UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON

Adam Michael Wallace v. Mark Nooth, David Pedro, and Liza Emory

No. 3:23-CV-00704-YY, United States District Court for the District of Oregon (January 2, 2026)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon granted defendants’ motion for summary
judgment in Adam Michael Wallace’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court rejected Wallace’s Eighth
Amendment claim concerning alleged rodent infestation, First Amendment retaliation claim arising
from removal from a kitchen assignment, and Fourteenth Amendment due process claim. The court

also found no basis for supervisory liability and declined to address Eleventh Amendment immunity.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether plaintiff established an Eighth Amendment violation based on alleged rodent infestation.

2. Whether plaintiff established a First Amendment retaliation claim for removal from kitchen assignment.



3. Whether plaintiff established a Fourteenth Amendment due process violation for removal from work

assignment.

4. Whether defendants Nooth and Pedro are liable under § 1983 supervisory liability.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff failed to make an objective showing of a sufficiently serious deprivation or a subjective
showing of deliberate indifference by defendants regarding rodent infestation.

2. Plaintiff failed to establish a causal connection between his protected conduct (filing a grievance) and

the adverse action (removal from kitchen assignment).

3. Plaintiff failed to establish a deprivation of a protected liberty or property interest because a work

assignment is not a constitutionally protected interest.

4. Defendants Nooth and Pedro are not liable because plaintiff failed to establish any underlying

constitutional violation.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a prisoner at Eastern Oregon Correctional Institution (EOCI), alleged an Eighth Amendment violation
due to rodent infestation in the kitchen. He also alleged First and Fourteenth Amendment violations for

retaliation and lack of due process after being removed from his kitchen work assignment following a grievance
about expired meat.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY
Pro se prisoner plaintiff filed 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. Defendants moved for summary judgment.
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affirmed
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