


QUESTION PRESENTED

The parties to.a contract agreed to arbitrate any
claim or dispute arising out of the contract, including
disputes over the arbitrability of the claim itself.
Plaintiffs sued a non-signatory to the contract, and
that non-signatory defendant sought to compel arbi-
tration to determine whether the plaintiffs’ claims
are arbitrable.

The question presented in this case is whether
the non-signatory defendant can compel arbitration
of the arbitrability of the plaintiffs’ claims.
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING
AND RULE 29.6 STATEMENT

The caption contains the names of all the parties
to the proceeding below.

Pursuant to this Court’s Rule 29.6, undersigned
counsel state that Toyota Motor Corporation has no
parent corporation and that no other publicly held
corporation owns 10% or more of its stock. Toyota
Motor Sales, U.S.A., Inc. is a wholly owned subsidi-
ary of Toyota Motor North America, Inc., which is
directly or indirectly a wholly owned subsidiary of
Toyota Motor Corporation.
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PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI

OPINIONS BELOW

The opinion of the court of appeals (Pet. App. 1a—
25a) is published at 705 F.3d 1122 (9th Cir. 2013).
The district court’s order (Pet. App. 26a—60a) is pub-
lished at 828 F. Supp. 2d 1150 (C.D. Cal. 2011).

JURISDICTION

The judgment of the court of appeals was entered
on January 30, 2013. The jurisdiction of this Court
is invoked under 28 U.S.C. section 1254(1).

STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Pertinent provisions of the Federal Arbitration
Act, 9 U.S.C. § 1 et seq., are reproduced in the Ap-
pendix (at 125a—-127a).

STATEMENT

This case presents an important and recurring
question concerning the role of a district court under
the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA). This Court has

Circuit’s holding requires that courts, not arbitra-
tors, must determine certain arbitrability disputes
involving non-signatories to an agreement, even
when the agreement clearly and unmistakably dele-
gates all arbitrability issues to an arbitrator.
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