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Securities and Exchange Comission et al

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CONSTANTINE GUS CRISTO
Plaintiff,

V.

U.S. SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION; FINANCIAL
INDUSTRY REGULATORY
AUTHORITY; JAY CLAYTON, in his

official capacity as Chairman of the U.S.

Securities and Exchange Commission;
WILLIAM BARR, in his official capacity
as United States Attorney General;
ROBERT W. COOK, Predentand Chief
Executive Officer of FINRA; SEC
employees DOE-20; and FINRA
employers DOE R0,

Deferdans.

Do

Case No0.:19¢cv1916GPC(MDD)

ORDER GRANTING FEDERAL
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO
DISMISS FOR LACK OF SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION

[Dkt. No. 31]

Before the Court is Defendant U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission, J

Clayton, in hisofficial capacity as Chairman of the SEC, and William Barn his

official capacity as the United States Attorney General, (collectivedgéral

Defendants”) motion to dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under Federa
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of Civil Procedue (“Rule”) 12(b)(1) and 12(h)(3). (Dkt. No. 31Plaintiff filed an
opposition (Dkt. No. 33.) Defendants filed their reply(Dkt. No. 34.) Based on the
reasoning below, the CoUBRANTS FederaDefendants’ motion to disnss
Procedural Background
On October 2, 2019, Plaintiff Constantine Gus Cristo (“Plaintiff’), proceeding
se,filed acomplaint against the U.Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”),
Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (“FINRA"Jay Clayton (“Mr. Clayton”), in his
official capacity as Chairman of the SEC, William Barr (“Mr. Barr”), in his official
capacity as the United States Attorney General, and Robert W.(@&dokKCook”) in his
official capacity as President and Chief Executive Offi¢dfIbIRA. (Dkt. No. 1
Conpl.) In thecomplaint Plaintiff allegesmproperFINRA investigationof his Investor
Complaint an unconstitutional arbitration before FINRAyproper SEC review of
FINRA's investigation as well aaconsistent statemerislvisementby FINRA and the
SECconcernng his attemgto obtain a ruling of ineligibility for arbitration and seekin
to return the arbitrable issues back to this Co(idt.) In a prior related complainthé
Court compelled Plaintiff's claims to arbitrationcase no. 17cv184GPC(MDD).
OnMay 26, 2020, the Court granted FINRAdMr. Cook’s motion to dismisand
found Plaintiff's claims were not ripgnd barred by res judicaaaddenied Plaintiff's
motion to strike FINRA an®ir. Cook’s motion to dismiss(Dkt. No. 29.) On the same
day, the Court also denied Federal Defendants’ motion to dismiss for insufficient sg
of process and denied Plaintiff's motion to strike Federal Defendants’ motion to dis
(Dkt. No. 30.) On June 1, 2020, Federal Defendantstfilednstanimotion to dismiss
for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under Rule 12(b)(1) and 12(B)(R)ing that the
claims are not ripe and barred by res judic@ikt. No. 31.)
111
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111

19cv1916GPC(MDD)

pro

g

\rViCE

miss




O© 00 N oo o b W N B

N NN NN DNNDNNNRRRRRRRPR R RB R
0o ~NI O 00O DN NN =R O O 00O N o 009D 0O N RO

Factual Background

OnNovember 6, 2017, Plaintiff, proceeding pro se, in Case No. 17cv1843
GPC(MMD), filed a First Amended Complaint (“FAC&painst Schwab Defendahts
alleging grievances relating to Plaintiff's Schwab accounts stemmingSobrwvab
Defendants’ production of Rtdiff's financial records, without his consent or knowled
to the Internal Revenue Service (“IRSI0ring an audit in 2005/200@hich he did not
discover until 2016 (Case No. 17cv184GPC(MMD), Dkt. No. 8.) The FAC allegd
violations of the Right t&inancialPrivacy Act(“RFPA”), 12 U.S.C. 88 3403, 3404(c),
3405(2), 3407(2), 3410, 3412(b); violations of 18 U.S.C. § 1519; violations of 18.U
§ 241 & § 245(b)(1)(B); violations of 18 U.S.C. § 872; violations of 18 U.S.C. § 100
and violations ofi8 U.S.C. § 1341(ld.) Schwab Defendants moved to compel the c;
to arbitration and on April 11, 2018, the Court granted Defendants’ motion to comp
arbitration stayed the casand ordered the parties to submit a joint status report witl
days d an arbitration decision(ld., Dkt. No. 31.)

