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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon denies Plaintiffs Christina MacLaren and
Elijah MacLaren’s motions for reconsideration. The court declines to reconsider its discovery rulings
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(2) and rejects reconsideration of its Findings and
Recommendation under Rule 60(b)(1) and (6).
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved for reconsideration of prior discovery orders and of a
Findings and Recommendation that partially denied and partially
granted defendant's motion for summary judgment. The court denied
both motions and referred the Findings and Recommendation to the
district court for review without amendment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Reconsideration is an extraordinary remedy committed to the court's
sound discretion. Relief under Rule 60(b)(1) requires a substantive
mistake of law or fact; relief under Rule 60(b)(2) requires newly
discovered evidence that existed at the time of trial, could not have
been discovered through due diligence, and would likely have changed
the disposition; and Rule 60(b)(6) is unavailable when the asserted
grounds fall within Rule 60(b)(1) through (b)(5).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether statements made by PHH's chief financial officer constituted newly discovered evidence
warranting reconsideration of the court's discovery orders under Rule 60(b)(2).

2. Whether those statements justified reconsidering the denial of discovery sanctions or permitting
plaintiffs to depose the chief financial officer.

3. Whether plaintiffs could obtain relief under Rule 60(b)(6) based on alleged overlooked evidence or legal
error in the Findings and Recommendation.

4. Whether plaintiffs' disagreement with the Findings and Recommendation established a substantive
mistake warranting relief under Rule 60(b)(1).

HOLDINGS

1. The statements did not warrant reconsideration because plaintiffs failed to show that the evidence was of
such magnitude that earlier production would likely have changed the court's discovery rulings.

2. Even if the court reconsidered its prior discovery rulings, the CFO's statements did not justify sanctions,
an additional deposition, or a different result.

3. Rule 60(b)(6) did not apply because plaintiffs' assertions of overlooked evidence and legal error were
based on mistake, a ground specifically covered by Rule 60(b)(1).

4. Plaintiffs did not establish a substantive mistake of law or fact warranting relief under Rule 60(b)(1);
disagreement with the court's ruling was insufficient.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Reconsideration is an “extraordinary remedy, to be used sparingly in the interests of finality and
conservation of judicial resources.”” (1)

“Because the proffered statements do not establish that Defendant failed to comply with those orders, the
statements are not “of such magnitude” that their earlier production would have been likely to change the
Court’s rulings” (3)

“A party may not base a Rule 60(b)(6) motion on any “of the grounds for relief enumerated in clauses (b)(1)
through (b)(5).”” (4)

““MlJere dissatisfaction with a court’s order or belief that the court is wrong in its decision are not adequate
grounds for reconsideration.”” (4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiffs relied on statements made by PHH's chief financial officer concerning the distinction between
mortgage servicing and subservicing and PHH's treatment of loans it owned and serviced for others. Plaintiffs
argued that the statements constituted newly discovered evidence supporting reconsideration of discovery
rulings and sanctions. They also argued that the court had overlooked evidence or committed legal error in its
Findings and Recommendation on PHH's summary-judgment motion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs previously moved to compel discovery, and the court later found that defendant had meaningfully
complied with the amended order granting that motion. The court denied plaintiffs' motion for discovery
sanctions and related requests to depose defendant's chief financial officer. After defendant moved for summary
judgment, the court entered a Findings and Recommendation partially denying and partially granting that
motion. Plaintiffs then sought reconsideration under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(2) and 60(b)(6).
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