UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON

David P. Martin v. ODS Community Dental, Moda Health Plan, Inc.;
CareOregon/Moda Medicaid; Skyline Oral Surgery; Oregon Health
Authority; and Does 1-50

Martin - No. 3:26-cv-00298-AB - Decided April 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon dismisses David P. Martin’s Second
Amended Complaint arising from a dental emergency. The court concludes that the complaint remains
too lengthy and incomprehensible under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8, asserts claims unavailable
against private actors or under criminal statutes, and fails to cure deficiencies identified in prior orders;

dismissal is without prejudice but without further leave to amend.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, filed a Second

Amended Complaint after the court previously dismissed an amended
complaint with leave to amend. The district court screened the Second
Amended Complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) and dismissed it
without prejudice and without further leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo screening of an in forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C.
§ 1915(e)(2), including whether the complaint is frivolous, fails to
state a claim, or seeks relief from an immune defendant; pleadings are
construed liberally because Plaintiff is self-represented, but must

comply with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE district court opinion; precedential status not identified in the supplied
metadata



PARTIES David P. Martin v. ODS Community Dental, Moda Health Plan, Inc.,

CareOregon/Moda Medicaid, Skyline Oral Surgery, Oregon Health
Authority, Does 1-50
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

2.

Whether the Second Amended Complaint complied with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8.

Whether the Second Amended Complaint stated claims subject to dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)
(2)(B).

3. Whether Plaintiff could assert constitutional claims against private actors without state action.

4. Whether private parties could bring civil claims based on criminal statutes.

5. Whether the Oregon Health Authority was a person subject to suit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

6.

Whether further leave to amend should be granted after Plaintiff failed to cure deficiencies identified in
prior orders.

HOLDINGS

1.

The Second Amended Complaint failed to comply with Rule 8 because it was still too lengthy,
incomprehensible, and filled with unrelated material, making it impossible to determine the essence of
Plaintiff's claims.

. A complaint filed in forma pauperis may be dismissed before service when it is frivolous, fails to state a

claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant.

. A plaintiff cannot maintain a constitutional claim against a private actor absent state action.

. Private parties may not enforce criminal statutes through a civil lawsuit when the statutes do not create a

private civil cause of action.

. The Oregon Health Authority may not be sued under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 because states and governmental

entities that are arms of the state are not persons for purposes of § 1983.

. Further leave to amend was properly denied because Plaintiff had already received instructions and an

opportunity to cure the deficiencies, yet the Second Amended Complaint remained subject to dismissal

and additional amendment would be futile.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



David P. Martin brought claims arising from a dental emergency against private dental and health-plan
defendants and the Oregon Health Authority. His Second Amended Complaint remained lengthy and included
numerous unrelated documents and materials, including motions, Latin translations, evaluations of other court
opinions, a medical-emergency-law lesson plan, and a shamanic forensic analysis. The complaint also asserted

constitutional claims against private actors, claims under criminal statutes, and a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim against
the Oregon Health Authority.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court granted Plaintiff leave to proceed in forma pauperis and previously dismissed his 97-page Amended
Complaint with instructions to cure pleading deficiencies. Plaintiff filed a Second Amended Complaint, which
the court found remained lengthy, incomprehensible, and noncompliant with Rule 8, while also reasserting
claims the court had already explained were legally deficient. The court dismissed the Second Amended
Complaint without prejudice under Rule 8, 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e), and Rule 41(b), but denied further leave to
amend because additional amendment would be futile.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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