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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Dakota grants Ronald Satish Emrit leave to
proceed in forma pauperis and conducts screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2). The court dismisses
the complaint with prejudice, concluding that the defendants are protected by the Speech or Debate
Clause for legislative acts, the remaining claims are frivolous or fail to state a claim, the action is
duplicative of litigation filed elsewhere, and venue is improper. The order also denies a second in

forma pauperis motion as moot.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se plaintiff sought leave to proceed in forma pauperis and asserted

tort, civil-rights, and constitutional claims against members of
Congress. The district court granted the initial in forma pauperis
motion, screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), and

dismissed the complaint with prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On § 1915(e)(2) screening, the court accepted well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and liberally construed the pro se complaint, while
requiring specific facts supporting the asserted legal conclusions and
dismissing claims that were frivolous, failed to state a claim, or sought

monetary relief from immune defendants.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED
Whether Emrit was entitled to proceed in forma pauperis despite his history of repetitive and allegedly
abusive litigation.

. Whether claims arising from members of Congress's legislative activities were barred by the Speech or
Debate Clause.

. Whether the complaint stated a legally cognizable claim against individual members of Congress for
failing to provide employment, housing assistance, or public benefits.

. Whether the complaint was frivolous or sought relief from immune defendants under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B).

. Whether dismissal was warranted because the action was duplicative of parallel federal lawsuits and
venue was improper.

OLDINGS

. A district court may grant in forma pauperis status and nevertheless screen the complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2); the court granted Emrit's first motion, denied the second as moot, and proceeded
with screening.

. Members of Congress are absolutely immune under the Speech or Debate Clause from civil claims
based on actions within the sphere of legitimate legislative activity.

. The complaint failed to state a claim and was frivolous because individual members of Congress had no

legal duty to obtain employment or Section 8 housing for Emrit, and the asserted Fair Housing Act and

Americans with Disabilities Act theories did not properly run against these defendants.

4. A federal action may be dismissed when it is duplicative of parallel federal litigation involving the same

K

party and controversy.

. The District of South Dakota was not a proper venue because Emrit did not allege that all defendants

resided there or that his claims arose there, apart from the possible exception of Senator Thune.

EY QUOTATIONS



“Courts have “a duty to deny in forma pauperis status to those individuals who have abused the system.”” (at
3)

“Without exception,” the Supreme Court of the United States has “read the Speech or Debate Clause broadly

to effectuate its purposes.” (at 8)

“Plaintiffs may not pursue multiple federal suits against the same party involving the same controversy at the
same time.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Emrit alleged that members of Congress were responsible for proposed legislation affecting Medicaid, Medicare,
SNAP/EBT, Section 8 housing, and TANF benefits. He also alleged that the defendants failed to offer him
employment at a Maryland college or university and failed to provide him with a Section 8 housing voucher. He
sought $45 million in damages and injunctions requiring the provision of housing and public benefits and

assistance in obtaining employment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Emrit filed the action and two motions for leave to proceed in forma pauperis. The court granted the first motion,
denied the second as moot, and conducted mandatory screening under § 1915(e)(2). The court dismissed the
complaint with prejudice because claims based on legislative conduct were barred by the Speech or Debate
Clause, remaining claims were frivolous or failed to state a claim, the action was duplicative of parallel federal

litigation, and venue was improper.

DISPOSITION
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