In August 209, because the Court had not received a status report of the
arbitrator’s decision, dhe Court’s directionboth parties filed a status repo(Dkt. Nos.
32,33, 34.) In his report, filedon September 6, 2®@] Plaintiff explained thattte day
after the Court’s order compelling arbitratiom, April 12, 2018jnstead of filing a
Statement of Claim to initiate arbitratidPlaintiff wrote toMr. Cook,President and CE(
of FINRA, requesting FINRA's intervention regarding FINRA Rule 12206(a) which
states that “[n]o claim shall be eligible for submission to arbitration under the Code
where six years elapsed from the occurrence of the event giving tieedlaim” and
requested a letter of ineligibility to provide to this Couitl., Dkt. No. 34 aR.?) On
April 13, 2018, Plaintiffalsosubmitted a FINRA Investor Complaint to investigate

! SchwabDefendants include Charles Schwab Corporation, Schwab Holdings, Inc., Charled &chy
Company, Inc.Charles Schwab Bank and Charles Schwab Investment Management, Inc.
2 Page numbers are based on the CM/ECF pagination.
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allegations of deceptive and illegal actsled Schwalbefendans. (Id.) After writing
letters to FINRA and receiving a responséitolnvestor Complaint, and unsuccedsful
applying Pbr review with the SEC related to FINRA's oversigPiaintiff stateghat he
waspreparing to file a complaint in district court against the SEC and FINRA to
adjudicate violations of the securities laws and FINRA's violation of Article 1l §.2.C
(Id. at 8.) As such, on October 2, 29, Plaintiff filed the instantomplaint against
Defendantsn this case.

According to the inmntcomplaint, in 2016, when Plaintiff discovered that Schy
Defendants had provided the IRS his financial records withisebnsent, he contacted
FINRA in order to prosecute his claims against Schwab Defenblatds=INRA agent
advised that his claisiwere ineligible under FIRA Arbitration Rule 12206(a) which
states “No claim shall be eligible for submission to arbitration under the Code whel
years have elapsed from the occurrence of the event giving rise to the diakh.No.
1,Compl.N1 4 51) He was advised that because his claims were inelifpble
arbitration, he shouldursue his claims withcourt. (d. 14, 51) Thereafterrelying
on FINRA's advicehe filedhis mmplaintagainst Schwab Defendants in case no.
17cv1843GPC(MDD) on September 12, 2017ld. 11 5,52.) When the Court
compelled his case to arbitration April 11, 2018 hewrote a letteto Mr. Cook on
April 12, 2018,and hoped to gétINRA's interventionto declare higlaims ineligible
under FINRA Rule 12206] so that he could return his case bacthte Court (Id. 11 6
66, 67 Dkt. No. 19,Ex. Uat 1) On April 13, 2018, Plaintiff als@led acomplaint with
the FINRA Investor Complaint Center. (Dkt. No. 1, Confpb8 Dkt. No. 19, Ex. V at
3-4) In the Investor Complainihe claimed thaSchwab violaédthe RFPA and other
laws. (Id.) The letter also referred to his lawsuit against Schidaflendantsthe Court’s
order compelling arbitration, and his April 12 letter to FINB&eking assistance for a
determination of ineligibility under Rule 12206(a)d.)

On April 19, 2018the Executive Vice President and Director of Dispute

Resolution rggondedto the April 12 lettestaing “we do not have any independent
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authority to invalidate aourt order’and“[t] he panel determines whether a claim meg
the sixyear eligibility requirement by reviewing the submissions, pleadings and
arguments of the parties.” (Dkt. No. 1, Com{pb9; Dkt. No. 19, Ex. Wat 6)

On May 8, 2018FINRA’s Principal Investigator responded to Plaintiff's

Complaintstatingthat it completed its review which included submissions by Plaintif

and additional details they collected during the examination praoesd€losed the case.

