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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE STUBHUB REFUND LITIGATION

OAKLAND DIVISION

Case No. 4:20-md-02951-HSG

PLAINTIFFS’ MEMORANDUM OF
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT
STUBHUB, INC.’S RENEWED (AND
AMENDED RENEWED) MOTION TO
COMPEL ARBITRATION AND MOTION

TO DISMISS

Judge: Hon. Haywood S. Gilliam, Jr.
Date: May 5, 2022

Time: 2:00 p.m.

Courtroom: 2
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