
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON

Robert L. Emery, Jr. v. Oregon Department of Corrections (ODOC),
an Agency of the State of Oregon; Oregon Corrections Enterprises

(OCE), an Agency of the State of Oregon; Mr. Castanon, OCE
Production Manager; Mr. Poppell, OCE Production Manager; Lori

Hensel, OCE General Manager
Robert L. Emery, Jr. v. Oregon Department of Corrections (ODOC), Oregon Corrections Enterprises (OCE), et

al., No. 2:24-cv-01847-MC (D. Or. Mar. 20, 2026) · No. 2:24-cv-01847-MC · Decided March 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon granted defendants’ motion for summary
judgment in an action brought by Robert L. Emery, Jr., an adult in custody, alleging violations of the
Americans with Disabilities Act, the Rehabilitation Act, and the Equal Protection Clause. The court
held that Emery was not otherwise qualified to perform the TRCI laundry position with his requested
wheelchair accommodation and that the reassignment was rationally related to legitimate safety and
productivity interests.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for summary judgment on the plaintiff's ADA,
Rehabilitation Act, and Fourteenth Amendment equal protection
claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court construes evidence and reasonable inferences in
favor of the nonmoving party but does not weigh evidence or
determine credibility.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff was otherwise qualified to perform the essential functions of the prison laundry
position with or without the requested wheelchair accommodation under the ADA and Rehabilitation
Act.

2. Whether prohibiting Plaintiff from performing the laundry position in a wheelchair constituted
intentional disability discrimination under the ADA or Rehabilitation Act.

3. Whether reassigning Plaintiff from the laundry position violated the Equal Protection Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff was not otherwise qualified for the laundry position because he could not perform its essential
standing requirements and failed to show that use of a wheelchair was a reasonable accommodation that
would enable him to perform those requirements.

2. Plaintiff failed to establish intentional discrimination under the ADA or Rehabilitation Act because he
was not denied the benefits of the prison's work programs and produced no evidence that Defendants
acted with deliberate indifference to a federally protected right.

3. The reassignment did not violate the Equal Protection Clause because disability classifications receive
rational-basis review, and the safety and productivity concerns supporting the wheelchair restriction
were rationally related to legitimate correctional interests.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Plaintiff fails to show that he was otherwise qualified to perform the job in the TRCI laundry or that
Defendants intentionally discriminated against him, Defendants’ motion is GRANTED.”

“The ADA “requires only ‘reasonable modifications’ that would not fundamentally alter the nature of the
service provided, and only when the individual seeking modification is otherwise eligible for the service.””

“These reasons survive rational basis scrutiny, and summary judgment is granted on Plaintiff’s equal
protection claim.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff, an adult in custody at Two Rivers Correctional Institution, has nerve damage in both feet that causes
pain and prevents him from standing for long periods. He applied for and was assigned to work in the
institution's industrial laundry, whose essential duties included standing for extended periods and lifting forty to
fifty pounds in a fast-moving facility containing heavy laundry carts. After Plaintiff reported to work in a
wheelchair, prison officials informed him that the laundry position could not be performed in a wheelchair and
reassigned him. The court found that Plaintiff could perform other prison work assignments and produced no
persuasive evidence that the reassignment was discriminatory or that wheelchair use was a reasonable
accommodation for the laundry position.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit on November 5, 2024, alleging that prison officials discriminated against him and denied him
equal protection by reassigning him from a prison laundry position because he needed to use a wheelchair.
Defendants moved for summary judgment. The district court granted the motion and dismissed the action with
prejudice.
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