(Dkt. No. 1, Complf 71; Dkt. No. 1-9, Ex. Y at 11) FINRA explained that, “if new
information develops, FINRA may-@en its investigation.”Id.)

Disturbed that FINRA closed its investigation without interviewing Plairttdf,
responded with a letten May X4, 2018 (Dkt. No. 1, Compl{ 72, Dkt. No. 19, Ex. Z
at 12) In that letter, hexpressed his dissatisfaction and adsted that he was sking a
decision solely on the eligibility of his claims under Rule 12206 which was missing
the decision.(Dkt. No. 19, Ex. Z at 13.) On June 4, 2018e Principal Investigator
called Plaintiff anchewas furthedisturbedwhenhe learned that anvestigation
occurred in 201 @rior to his filing of the Investor Complain{Dkt. No. 1, Compl{ 73.)
He asked that she reopen the investigatidoh. (74.) Since then, no response has be
made concerning why FINRA opened an investigation in 20h@,it was closed
without Plaintif’s involvement oknowledge and whether FINRA would reopen its
investigation. Id. 176.)

As a result, on June 5, 2018, Plaintiff filed an Application for Review with the
SECseeking review of FINRA decision to clee its investigation “without any
interview or contact with Cristo.”ld. § 77; Dkt. No. 19, Ex. AA at 15.) He requested
that the SEC review FINRA'’s decision and declare his claims ineligible for arbitratis
(Dkt. No. 19, Ex. AA at 18.)On July 18, 2018, thEECCommission issued a briefing
schedule as to its jurisdictioriDkt. No. 1, Compl{ 85; Dkt. No. 1-10,Ex. GGat 1)

On June 3, 2019, after full briefing by the partibg SECCommission issued itginion
and dismissed the appeal for lack of jurisdiction. (Dkt. No. 1, Cdir@2. Dkt. No. t
12, Ex. NN at 58)

19cv1916GPC(MDD)

1S

—

from

en




O© 00 N oo o b W N B

N NN NN DNNDNNNRRRRRRRPR R RB R
0o ~NI O 00O DN NN =R O O 00O N o 009D 0O N RO

In response to th€ourt’s oderon September 12, 2019 directing Plaintiff initiats
arbitration, Plaintifffiled a Statement of Claim initiating arbitration on September 16
2019. (d. 1111, 94) On Septembe23, 2019, FINRA responded stating thathlagl to
correct twodeficiencieswithin 30 days or it would dismiss his claim and retain thie-n
refundable filing fee. Id. 11 12, 95.)On December 9, 2019, Plaintiff filed a motion to
dismiss FINRA Arbitration No. 1:82822. (Dkt. No. 12, Dettmer Decl., Ex. A.) On
March 26,2020, the arbitration panel denied the motion to dismiss FINRA Arbitratig
No. 1902822. (Dkt. No. 12, Dettmer Decl. Ex. B.)n its order, the panel noted that
this Court determined that FINRA is the appropriate forum to hear the case and th:
“doesnot have the authority to review the District Court’s decision and will not do s
(Id. at 2.) In that order, tharbitration panel directed that tparties submit four
alternative dates and times for the Initial{Aearing Conference Call by Apri] 2020.
(Id. at 3.) Therefore, the arbitration appears toureently pending before FRA.

In the Complaint, Plaintiff allegesvo causes of action for declaratory and
injunctive reliefagainst-ederaDefendants The injunctive relief ofbothcaugs of
action seeks to enjothe arbitratiorfrom proceethg andorderingthe matter back to the
jurisdiction of this Court.As to declaratory relief, in theecond ause of action, hgeeks
a declaration that the FINRA arbitration viokates Fourth Amexdment rightslue to
Attorney General Baig failure to“investigate the [SEC’sjefusal to address allegation
of unlawful behavior against FINRA and [Schwab].” (Dkt. No. 1, Compl. #12®.)
The sixth cause of action seeks a declarahahthe SEQailed to address Schwab
Defendants’ deceptive IRA applicatiarhichand seeks to enjoin the arbitration from
proceedings(ld. 11 14862).

