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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California sanctions Plaintiff Fernando
Gastelum for deliberately reposting and consenting to the publication of a video from a confidential,
court-ordered settlement proceeding. The Court finds that Plaintiff willfully violated the Court’s orders
and applicable Local Rules by continuing to publish links to the video despite an order to show cause
and repeated admonitions. The Court imposes a $4,500 monetary sanction payable to the United States
Treasury and denies Plaintiff’s motion for sanctions.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court resolved its order to show cause concerning Plaintiff's
publication of, or consent to the publication of, a video of a
confidential court-ordered settlement proceeding; imposed monetary
and nonmonetary sanctions against Plaintiff and restrictions on Peter
Strojnik; and denied Plaintiff's motion for sanctions against
Defendant's counsel.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For sanctions under the court's inherent authority, the court must find
either a willful violation of a court order or bad faith. The court has
broad discretion to control its docket and impose sanctions. Review of
Plaintiff's motion for Rule 11 sanctions also required compliance with
Rule 11(c)(2)'s mandatory safe-harbor procedure.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff willfully violated the court's orders and applicable local rules by consenting to and
repeatedly reposting a video of a confidential, court-ordered settlement proceeding.

2. Whether the court should impose monetary sanctions under its inherent authority for Plaintiff's
deliberate noncompliance.

3. Whether Peter Strojnik should be barred from accompanying or assisting Plaintiff in the case.

4. Whether Plaintiff's motion for sanctions against Defendant's counsel should be granted under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 11 or the court's other sanction authorities.

5. Whether the court should declare Plaintiff a vexatious litigant.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff deliberately and willfully violated the court's order and Civil Local Rules by consenting to the
publication of, and repeatedly reposting links to, a video of a confidential court-ordered settlement
proceeding.

2. A $4,500 monetary sanction was warranted under the court's inherent authority and was reasonably
tailored to Plaintiff's willful conduct and the actions within his control.

3. Peter Strojnik was barred from accompanying Plaintiff to any court-mandated occurrence in the case and
from assisting Plaintiff in any manner because the court found him a threat to the integrity of the
proceedings.

4. Plaintiff's motion for sanctions was denied because he failed to comply with Rule 11(c)(2)'s mandatory
safe-harbor procedure, and the court independently found no basis for sanctions on the merits.

5. The court declined to determine whether Plaintiff was a vexatious litigant because the record did not
presently support addressing that issue under the Ninth Circuit's required procedures.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When acting under its inherent authority to impose a sanction, as opposed to applying a rule or statute, a []
court must find either: (1) a willful violation of a court order; or (2) bad faith.” (at 1-2)

“a ‘willful’ violation of a court order does not require proof of mental intent such as bad faith or an improper
motive, but rather, it is enough that a party acted deliberately.” (at 2)

“The procedural requirements of Rule 11’s safe harbor provision are mandatory.” (at 31)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



The court ordered a confidential, off-the-record settlement-related meet and confer at the subject premises before
an Early Neutral Evaluation Conference. A video of that proceeding was recorded and posted to YouTube and
Facebook by Peter Strojnik, and Plaintiff repeatedly included links to the video in filings in this and related
cases. Plaintiff did not ask Strojnik to remove the video until August 11, 2025, despite receiving the court's order
to show cause explaining that publication violated the court's order and local rules. The court also found that
Strojnik appeared to be acting as Plaintiff's de facto lawyer despite being disbarred in Arizona and not licensed
in California.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court ordered the parties to participate in a confidential, court-ordered meet and confer before an Early
Neutral Evaluation Conference. Plaintiff included links to a video of the proceeding in multiple court filings
even after the court issued an order to show cause and gave him an opportunity to avoid sanctions by having the
video removed. Following Plaintiff's response, Defendant's response, an August 11, 2025 hearing, and
supplemental briefing, the court imposed sanctions and barred Strojnik from assisting Plaintiff or attending
court-mandated events. The court also denied Plaintiff's motion seeking sanctions against Defendant's counsel
for alleged perjury, and transferred the matter to Magistrate Judge Lupe Rodriguez, Jr., under the low-number
rule.
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