UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
PENNSYLVANIA

Deleman v. HighLevel, Inc.

No. 3:25-CV-01284 - No. 3:25-CV-01284 - Decided January 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania denied John Michael
Deleman’s motion to lift the stay pending arbitration in his action against HighLevel, Inc. The court
held that Deleman, as the party asserting the claims, was responsible under the AAA Commercial
Arbitration Rules for initiating arbitration, and that the timeliness of the arbitration demand was
presumptively for the arbitrator. The court also rejected Deleman’s unconscionability arguments and

denied his request for discovery.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to lift a stay entered after the court compelled

arbitration and denied his motion for a temporary restraining order and
preliminary injunction. The district court denied the motion to lift the

stay and denied plaintiff's alternative request for discovery.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The decision whether to stay litigation pending arbitration and whether
to lift such a stay is committed to the district court's discretion. A
motion to lift a stay should be denied when no new circumstances or
hardship are presented. Motions for reconsideration are granted
sparingly and require an intervening change in controlling law, newly
available evidence, or a need to correct clear error or prevent manifest

injustice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the stay pending arbitration should be lifted because HighLevel, rather than Deleman, failed to

initiate arbitration proceedings.

. Whether the alleged expiration of the contractual period for demanding arbitration required the court to

lift the stay or was an issue for the arbitrator.

. Whether the arbitration agreement was unconscionable based on an alleged prior oral agreement, the

asserted limitation on recovery, and the anticipated costs of arbitration.

. Whether Deleman's motion was an untimely motion for reconsideration of the prior order compelling

arbitration.

. Whether Deleman was entitled to discovery concerning an alleged onboarding agreement with

HighLevel's CEO.

HOLDINGS

1.

Because the arbitration agreement incorporated the AAA Commercial Arbitration Rules and Deleman
was the party asserting the claims, Deleman, not HighLevel, was required to initiate arbitration by filing
a demand with the AAA.

. Deleman's alleged failure to initiate arbitration within the contractual three-month period was not a basis

to lift the stay because the timeliness of the arbitration demand was presumptively an issue for the

arbitrator.

. HighLevel did not waive arbitration by removing the action to federal court or by failing to initiate

arbitration because Deleman was the party obligated to file the arbitration demand.

. Deleman's challenge to the arbitration agreement was properly rejected as an untimely motion for

reconsideration and, independently, failed on the merits because he did not establish unconscionability.

. Deleman's request for discovery concerning an alleged oral agreement with HighLevel's CEO was

denied because the merger clause superseded any prior oral agreement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the AAA rules, it is Deleman, not HighLevel who is obligated to file a demand for arbitration with the
AAA.” (Section III.A)

“For the foregoing reasons, the Court DENIES Deleman’s motion to lift the stay pending arbitration.”
(Section IV)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Deleman operated a marketing SaaS business that used HighLevel's platform and services. On November 30,
2024, he clicked a box accepting HighLevel's terms of service, which included an arbitration clause requiring
arbitration under the American Arbitration Association's Commercial Arbitration Rules, as well as merger, Texas
choice-of-law, liability-limitation, and claim-limitation provisions. HighLevel terminated Deleman's account and

services on June 17, 2025, and Deleman subsequently filed claims seeking monetary and injunctive relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Deleman filed suit in the Luzerne County Court of Common Pleas on July 9, 2025. HighLevel removed the
action to federal court based on diversity jurisdiction, after which Deleman sought emergency injunctive relief
and HighLevel moved to compel arbitration. The court denied the requested temporary restraining order and
preliminary injunction, compelled arbitration, and stayed the action pending arbitration. Deleman then moved to
lift the stay and restore the case to the active docket.
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