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Defendants did not file their Motion for Reconsideration until nearly three months 

after being served and nearly two months after entering an appearance. ECF No. 

52. This was untimely. Moreover, Defendants offer no reason whatsoever for their 

months-long delay in seeking reconsideration of the Court’s order. See Selectron 

Indus. Co., 2007 WL 5193735, at *3 (denying motion for reconsideration where 

Defendants offered no “convincing reason” for delay in filing). For this reason 

alone, Defendants’ motion for reconsideration should be denied.  

Had Defendants timely sought reconsideration, they would still fail to satisfy 

any of the prerequisites for reconsideration prescribed by F.R.C.P. 59(e) and L.R. 

7-18. See United States v. Certain Rights to and Interests in Shares of Series D 

Preferred Stock in Palantir Technologies, No. CV 17-4446-DSF (PLAx), 2018 

WL 9903314, *1 (C.D. Cal. Sept. 24, 2018) (denying motion for reconsideration 

where moving party made “no attempt to satisfy the requirements of Local Rule 7-

18”). Although Defendants complain that this Court ruled before they could 

respond to Plaintiffs’ Notice of Related Cases, these circumstances do not rise to 

the level of a manifest injustice necessitating reconsideration. Indeed, this Court 

has previously held that a court’s ruling without considering arguments in 

opposition “is insufficient to warrant reconsideration” of that ruling. See Gonzalez 

v. Coverall N. Am., Inc, No. EDCV 16-02287, 2017 WL 4653017, *3 (C.D. Cal. 

May 26, 2017) (Bernal, J.); accord Honeywell Int’l., Inc. v. W. Support Grp., No. 

CV 12-00645-PHX-JAT, 2013 WL 2369919, *3 (D. Ariz. May 29, 2013) (“The 

Motion for Reconsideration of the Court's decision to deny a second summary 

judgment motion is denied because the Court’s ruling on Defendants’ motion 

before they were given an opportunity to file a reply does not fall into any of the 

four situations that would entitle Defendants to reconsideration of that Order.”). 

All of Defendants’ other arguments for reconsideration concern their mere 

disagreement with the merits of this Court’s decision, but “disagreement with a 
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judgment is not a proper ground for seeking reconsideration pursuant to Local Rule 

7.18(a).” Scottsdale Ins. Co., 389 F. Supp. 3d at 836.  

For all these reasons, Defendants have failed to show that the “extraordinary 

remedy” of reconsideration is justified here. See Kona Enters., Inc., 229 F.3d at 

890. 

B. The Court Acted Within Its Broad Discretion to Relate this Case 

to Torres Given the Substantial Overlap of Law and Fact and to 

Conserve Judicial Resources.  

In their Motion for Reconsideration, Defendants take great pains to parse 

and magnify some of the differences between this case and Torres.1 In so doing, 

Defendants not only elide the crucial interconnections between the two cases but 

also erroneously imply that the two cases must be the same in each and every 

possible way in order to justify relating them. Not so.  

Local Rule 83-1.3 vests trial courts with broad discretion to relate two cases 

if any of the following three circumstances are present: the two cases 
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