MISSOURI  

EASTERN DIVISI ON 
 
LARI SA V. BRAY, )  
 )  
               Plaint iff,  )  
 )  
          vs. )  Case No. 4: 14-CV-01390-CEJ 
 )  
RELI ABLE LIFE I NSURANCE COMPANY, )  
 )  
               Defendant . )   

 
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 

 
This mat ter is before the Court  on defendant ’s mot ion to stay this case 

pending arbit rat ion. Plaint iff br ings this act ion under Tit le VI I  of the Civil Rights Act  

of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e, et  seq., the Age Discrim inat ion in Employment  Act  

(ADEA0, 29 U.S.C. §§ 621, et  seq., and the Americans with Disabilit ies Act  (ADA), 

42 U.S.C. §§ 12101, et  seq., claim ing that  defendant  discr im inated against  her 

based on her age, disability, and nat ional origin. The plaint iff has not  responded to 

the mot ion to stay, and the t ime allowed for doing so has expired. 

I . Background. 

Bray was employed by United I nsurance Company of America as a claims 

adjuster beginning on January 7, 2013. When Bray began her employment , she 

signed an Arbit rat ion Agreement  that  contained the following provision:  

[ A] ll disputes related to Employee’s employment  by Employer (or any 
affiliate of Employer) , or the term inat ion of that  employment 
(except ing only the following:  (1)  charges filed with the U.S. Equal 
Employment  Opportunit y Comm ission ( “EEOC”)  or state fair  
employment  pract ices agency, for so long as said charges remain 
under invest igat ion, and (2)  claims brought  by the Employer for 
injunct ive relief and/ or breach of covenant  not  to compete) , shall be 
set t led by arbit rat ion adm inistered by the American Arbit rat ion 
Associat ion ( “AAA” )  pursuant  to the AAA’s Nat ional Rules for 
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Resolut ion of Employment  Disputes ( “AAA Rules” ) , as amended from 
t ime to t ime. 
 

The Arbit rat ion Agreement  also provides that  arbit rat ion is the “exclusive 

method of resolving all disputes relat ing to Employee’s employment  with 

Employer or the term inat ion of that  employment .”   

 I n its mot ion, United argues that  Bray is required to subm it  her claim s 

of employment  discr im inat ion to arbit rat ion and that  this act ion should be 

stayed. 

I I . Discussion. 

“ [ T] he decision to grant  a stay . . . is ‘generally left  to the sound discret ion of 

dist r ict  courts.’”  Ryan v. Gonzales, 133 S. Ct . 696, 708 (2013)  (quot ing Schriro v. 

Landrigan, 550 U.S. 465, 473 (2007) ) . “A dist r ict  court  has broad discret ion to stay 

proceedings when appropriate to cont rol it s docket .”  Sierra Club v. U.S. Arm y Corps 

of Engineers, 446 F.3d 808, 816 (8th Cir . 2006) . “ [ I ] n considering a mot ion for  

stay, a dist r ict  court  should consider both the interest  of j udicial economy and the 

potent ial prejudice or hardship to the part ies.”  Krakowski v. Am. Air lines, I nc. , 927 

F. Supp. 2d 769, 774 (E.D. Mo. 2013) . “The proponent  of a stay bears the burden 

of establishing its need.”  Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 708 (1997) . 

Here, to determ ine whether United has met  its burden of demonst rat ing that  

the interest  of j udicial economy and the potent ial prejudice or hardship to the 

part ies counsel issuing a stay, the Court  considers United’s assert ion that  

arbit rat ion is both required and binding.  This assert ion is not  contested by Bray 

and, indeed, it  is supported by the language of the agreement .  Under terms of the 

Arbit rat ion Agreement , the subm ission of Bray’s employment  discrim inat ion claims 

against  United to arbit rat ion is mandatory. United cites a provision of the Federal 
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Arbit rat ion Act  (FAA) in support  of request  for a stay. That  provision states that  

where a plaint iff br ings suit  in federal court  on an issue that  is “ referable”  to 

arbit rat ion, the court  hearing that  case “shall on applicat ion of one of the part ies 

stay the t r ial of the act ion . . . .”  9 U.S.C. § 3.  The arbit rat ion agreement  in this 

case does not  allow Bray to bring a suit  in the dist r ict  court  only to have that  suit  

“ referred”  to arbit rat ion. Rather, the agreement  provides that  arbit rat ion is Bray’s 

exclusive remedy.  Thus, § 3 of the FAA is not  applicable here. 

The Court  finds that  United has failed to just ify its request  that  this act ion be 

stayed.  Pausing this lit igat ion only to dism iss it  once the arbit rat ion concludes is 

not  in the interest  of j udicial economy. 

Accordingly, 

I T I S HEREBY ORDERED that  the defendant ’s mot ion to stay [ Doc. # 12]  is 

denied. 

 

    
       ___________________________ 
       CAROL E. JACKSON 
       UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT JUDGE 
 
Dated this 22nd day of October, 2014. 


