UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON

Staci Carney v. West Coast Self Storage Group; James McNamee;

Steve Tangrey; Mike Spaulding; and John Eisenbarth

Carney v. West Coast Self Storage Group, No. 3:25-cv-00377-AB (D. Or. May 19, 2026) - No. 3:25-cv-00377-
AB - Decided May 19, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon dismissed Staci Carney’s amended
complaint because it was not a short and plain statement and failed to comply with Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 8 and Local Rule 10-1 formatting requirements. The court granted leave to file a
second amended complaint subject to page, spacing, margin, pagination, and signature requirements.
The court further advised that any second amended complaint was limited to curing the claims in the
initial complaint against West Coast Self Storage Group unless additional leave or consent was

obtained.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for a more definite statement under Federal Rule of

Civil Procedure 12(e) or, alternatively, to strike the amended
complaint under Rule 12(f). The court dismissed the amended

complaint under Rule 8 and granted leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and Local Rule
10-1 to determine whether the pleading was sufficiently short, plain,
and properly formatted. It described Rule 12(e) as directed to
unintelligible pleadings and evaluated whether the complaint provided

a sufficient basis for the defendant to frame a responsive pleading.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint violated Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and the District of Oregon's

formatting requirements.

2. Whether the court should grant a more definite statement under Rule 12(e) or strike the amended

complaint under Rule 12(f).

3. Whether Plaintiff's prior limited leave to amend permitted her to add new claims and defendants without

written consent or further court leave.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint was subject to dismissal because it was not a short and plain statement and
failed applicable formatting requirements, including paragraph numbering, pagination, spacing, and

margins.
2. Rule 12(e) was less applicable than Rule 8 because the amended complaint was intelligible, even though
it failed to provide a short, plain, and properly formatted statement.

3. Because the prior order granted leave only to cure specified deficiencies, Plaintiff could not add new

claims or defendants without the opposing party's written consent or the court's leave under Rule 15(a)

2.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The problem is not that the Amended Complaint is unintelligible but that it is not a “short and plain

statement” and fails formatting requirements under both the Federal and Local Rules.”

“In other words, this was a specific and limited grant of leave to amend, not a general or limitless one.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed a ninety-one-page handwritten amended complaint against West Coast Self Storage Group and
four newly added individual defendants. The pleading lacked comprehensive pagination and paragraph
numbering, used single spacing, lacked margins, contained varying signatures and dates, and included text that
overlapped the electronic filing header. It also asserted new claims and added defendants beyond the scope of the

court's prior limited leave to amend.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously granted Defendant's first motion to dismiss and permitted Plaintiff to amend her complaint
to cure specified deficiencies. Plaintiff filed a lengthy handwritten amended complaint that added claims and
defendants. Defendant then moved for a more definite statement or to strike. The court granted the motion on
alternative Rule 8 grounds, dismissed the amended complaint without prejudice, and granted leave to file a
second amended complaint within thirty days.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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