UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

VIRGINIA

Alexander Sims Jr. v. Caesars Virginia, LL.C

No. 4:25-cv-00026 (W.D. Va. Mar. 31, 2026) - No. 4:25-cv-00026 - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia dismisses Alexander Sims Jr.'s

amended complaint against Caesars Virginia, LLC. Sims asserted claims under 42 U.S.C. §3 1981 and

1983, Virginia law claims for false arrest and false imprisonment, and a Title IIT ADA claim arising

from his removal from a casino and subsequent arrest. The court held that the complaint failed to

plausibly allege racial discrimination, joint action with state actors, or false imprisonment, and that the

ADA claim was both insufficiently supported and time-barred.
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Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the amended complaint asserting racial discrimination under
42 U.S.C. § 1981, joint action with state actors under §§ 1981 and
1983, Virginia false arrest and false imprisonment, and Title III of the
ADA.

Under Rule 12(b)(6), the court tests the legal sufficiency of the
complaint, accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as true, considers
attached exhibits, and determines whether the complaint states a
facially plausible claim for relief. Pro se pleadings are liberally
construed, but conclusory allegations and formulaic recitations of the

elements are insufficient.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Sims plausibly alleged that Caesars intentionally discriminated against him because of race and

interfered with a contractual interest in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1981.

2. Whether Sims plausibly alleged that Caesars acted jointly with state actors or conspired with police so as
to support liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

3. Whether Sims plausibly alleged Virginia false arrest or false imprisonment based on Caesars security

personnel's communications with police.

4. Whether Sims stated a Title III ADA claim and whether that claim was barred by Virginia's one-year

limitations period.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint did not plausibly allege that Caesars asked Sims to leave because of his race or
that race was the but-for cause of the loss of a legally protected contractual right. A single alleged racial
statement, without supporting facts or allegations that similarly situated patrons of another race were

treated differently, was insufficient.

2. The amended complaint did not state a § 1983 claim against Caesars based on alleged coordination with
police. Merely calling police to report a suspected crime does not transform a private actor into a state
actor, and Sims alleged no specific facts establishing a conspiracy or that Caesars exercised influence

over the police.

3. Sims failed to state a Virginia false arrest or false imprisonment claim because he did not allege specific

facts showing that Caesars personnel actively instigated, directed, or procured an unlawful arrest.

4. Sims's Title ITII ADA claim was dismissed as time barred because Virginia's applicable limitations period
is one year and Sims filed suit nearly two years after the alleged casino incident.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under all the facts that Sims has alleged, a single reference to his race does not permit the “court to draw

[the] reasonable inference” that Sims’s race was the “but-for” cause of his removal.” (Section II1.a)

“It is well- settled that merely calling the police to report a suspected crime is not sufficient to transform a

private actor into a state one such that they become liable under § 1983.” (Section IIL.b)

“Accordingly, “[t]he statute of limitations for ADA claims in Virginia is one year.”” (Section I11.d)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sims alleged that Caesars security personnel asked him to leave a casino after questioning his identification and
asserting that he was intoxicated or that someone had complained about him. He alleged that a security guard
made a racial statement, that personnel refused his requests for a wheelchair despite pain and an injured foot, and
that security personnel communicated with police before Sims was arrested for public intoxication. The court
relied on surveillance video attached to the amended complaint, which it found contradicted or undermined
several allegations, including Sims's assertions about his ability to walk and the security guard's involvement in

his arrest.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sims filed suit on May 20, 2025. After Caesars moved to dismiss the original complaint, Sims filed an amended
complaint. The parties briefed Caesars's motion to dismiss the amended complaint, and the court dismissed the
complaint in its entirety.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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