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allowing the administrative action to continue would waste resources and subject Axon to the 
very proceeding it asserts is unconstitutional, id., while intruding on the district court’s decision-
making.  Id. at 5.  At the same time, Axon argues, a stay would cause no harm to the 
Commission.  Id. at 3-4.  These arguments fail on all counts.   

 
Proceeding administratively is unlikely to waste resources because Axon’s federal action 

is likely to fail for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.  In attempting to convince the district court 
to upend a century-old administrative system, Axon seeks to bypass a comprehensive, 
statutorily-established process for judicial review.  The FTC Act expressly lays out a process 
pursuant to which the Commission may brin



4 
 

protection and due process guarantees by giving the SEC “unguided” authority to choose which 
respondents would receive the procedural protections of a federal district court); see also Arch 
Coal, Inc. v. Acosta, 888 F.3d 493, 496 (D.C. Cir. 2018) (holding that a “comprehensive scheme 
of administrative review, followed by judicial review in a court of appeals, makes it clear that 
Congress implicitly precluded district court jurisdiction”).  Because the district court likely lacks 
jurisdiction to adjudicate Axon’s claims, there is no good cause to stay this proceeding.3
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adjudication and stopping any ongoing competitive harm, we find no good cause to stay this 
proceeding.   

 
 Accordingly,   
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT the Motion of Respondent Axon Enterprise, Inc., to Stay the 
Administrative Proceeding is DENIED.   
 
 
 By the Commission.  
 
      April Tabor 
      Acting Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SEAL:  
ISSUED: February 27, 2020 

 




