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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon denied Medford LLC’s motion for relief
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(1) and its request to file a Second Amended Complaint.
The court held that Medford LLC had not identified a specific error in the prior determination that it
lacked Article III standing because its alleged injuries were not traceable to the defendants’ conduct.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE After dismissing Plaintiff's claims for lack of Article III standing, the
court considered Plaintiff's motion under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 60(b)(1) for relief from the prior judgment and permission
to file a Second Amended Complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 60(b)(1) motion requires the movant to show that the district
court committed a specific error; relief is an extraordinary remedy
available only in highly unusual circumstances.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to relief under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(1) based on an
alleged mistake in the court's prior standing analysis.

2. Whether Plaintiff's proposed Second Amended Complaint cured the previously identified Article III
standing defect by alleging a direct property deprivation.

3. Whether the court continued to lack subject matter jurisdiction because Plaintiff could not establish
traceability.

HOLDINGS

1. Relief under Rule 60(b)(1) was unwarranted because Plaintiff failed to identify a specific error in the
court's prior standing analysis.

2. Plaintiff did not establish standing because its proposed allegations addressed injury but did not establish
that its injury was fairly traceable to Defendants' challenged conduct.

3. The court lacked subject matter jurisdiction because Plaintiff still lacked Article III standing.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion for relief under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) is an “‘extraordinary remedy’ . . . ‘not [to]
be granted, absent highly unusual circumstances.’””

“To succeed on a Rule 60(b)(1) motion, a “plaintiff must show that the district court committed a specific
error.””

“Plaintiff could not show traceability because Plaintiff was the "architect of [its] own injuries."” (3–4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Medford LLC obtained property by quitclaim deed after the Owens' mortgage had been in default for a year.
Medford did not dispute that it purchased the property subject to existing liens and without assuming the burden
of the defaulted loan. The court previously concluded that Medford's injuries were not fairly traceable to
Defendants' challenged conduct because Medford was the architect of its own injuries.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously denied Plaintiff's motion for a temporary restraining order, denied a prior motion for relief,
and granted Defendants' motion to dismiss for lack of standing. Plaintiff then moved for relief under Rule 60(b)
(1), asserting that the court had made a legal or factual mistake and seeking to file a Second Amended
Complaint. The court denied the motion because Plaintiff did not identify a specific error in the prior standing
analysis.
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