UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Rissi v. T-Mobile USA, Inc.

No. 24-cv-00267-AJB-KSC (S.D. Cal. July 14, 2025) - No. 24-cv-00267-AJB-KSC - Decided July 14, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denied T-Mobile USA, Inc.'s

motion to stay the action pending arbitration between the plaintiff and NextGen Global Resources,

LLC. The court concluded that the arbitrable claims did not predominate, the arbitration's outcome

was unlikely to materially affect the non-arbitrable claims, and the proposed stay would be indefinite.

The court directed T-Mobile and the plaintiff to contact the magistrate judge's chambers regarding

issuance of a scheduling order.
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T-Mobile moved to stay the federal action pending arbitration between
Plaintiff and NextGen Global Resources, LL.C. The court denied the
motion and directed the parties to request issuance of a scheduling
order.

Abuse-of-discretion-style docket-management review; the district
court has broad discretion to stay proceedings as an incident of its

power to control its docket.

Unpublished federal district court order; persuasive rather than binding

outside the case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should stay the nonarbitrable claims against T-Mobile pending arbitration of Plaintiff's

claims against NextGen.

2. Whether the potential overlap in facts, risk of inconsistent findings, potential duplicative recovery, and

litigation expense justified an indefinite docket-management stay.

HOLDINGS

1. A stay was not warranted because the arbitrable claims did not predominate, the outcome of the
arbitration was unlikely to determine the nonarbitrable claims, and the proposed stay would be

indefinite.

2. The limited factual overlap between the arbitrable claims and the claims against T-Mobile did not justify
staying the action because the claims against T-Mobile remained independently litigable and the

arbitrator's findings would not bind the court.

3. The indefinite nature of the proposed stay weighed heavily against granting it.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Ninth Circuit has “identified three non-exclusive factors courts must weigh when deciding whether to
issue a docket management stay: (1) the possible damage which may result from the granting of a stay; (2) the
hardship or inequity which a party may suffer in being required to go forward; and (3) the orderly course of

justice measured in terms of the simplifying or complicating of issues, proof, and questions of law.”” (at 2)

“A stay should not be granted unless it appears likely the other proceedings will be concluded within a

reasonable time in relation to the urgency of the claims presented to the court.” (at 7)

“Considering that the arbitrable claims do not predominate, that the outcome of non-arbitrable claims will
not depend upon the arbitrator’s decisions, and that the requested stay would be indefinite, the Court finds
that judicial efficiency and the potential damage to Plaintiff, though minimal, together outweigh the potential
hardship T-Mobile will face proceeding with litigation.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff worked for T-Mobile directly and later was to perform substantially similar work through NextGen after
relocating out of state. Plaintiff alleges that T-Mobile pressured her to resign before she received a NextGen
employment agreement, and that delays in onboarding ultimately left her without the expected employment. She
asserted employment, wage-and-hour, misrepresentation, interference, unjust-enrichment, and unfair-

competition claims against T-Mobile and NextGen, while the claims against NextGen proceeded to arbitration.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff filed nine causes of action in San Diego County Superior Court on December 29, 2023. T-Mobile
removed the action to the Southern District of California on February 9, 2024. The court previously compelled
arbitration and stayed the action as to Plaintiff and NextGen only; T-Mobile then moved to stay the remaining

litigation pending that arbitration.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The court denied T-Mobile's motion to stay and directed T-Mobile and Plaintiff to contact Magistrate Judge
Karen S. Crawford's chambers to request issuance of a scheduling order.
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