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SUMMARY

The California Court of Appeal affirmed the denial of Coinbase’s petition to compel arbitration in
Haamid Khan’s action alleging deceptive practices involving cryptocurrency transaction fees under
California’s Unfair Competition Law and False Advertising Law. Applying McGill v. Citibank, the
court held that Khan’s requested injunction sought public injunctive relief and that the arbitration
agreement’s waiver of that relief was unenforceable. The court also concluded that Coinbase’s online
platform and alleged fee practices could affect the general public, including potential and future

customers.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Coinbase appealed the San Francisco Superior Court's denial of its

petition to compel arbitration of Khan's claims under California's

Unfair Competition Law and False Advertising Law.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review applies to denial of a petition to compel arbitration

when the evidence is undisputed.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published and certified for publication; precedential California Court
of Appeal opinion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Khan's complaint seeks public rather than private injunctive relief under McGill v. Citibank,
N.A.

2. Whether the arbitration agreement's waiver of the right to seek public injunctive relief is invalid and

unenforceable under California law.

3. Whether the Federal Arbitration Act requires arbitration or preempts application of McGill to Khan's

claims.

4. Whether the trial court correctly denied Coinbase's petition to compel arbitration.

HOLDINGS

1. Khan's complaint seeks public injunctive relief because it alleges ongoing violations of California
consumer-protection statutes and requests an injunction prohibiting Coinbase from continuing practices

that allegedly deceive or confuse the general public.

2. The arbitration agreement's waiver of Khan's statutory right to seek public injunctive relief is invalid and

unenforceable under California law.

3. Coinbase may not compel arbitration of Khan's claims for public injunctive relief because the parties did

not agree to arbitrate such claims, or any agreement to do so is unenforceable under McGill.

4. The FAA does not preempt the court's application of McGill in this case.

KEY QUOTATIONS

€«

public injunctive relief . . . is relief that has ‘the primary purpose and effect of ’ prohibiting unlawful acts

that threaten future injury to the general public”” (6)

“The statutory right to seek public injunctive relief for violations of the UCL and FAL is intended primarily to
benefit the public” (8)

“The pertinent inquiry focuses on the purpose of the injunction.” (13)

“We simply hold that Khan’s complaint seeks public injunctive relief under the principles elucidated in
McGill.” (21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Coinbase operates an online platform for buying, selling, transferring, and storing digital currencies. Khan
alleged that Coinbase's default trading platform concealed a spread fee in the quoted price while separately
displaying a lower Coinbase fee, thereby misleading consumers about the total cost of transactions. He sought

only injunctive relief barring Coinbase from continuing the alleged deceptive practices under the UCL and FAL.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Khan sued Coinbase in June 2024, seeking an injunction against allegedly deceptive cryptocurrency pricing and
fee practices. Coinbase petitioned to compel arbitration under the Federal Arbitration Act. The superior court
denied the petition, finding that Khan sought public injunctive relief and that the arbitration agreement's waiver

of that relief was unenforceable under McGill. The Court of Appeal affirmed.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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