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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denied Plaintiff Klara Gianna
Gallusz’s motion for reconsideration of the order denying her application for a temporary restraining
order concerning a threatened nonjudicial foreclosure. The court held that Plaintiff had not shown
newly discovered evidence, clear error, or an intervening change in controlling law. The court also
denied Plaintiff’s request for an order to show cause regarding Rule 11 sanctions because the request
did not comply with Rule 11(c)(2) and Defendant’s opposition was not frivolous or otherwise
sanctionable.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for reconsideration of the court's prior order denying
her application for a temporary restraining order and requested an
order to show cause why Rule 11 sanctions should not be imposed.
The district court denied both requests.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion for reconsideration is an extraordinary remedy committed to
the district court's sound discretion and generally requires newly
discovered evidence, clear error or manifest injustice, or an
intervening change in controlling law. Rule 11 sanctions are governed
by an objective reasonableness standard and are discretionary.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff established grounds for reconsideration of the order denying her application for a
temporary restraining order.

2. Whether Defendant or its counsel should be required to show cause why sanctions should be imposed
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11.

HOLDINGS

1. Reconsideration was properly denied because Plaintiff identified neither newly discovered evidence nor
an intervening change in controlling law, and she failed to show clear error or manifest injustice. Her
arguments largely repeated matters previously considered by the court.

2. The request for Rule 11 sanctions was properly denied because it did not comply with Rule 11(c)(2)'s
separate-motion and twenty-one-day safe-harbor requirements, and Defendant's opposition to the TRO
application was not frivolous, legally unreasonable, without factual foundation, or brought for an
improper purpose.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion for reconsideration is not an opportunity to renew arguments considered and rejected by the court,
nor is it an opportunity for a party to re-argue a motion because it is dissatisfied with the original outcome.”
(at 4)

“sanctions should be reserved for the ‘rare and exceptional case where the action is clearly frivolous, legally
unreasonable or without legal foundation, or brought for an improper purpose.’” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff sought to prevent a threatened nonjudicial foreclosure sale of her San Diego residence scheduled for
April 16, 2025. After removal to federal court, the court temporarily stayed the sale, considered the parties'
submissions, and denied Plaintiff's temporary restraining order application because she failed to show a
likelihood of success on the merits and because the equities and public interest weighed against relief. Plaintiff
then argued that the court had overlooked filings, relied on defective or unauthenticated evidence, misstated
jurisdictional doctrine, and permitted foreclosure without proof of enforcement authority.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a state-court complaint seeking declaratory and injunctive relief to prevent a threatened nonjudicial
foreclosure sale. Defendant removed the action to federal court on diversity grounds. After the court denied



Plaintiff's application for a temporary restraining order, Plaintiff moved for reconsideration and separately
sought sanctions against Defendant and its counsel. The court denied the motion for reconsideration and denied
the sanctions request.
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