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VALERIA HERMOSILLO CHAVEZ, ) No.3:21-cv-09577 (RS)
ERIK ESPARZA, JAMAR SMITH, and ) ,
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INDIVIDUALS, )  DISMISS PETITION FOR AN
Petic ) ORDER COMPELLING
etitioners, )  ARBITRATION AND OPPOSITION
) TO MOTION TO COMPEL
v )  ARBITRATION
)
SISBERL{%CHNOLOGIES, INC. AND UBER ) Date: March 10, 2022
’ )  Time: 1:30 p.m.
<T-CA- ; as 1 o)as  Place: Courtroom 3 - 17th Floor
26 3:5T-CA-002\\-B2 DOCNWeULSS El6q OT\3T\SS b9d6 T 0K3S Judge: Hon. Richard Seeborg
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NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION
TO THE COURT, ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on March 10, 2022, at 1:30 p.m., or as soon thereafter as
this matter may be heard before the Honorable Richard Seeborg in Courtroom 3, 17th Floor of
the United States District Court for the Northern District of California, Phillip Burton Federal
Building and United States Courthouse, 450 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California
94102, respondents Uber Technologies, Inc. and Uber USA, LLC, by and through their counsel
of record, will and hereby do respectfully move this Court to dismiss Petitioners’ Petition for an
Order Compelling Arbitration.

Petitioners seek an order under Section 4 of the Federal Arbitration Act compelling Uber
to pay over $10 million to AAA and enjoining a pending New York case. The petition should be
dismissed because Section 4 of the FAA requires Petitioners to show that Uber is resisting
arbitration, and Uber is not. Uber fully intends to arbitrate every single one of Petitioners’
claims. Petitioners have no interest in the outcome of Uber’s state court suit against AAA, which
seeks to resolve a separate commercial dispute over the amount of AAA’s invoice. Furthermore,
the FAA does not authorize Petitioners’ requested relief. Basic principles of federalism require
this Court to allow the New York court to complete its work rather than overriding a pending
case between Uber and a third party. If the Court reaches the merits, it should hold that Uber
does not owe the AAA $10 million. Finally, Petitioners are not entitled to relief because they
have failed to provide any individualized evidence to support their claims.

This motion is based on the memorandum set forth below, any reply defendants may

=duake. sysh othsr evidengs and argumentas may bg,presented at or prior to the hearing, and all

records and files in this action.
Dated: January 31, 2022 JENNER & BLOCK LLP

By: /s/ Laurie Edelstein

Attorneys for Respondents
Uber Technologies, Inc. and Uber USA, LLC
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