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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon granted Defendants' motion to dismiss
claims challenging the administration of the Metro Supportive Housing Services Tax. The court held
that the Tax Injunction Act barred the plaintiff's federal procedural due process and Monell claims
because Oregon provided a plain, speedy, and efficient remedy. The court dismissed the First
Amended Complaint without leave to amend as futile.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that
Defendants violated procedural due process in administering the Metro
Supportive Housing Services Tax and asserted Monell liability.
Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6). The court granted dismissal under Rule 12(b)(1)
and denied leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court accepts the complaint's
allegations as true and draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's
favor; the party invoking federal jurisdiction bears the burden of
establishing it. Dismissal without leave to amend is proper when
amendment would be futile.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Tax Injunction Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1341, barred federal district court jurisdiction over
Plaintiff's damages claims challenging the administration and collection of a local tax under 42 U.S.C. §
1983.

2. Whether Oregon provided a plain, speedy, and efficient remedy within the meaning of the Tax Injunction
Act.

3. Whether Plaintiff should be granted leave to amend his complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The Tax Injunction Act applies to Plaintiff's procedural due process and Monell claims because, if
successful, the claims would interfere with the assessment or collection of the Metro Supportive
Housing Services Tax and reduce the flow of tax revenue.

2. Oregon provided a plain, speedy, and efficient remedy sufficient to trigger the Tax Injunction Act's
jurisdictional bar.

3. Leave to amend was properly denied because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The dispositive question in determining whether the Tax Injunction Act’s jurisdictional bar applies is
whether the plaintiff’s action, if successful, would reduce the flow of state tax revenue.” (Discussion § A.1)

“Plaintiff could have had “a full hearing and judicial determination” in Oregon’s state courts, with
opportunities for appeal, had he properly followed Oregon law’s clear procedures and not settled his claims,
which is all the TIA requires.” (Discussion § A.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff challenged the administration of the Metro Supportive Housing Services personal income tax by
Portland Revenue Division and Portland Metro. Defendants issued Plaintiff a notice assessing $34.63 in
penalties and interest for the 2022 tax year, after which Plaintiff allegedly sought clarification and correction but
received responses he considered misleading and inconsistent. Plaintiff alleged that Defendants failed to provide
constitutionally adequate notice and a meaningful opportunity to be heard before imposing and enforcing tax-
related penalties and interest. Oregon law provided administrative and judicial avenues for challenging the tax,
including review by the Revenue Division Appeals Board, the Oregon Tax Court, and the Oregon Supreme
Court.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After receiving a notice assessing penalties and interest relating to the 2022 Metro Supportive Housing Services
Tax, Plaintiff pursued proceedings in the Oregon Tax Court and entered into a settlement agreement with
Defendants concerning a separate breach-of-settlement claim. Plaintiff then filed this federal action. Following
the filing of a First Amended Complaint, Defendants moved to dismiss, arguing that the Tax Injunction Act
deprived the court of subject-matter jurisdiction and, alternatively, that Plaintiff failed to state a claim.
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