UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Litvinova v. Kaiser Foundation Hospitals

No. 25-cv-06253-ST (N.D. Cal. Sept. 23, 2025) - No. 25-cv-06253-SI - Decided September 23, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California orders plaintiff’s counsel to
show cause why sanctions should not be imposed under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11. The order
identifies several allegedly inaccurate or unsupported case quotations and citations in plaintiff’s
opposition brief and requires counsel to explain how the errors occurred, including whether artificial

intelligence was used.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court issued an order to show cause after reviewing plaintiff's

opposition to defendants' pending motion to dismiss and identifying
multiple inaccurate case quotations and an unsupported legal

proposition.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the inaccurate quotations and unsupported case proposition in plaintiff's opposition required

plaintiff's counsel to explain how the errors occurred.

2. Whether plaintiff's counsel should be required to show cause why sanctions should not be imposed

under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11.

HOLDINGS

1. By signing and filing a paper, counsel certifies that the legal contentions are warranted by existing law
or by a nonfrivolous argument for changing or developing the law and must conduct a reasonable

inquiry into the facts and law.

2. The court may require counsel to explain citation and quotation errors and show cause why Rule 11

sanctions should not be imposed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“By presenting to the court a pleading, written motion, or other paper—whether by signing, filing, submitting,
or later advocating it—an attorney or unrepresented party certifies to the best of the person’s knowledge,

information, and belief, formed after an inquiry reasonable under the circumstances:” (at 1)

“the claims, defenses, and other legal contentions are warranted by existing law or by a nonfrivolous

argument for extending, modifying, or reversing existing law or for establishing new law;” (at 1)

“Under Rule 11, a signature on a filing “certifies to the court that the signer has read the document, has
conducted a reasonable inquiry into the facts and the law and is satisfied that the document is well grounded

in both, and is acting without any improper motive.”” (at 1)

€<«

[Alny party who signs a pleading, motion or paper” has “an affirmative duty to conduct a reasonable

inquiry into the facts and the law before filing.”” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff's opposition brief cited Hernandez v. Creative Concepts, Hayden v. Reickerd, and Radcliffe v. Rainbow
Construction Co. for quotations that did not appear in those opinions. The brief also cited Fletcher v. Western
National Life Insurance Co. for a proposition concerning workplace retaliation and outrageous conduct, although
Fletcher involved an insured's bad-faith insurance claim and did not discuss workplace retaliation. Plaintiff's

counsel signed the opposition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Defendants moved to dismiss the complaint, with a hearing scheduled for October 10, 2025. In plaintiff's
opposition, counsel attributed quotations to three cases that did not contain them and cited a fourth case for a
proposition unrelated to that case. The court ordered plaintiff's counsel to explain the errors and show cause why

sanctions should not be imposed under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11.
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