UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
TENNESSEE, NASHVILLE DIVISION

Carlos Coldon v. Rutherford County Sheriff's Office, et al.

No. 3:24-cv-01320 (M.D. Tenn. Feb. 6, 2026) - No. 3:24-cv-01320 - Decided February 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Tennessee granted Carlos Coldon leave to proceed in

forma pauperis and conducted initial screening under the Prison Litigation Reform Act. The court

dismissed the action for failure to state a claim, concluding that the allegations regarding the absence
of wheelchair-accessible handrails did not support liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the ADA, or the

Rehabilitation Act. The court also denied the pending motion to appoint counsel as moot.
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Pro se incarcerated plaintiff filed an in forma pauperis civil-rights
complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, asserting Eighth Amendment, ADA
Title II, and Rehabilitation Act claims. The district court granted leave
to proceed in forma pauperis and conducted initial screening under the

Prison Litigation Reform Act.

Under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A, the court screened the
complaint for frivolousness, maliciousness, failure to state a claim, and
claims against immune defendants. Failure to state a claim was
evaluated under the plausibility standard applicable to Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), with well-pleaded factual allegations
accepted as true, legal conclusions and unwarranted inferences

disregarded, and the pro se complaint liberally construed.

unpublished district court memorandum opinion and order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the complaint plausibly stated a Section 1983 claim against Rutherford County, the Rutherford
County Sheriff's Office, Rudd Medical Service, or Lieutenant Davis based on the lack of handrails and

alleged deliberate indifference.

. Whether Coldon's request for injunctive relief was moot after his transfer from the Rutherford County

Jail and subsequent release.

. Whether the complaint plausibly stated an ADA Title IT or Rehabilitation Act failure-to-accommodate

claim against the Rutherford County Sheriff's Office.

. Whether Lieutenant Davis could be held individually liable under Title II of the ADA or the

Rehabilitation Act, and whether Rudd Medical Service was a public entity subject to Title II.

HOLDINGS

1.

The Rutherford County Sheriff's Office is not a proper Section 1983 defendant, although the claim was
liberally construed as one against Rutherford County. Neither Rutherford County nor Rudd Medical
Service could be held liable because the complaint did not plausibly allege that a policy or custom was

the moving force behind the alleged deprivation.

. The complaint did not state a plausible Eighth Amendment damages claim against Davis because

Coldon did not allege that he suffered an injury caused by Davis's refusal to install handrails.

. The request for transfer was moot because Coldon was transferred from the Rutherford County Jail and

later released from custody.

. The complaint failed to state a plausible failure-to-accommodate claim against the Rutherford County

Sheriff's Office under Title IT of the ADA or Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act because it did not
allege denial of a reasonable accommodation pursuant to a county policy, regulation, or other ruling

because of disability.

. Lieutenant Davis could not be held individually liable for damages under Title II or the Rehabilitation

Act, and Rudd Medical Service was not a public entity subject to Title II merely because it contracted

with the county to provide inmate healthcare.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To determine whether the Complaint states a claim upon which relief may be granted, the Court reviews for
whether it alleges sufficient facts “to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face,” such that it would
survive a motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).” (Section II.A)



“To prevail under this theory, a plaintiff must show that the defendant reasonably could have accommodated
his disability but refused to do so,” (Section 11.C.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Coldon, who was paralyzed and used a wheelchair, was housed at the Rutherford County Jail in a cell without

handrails around his bed or toilet. After he reported special medical needs, Lieutenant P. Davis investigated and
told him that the medical pod was ADA-compliant and that handrails would not be installed in his cell. Coldon
filed and appealed a grievance, but he did not allege that he suffered an actual injury from the lack of handrails;

he was later transferred to state custody and released.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Carlos Coldon filed the complaint on November 5, 2024, along with an application to proceed in forma pauperis.
The court granted the IFP application, screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A, denied
the pending motion to appoint counsel as moot, dismissed the action for failure to state a claim, and directed the

Clerk to enter judgment.
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