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SUMMARY

The court grants defendants’ motion to stay discovery pending resolution of their motions to compel
arbitration. The court concludes that the arbitration motions are potentially dispositive, can be decided
without further discovery, and that the balance of case-management factors supports a stay.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to stay discovery pending the district judge's
resolution of their fully briefed motions to compel arbitration.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied a discretionary case-management standard,
considering whether the pending motions to compel arbitration were
potentially dispositive or would render the requested discovery
unnecessary, whether the motions could be decided without additional
discovery, and the potential prejudice and efficiency consequences of a
stay.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether discovery should be stayed pending resolution of defendants' motions to compel arbitration.

2. Whether the pending arbitration motions were potentially dispositive of the action.

3. Whether the arbitration motions could be decided without additional discovery.

HOLDINGS

1. A stay of discovery is warranted where the pending motions to compel arbitration are potentially
dispositive and can be resolved without additional discovery, and the balance of efficiency and prejudice
considerations supports a stay.

2. The defendants' motions to compel arbitration were sufficiently potentially dispositive to support a stay
of discovery.

3. The second prong of the discovery-stay test was satisfied because the fully briefed arbitration motions
could be resolved without further discovery.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts in the Ninth Circuit rely heavily on two factors to determine if delaying discovery is appropriate: (1)
whether the pending motion is potentially dispositive of the case, or at least would render unnecessary the
discovery at issue; and (2) whether the pending motion can be decided absent additional discovery.” (1)

“The undersigned will stay discovery pending Judge Drozd’s resolution of the motions to compel arbitration.”
(2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs allege that Event Tickets Center and TicketNetwork used drip-pricing practices on a ticket-resale
website by displaying only part of the total price until the final checkout screen. Plaintiffs allege that they paid
substantially more than the initially advertised ticket prices and assert California consumer-protection, false-
advertising, unfair-competition, and quasi-contract claims on behalf of a proposed class. The defendants' website
allegedly included a hyperlink to terms and policies containing an arbitration clause.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs commenced the action on July 19, 2024, later filed an amended complaint, and filed the operative
Second Amended Complaint on June 5, 2025. Defendants separately moved to compel arbitration of all claims,
and after those motions were submitted for decision, jointly moved to stay discovery. The magistrate judge
granted the motion to stay discovery pending Judge Drozd's resolution of the arbitration motions.
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