111/

3 While count one references the SEC and Mr. Barr, it appears Plaintiff is rakegiyng facts as to
their roleof oversight of FINRA rther than any cause of action seeking rel{®&kt. No. 1, Compl. 1
113-15))
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Discussion
A Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1)

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)permits a party to raise by motion the
defense of “lack of subject matter jurisdictiorFed.R. Civ. P. 12(b) 1.In thiscircuit, a
“ripeness”claim is properly raised with a 12(b)(1) moti&ee Gemtel Corp. v.
Community Redevelopment AgerZy F.3d1542, 1544 n. 1 (9th Cit994) (finding
“mootness” and “ripeness” properly challenged under Rule 12(b)(l)jhe court
determines at any time that it lacks subjmettter jurisdiction, the court must dismiss t
action? Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(h)(3).

The Atrticle Ill case or controversy requirement limits a federal court’s stbject
matter jurisdiction by requiring . . . that plaintiffs have standing and that claims be
for adjudication.” Chandler v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Ca98 F.3d 11151121 (9th
Cir. 2010). Lack of Article 11l standing requires dismissal for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction under Rule 12(b)(1)Maya v. Centex Corp658 F.3d 1060, 1067 (9th Cir.
2011). Rule 12(b)(1) jurisdictional attacks can be either facial cwf. White v. Leg
227 F.3d 1214, 1242 (9th Cir. 2000jere,FederaDefendants raise a facial attack.

In a facial attack, the court is limited in its review to the allegations in the
complaint. Safe Air for Everyone v. Meye&73 F.3d 1035, 10399 Cir. 2004). The
Court must determine whether a lack of federal jurisdiction appears from the face ¢

complaint itself.Id. The factual allegations in the complaint are assumed to be true.

Savage v. Glendale Union High ScB43 F.3d 1036, 1039 n. 1 (9th Cir. 2003). “A pa
invoking the federal court’s jurisdiction has the burden of proving the actual exister
subjectmatter jurisdiction.” Thompson v. McComb@9 F.3d 352, 353 (9th Cir. 1996).
B. Analysis

As a threshold argument, Plaintiff argues that the matga@hsmissshould be
denied because the Federal Rules bar Federal Defendants’ second nuisons®
citing to Rule 12(g)(2). (Dkt. No. 33 at 85ederal Defendants respond that Rule
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12(g)(2) does not apply to a motion to dismiss based on lack of subject matter
jurisdiction.

Rule 12(g)(2) provides, “[e]xcept as provided in Rule 12(h)(2) or (3), a party t
makes a motion under this rule must not make another motion under this rule raisi
defense or objection that was available to the party but omitted from its earlier ot
Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(g)(2). Rule 12(h)(3) states wheaouat déermines at any time that |
lacks subjecmatter jurisdictionit must dismiss the case. Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(h)(3).
Accordingly, a motion to dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction is not limited
Rule 12(g)(2) and may be raised at any stagheoproceedingsSee Kontrick v. Ryan
540 U.S. 443, 455 (2004)Alitigant generally may raise a court's lack of subjeetter
jurisdiction at any time in the same civil action, even initially at the highest appellat
instance’) (citing Mansfield, C& L.M.R. Co. v. Swarl11 U.S. 379, 38¢.884)
(challenge to a federal court's subjawtter jurisdiction may be made at any stage of

proceedings, and the court should raise the question sua)3pdrtereforecontrary to

hat
g a
on.
[

by

the

Plaintiff’'s argumentFecderal Defendants may raise the issue of subject matter jurisdjction

on a second motion to dismiss.

1. Ripeness

FederaDefendants argue that the claiagainst thenare not ripebecause the
underlying arbitration is currently pendiagd Plaintiff cannot show that he has suffer
any concrete injury or that any harm is imminent. (Dkt. No. 317} 4n opposition,
Plaintiff argues that thEederal Defendantglaims are ripand the Court’s ruling on
lack ofripenessconcernednly FINRA and Mr. Cook (Dkt. No. 33 at 9.)He then
presents numerous arguments concerning the specific failures of the SEC’s oversi
FINRA during the pending arbitration.

