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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon screens Logan Martin Isaac’s Second

Amended Complaint alleging First Amendment retaliation, Fourteenth Amendment procedural due

process violations, and conspiracy arising from restrictions on his access to the Oregon Capitol and

legislative actions concerning proposed bills. The court concludes that Senator Manning and

Representative Davis are entitled to legislative immunity for conduct related to legislative

proceedings, while claims concerning Capitol access restrictions may minimally survive screening

against Representative Davis, Renee Perry, and Doe defendants. The court dismisses all claims against

Senator Manning without leave to amend and permits prospective injunctive-relief claims under Ex

parte Young concerning ongoing Capitol access restrictions.
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Screening of a self-represented plaintiff's Second Amended Complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B).

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), the court screens an in forma
pauperis complaint for frivolousness, maliciousness, failure to state a
claim, and claims seeking monetary relief from an immune defendant.
The court applies the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6)
standard and liberally construes pleadings filed by self-represented

plaintiffs.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Senator Manning's refusal to schedule a legislative hearing was protected legislative conduct

subject to absolute legislative immunity under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether Isaac plausibly stated First Amendment retaliation, Fourteenth Amendment procedural due
process, and civil-rights conspiracy claims based on restrictions on his access to the Capitol and

Representative Davis's office.

3. Whether Isaac plausibly stated a claim for prospective injunctive relief under Ex parte Young based on

allegedly ongoing enforcement of the access restrictions.

4. Whether the claims against Senator Manning should be dismissed without leave to amend because the

defects could not be cured by amendment.

HOLDINGS

1. Senator Manning's decision not to schedule a hearing on SB 1057 was a legislative act protected by

absolute legislative immunity, even if the decision was allegedly motivated by retaliation against Isaac.

2. Isaac's claims against Senator Manning, and his claims against Representative Davis to the extent based
on legislative conduct involving cancellation of a hearing on SJM1, were barred by legislative immunity.

3. Isaac's allegations were minimally sufficient at the screening stage to proceed on First Amendment
retaliation, Fourteenth Amendment procedural due process, and conspiracy claims against
Representative Davis, Renee Perry, and the Doe defendants, including Brett Hanes, insofar as the claims

concerned restrictions on access to the Capitol or Davis's office.

4. Tsaac plausibly stated a claim for prospective injunctive relief against Representative Davis and Doe

defendants to prevent ongoing enforcement of the alleged Capitol and office access restrictions.

5. Ex parte Young does not authorize retrospective money damages against state officials or adjudication of

the legality of past conduct.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts must be extremely careful that considerations of a legislator's motive do not infect the determination

of whether an act is legislative.” (Discussion [.A)

“Because they have now been dismissed twice in this case and it is clear they cannot be cured by amendment,
Plaintiff’s claims against Senator Manning are DISMISSED WITHOUT LEAVE TO AMEND.” (Conclusion)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Isaac, a disabled Army veteran, advocated for Oregon legislation concerning military civil rights and visited
Representative Shelly Boshart Davis's office to discuss proposed legislation. After an exchange in which Isaac
referred to veteran suicides and said his next stop would be a local newspaper, Davis banned him from her office
and a legislative administrator imposed Capitol-wide access restrictions requiring advance notice and an escort.
Isaac also alleged that Senator James Manning refused to schedule a hearing on a bill after Isaac confronted a
legislative aide, and he characterized the access restrictions and legislative decisions as retaliation for his

advocacy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Isaac filed an original complaint and a First Amended Complaint while proceeding in forma pauperis. The court
screened the First Amended Complaint and found it subject to partial dismissal, after which Isaac filed the
Second Amended Complaint. On screening the Second Amended Complaint, the court dismissed all claims
against Senator Manning without leave to amend but allowed the remaining claims against Representative

Davis, Renee Perry, and Doe defendants to proceed past screening in specified respects.
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