1. It seems that the two are necessarily at odds.

· Efficiency – better to use the parties’ time in discovery, and perhaps thus incentivize settlements, than waste the court’s time in handling frivolous or poorly grounded complaints.

·  Requirement for evidentiary support allows for complaints to be immune from sanctions if they are “likely to have evidentiary support after a reasonable opportunity for further investigation or discovery”, which seems to be in the rule for the purpose of reconciling the two intents.
a. Rule 11(b)(3) explicitly allows for claims “likely to have evidentiary support after a reasonable opportunity for further investigation or discovery”

b. No sanctions, as claim was due to the best of Gertrude’s “knowledge, information, and belief.”

c. This becomes rather contentious, and combining (a) and (b) above, it seems that sanctions would hinge on whether or not the judge felt that Gertrude honestly disbelieved Norbert’s information, and truly believed that Wigbert would yield information in her favor.

· The obvious argument is that Rule 11 only discusses documents (motions, etc.) as they are presented to the court – it makes no mention of what should happen to documents that were not upon filing, but become unwarranted or frivolous.
· The court notes that P should have been aware of disadvantageous information when D filed for SJ. The rule, however, only seems to apply to the moving party (in this case, D).

· As a procedural note, we are told that P eventually withdrew the charges, and are not told that it was outside of the 21-day window to do so. 

2.  Even if we assume that D’s argument is a losing one, it is not clearly counter to existing law, much less a frivolous argument for the extension, modification or reversal’ thereof.
a. What constitutes a frivolous argument for extension, etc.?

b. Given that D’s motion seems clearly to be within the rule, might P’s motion for sanctions be frivolous, and thus subject to sanctions?