Article 11l of the Consitution limits federal courjurisdictionto adjudicateactual
cases and controversies, and noetader advisory opinionsSeeRhoades v. Avon
Products, Inc504 F.3d 1151, 1157 (9th CR007) (citingPub. Serv. Comm'n v. Wycof
Co., 344 U.S. 237, 24(1952)). “Ripeness is more than a mere procedural question;
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determinative of jurisdictionlf a claim is unripe, federal courts lack subject matter
jurisdiction and the complaint must be dismissel.”"Pac. Transp. Co. v. City of Los
Angeles922 F.2d 498, 502 (9th CiL.990). The ripeness doctrine is “drawn both from
Article Il limitations on judicial power and from prudential reasons for refusing to
exercise jurisdictiori Nat'| Park Hospitality Ass’'n v. Dep’t of Interipb38 U.S. 803
808 (2003) (quotindreno v. Catholic Social Seryic.,509 U.S. 43, 57, n. 18993).
The ripeness inquiry is “intended to ‘prevent the courts, through avoidance o

premature adjudication, from entangling themselves in abstract disagreements.

Maldonado v. Morales556 F.3d 1037, 1044 (9th C#009),cert. denied558 U.S. 1158,

(2010) A question is fit for decision when it can be decided without considering
“contingent future events that may or may not occur as anticipated, or indeed may
ocaur at all.” Cardenas v. Anza811 F.3d 929, 934 (9th Ci2002) (internal quotation
marks omitted)see also United States v. StreibB0 F.3d 926, 931 (9th Cirgert.
denied 558 U.S. 92@2009).

“The constitutional component of ripeness overlak thie‘injury in fact
analysis for Article Il standing. Wolfson v. Bramme616 F.3d 10451058 (9th Cir.
2010)(citing Thomas v. Anchorage Equal Rights Comr230 F.3d 1134, 11389 (9th
Cir. 2000) €n bang). The question presented is whether the injufgéinite and
concrete, not hypothetical or abstraatid whether the harm‘igsnminent” Thomas220
F.3d at 1139

To evaluate the prudential component of ripenessits should considéthe
fitness of the issues for judicial decision and the hardship to the parties of withhold
court consideration.’Abbott Labss. Gardner 387 U.S.136,149(1967) @brogated on
other grounds byalifano v. Sandey 430 U.S. 99105 (1977) “A claim is fit for
decision if the issues raised are primarily legal, do not require further factual
development, and the challenged action is findl’S.West Commc'ns v. MES Intelen
Inc., 193 F.3d 1112, 1118 (9th Cir999)(quotingStandard Alaska Prod. Co. v.
Schaible 874 F.2d 624, 627 (9th Ct989). “To meet the hardship requirement, a
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litigant must show that withholding review would result in direct and immediate har
and would entail more than possible financial los§tbrmans, Inc. v. Sele¢ly86 F.3d
1109, 1126 (9th Cir2009)(citation omitted).

The case o¥oung Hablistons instructive. SeeYoung Habliston v. Finra
Regulation, Ing Civil Action No. 152225 (ABJ) 2017 WL 396580at *5 (D.D.C. Jan.
27, 2017) In the case, the plaintiffs, dissatisfied with a pending arbitration proceed

against Wells Fargo Advisors, LLC, filed a complaint against FINRA Regulation, Inc.

Id. at *1. The plaintiffsallegal that FINRA Regulation failed to provide a fair arbitoat
forum because the arbitratawgrebiasedtheir procedural rulings to date have been
unfair, theyfailed toproperlycarry outtheir regulatory dutiesandthebinding arbitration
provisions contained in the brokerage contraesevoid or unenforcdale. Id. The
plaintiffs alleged that their constitutional rights under the due process and equal
protection clausewere violated due to aalegedly unfair arbitration procesH. at *5.
However, the Court concluded that the issue was not ripe leetteagbitration fad not
yet concludedand the outcomwas unknowrand could be in the plaintiffs’ favoild.
Thereforeany alleged bias on the part of FINRArbitrators hd not yet produced any
adverse consequences, and the record upon which one would determine whether
plaintiffs’ constitutional rights hdbeen violated hénot yet been developedd. Thus,
the court concluded that tipdaintiffs’ claim wasnot ripe for reiew andwasdismissé.
Id.

Similarly, here, Plaintiff initiated arbitratiom September 2018 and the arbitrati
is currently pending before FINRAPIaintiff brings claims against Federal Defendant
their allegedole of overseeing FINRAndclaimsthatbecausd-ederal Defendantailed
to engage in it®versightrole by declining to ruleon the merits oPlaintiff's claims
concerning allegedly improper conduct by the pen&iiNRA arbitrationpane| the
pending arbitratiomust be enjoinedSpecifically, in his oppositionhe argues tht the
SEC failed to consider evidence that Schwab Defendants knew his claims wereléng

for FINRA arbitration when they filed the motion to compel arbitration in Case No.
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17cv1843, (DktNo. 33 at 10), the SEC failed to require FINRAthedule a hearing o
Plaintiff's timely filed motion to dismiss arbitrationd(at15), the SEC failed to prever
FINRA's panel’s manipulation of schedulitPHC’ conference to CSC’s advantage
(id. & 16),andthe SEC failed to oversee FINRA's bias and partialitg. gt 18.) These
allegations concerconduct currently pending with the arbitration panel which are nq
concludedand are therefore, not rip&urther, Plaintiff invoke9 U.S.C.8 10(a) which
provides that an arbitration award can be vacated if the award wasqul by
corruption, partiality, misconduct tine @nel exceeds its poweendhe presents
numerous deficiencies or misconduct by FINRA during the pending arbitratohrat (
19-22.) However,9 U.S.C. § 10(aqpplies one the arbitration has been completed.
As the Court explained in its prior order, (Dkt. No. 27), the outcome of the
arbitration has yet to be determined and uaheXrticle Il analysis Plaintiff has rot
shown and cannot show that he has suffered any concrete injury or that any harm
imminent Seee.g.,Ruckelshaus v. Monsanto C467 U.S. 986, 10120 (1984)
(challenge taonstitutionality of arbitration scheme not ripe for resolution because
Monsanto “did not allege or establish that it had been injured by actual arbitration {
the statute”)Bowen v. First Family Fin. Servs., In@33 F.3d 1331, 13441 (11th Cir.
2000 (“There is at most a ‘perhaps' or ‘maybe’ chance that the arbitration agreeme
be enforced against these plaintiffs in the future, and that is not enough to give the
standing to challenge ienforceability.”). Further, as to prudential concertiggre has

not been any adverse consequences from the arbitration since it is still pending, the

factual record is currently still being developed in the FINRA arbitration and thewe i
indication of any immediate hardshifpherefore, pudential consid@ations support

dismissal
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Accordingly, the allegations in the complaint against Federal Defendants are
ripe for review! As such, the Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction as the claims
challenging the arbitration are not ripe.

As the Court noteth its prior order, once the arbitration panel issues its decis
Plaintiff mayseek to vacate or confirm the arbitration aw&seed U.S.C. § 10 Under
the FAA,a court may vacate an arbitration award on the following grounds: “(1) wh
the award \@s procured by corruption, fraud, or undue means; (2) where there was
evident partiality or corruption in the arbitrators, or either of them; (3) where the
arbitrators were guilty of misconduct in refusing to postpone the hearing, uparestiff
cause shen, or in refusing to hear evidence pertinent and material to the controver
of any other misbehavior by which the rights of any party have been prejudiced; or
where the arbitrators exceeded their powers, or so imperfectly executed them that

mutual, final, and definite award upon the subject matter submitted was not nSade.’

U.S.C. 8 10(a)(1)-(4). Therefore, Plaintiff may seek relief from the arbitrator panel’s

decision once it is completed but not befdre.
Conclusion
Based on the above, the CoGRANTS FederaDefendants’ motion to dismiss
for lack ofsubject mattejurisdiction. The hearing set dily 24,2020 shall beacated.
The Clerk of Court shall close the case.
IT1S SO ORDERED.

Dated: July 17, 2020 @ / &?Q

Hon. Gonzalo P. Curiel
United States District Judge

4 Federal Defendants also question whether the Federal Defendants haviglitvesponsibility to
ensure the FINRA arbitration process is “objective” and fair”, (Dkt. No. 34; aioBletheless, the issuq
is premature at this stage.

®> Because ripeness justifies dismissal of the case for lack of subject magticiion, the Court need
not address Federal Defendants’ additional argument seeking dismissal basejuidicda.
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