
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA, NORTHERN DIVISION

Korey Devon Harmon v. Dr. Rahming
Harmon v. Rahming, No. 2:25-CV-143-WKW, slip op. (M.D. Ala. Mar. 31, 2026) · No. 2:25-CV-143-WKW ·

Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The court considers an inmate’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims against a prison physician arising from
tuberculosis diagnosis, treatment, and medical-unit confinement. The court grants the defendant’s
motion for summary judgment on the federal claims, concluding that the plaintiff failed to establish
Eighth Amendment deliberate indifference and that his disagreement with medical treatment did not
establish a constitutional violation. The court also declines supplemental jurisdiction over the
plaintiff’s state-law claims.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a pro se action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and asserted
related Alabama-law claims. Defendant moved to dismiss or
alternatively for summary judgment; the court construed the motion as
one for summary judgment and ruled on the evidentiary record.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court views evidence and reasonable inferences in the light
most favorable to the nonmovant, but unsupported factual allegations,
mere conclusions, and self-serving statements contradicted by
contemporaneous medical records do not create a genuine dispute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant was deliberately indifferent to Harmon's serious medical needs in violation of the
Eighth Amendment by diagnosing and treating him for tuberculosis and confining him in restrictive
housing.

2. Whether the alleged involuntary tuberculosis treatment and related confinement violated Harmon's
substantive or procedural due process rights under the Fourteenth Amendment.

3. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Harmon's Alabama-law claims after
granting summary judgment on the federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Harmon failed to establish an objectively sufficiently serious deprivation or that Defendant was actually
and subjectively aware that treating him for tuberculosis created a substantial risk of serious harm. His
disagreement with the diagnosis and treatment, and his unsupported assertion that treatment caused H.
pylori, amounted at most to negligence or medical malpractice and did not establish deliberate
indifference.

2. Even assuming Harmon had a substantive due process right to refuse tuberculosis treatment, the prison's
compelling interest in preventing the spread of tuberculosis outweighed that right. His procedural due
process claim also failed because immediate treatment and isolation were reasonable without a prior
hearing when Harmon's safety and the safety of other inmates were at stake.

3. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Harmon's remaining state-law claims after
disposing of all claims within its original federal-question jurisdiction and dismissed the state-law claims
without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To succeed on a motion for summary judgment, the moving party must demonstrate that “there is no genuine
dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (III)

“To establish liability on a deliberate indifference claim, a plaintiff must demonstrate that: (1) [he] suffered a
deprivation that was objectively[,] ‘sufficiently serious,’ and (2) the defendant acted with ‘subjective
recklessness as used in the criminal law.’” (V.A)



“Here, even if it is assumed that Plaintiff has a substantive due process right to refuse TB treatment, the
compelling interest of Defendant, along with other prison officials and medical staff, in preventing the spread
of TB within prisons outweighs this right.” (V.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

While incarcerated, Harmon tested positive on a purified protein derivative test, had chest-x-ray findings
showing right-lung abnormalities and pleural effusion, and later had a positive T-spot test. Prison medical
personnel isolated him, evaluated him for tuberculosis, diagnosed active pulmonary tuberculosis, and
administered a multidrug RIPE regimen under protocol. Harmon contended that he did not have tuberculosis,
that the treatment caused H. pylori and other injuries, and that his isolation and forced treatment violated the
Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments. The medical records showed improvement, completion of tuberculosis
treatment, and later treatment for abdominal complaints and a positive H. pylori antibody test, although the court
noted that the antibody result alone did not conclusively establish an H. pylori infection.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Harmon alleged that prison medical staff improperly diagnosed and treated him for tuberculosis, caused an H.
pylori infection, confined him in the medical unit, and violated his constitutional and state-law rights. After
considering the complaint, Plaintiff's declaration, Defendant's declaration, medical records, and briefing, the
court granted summary judgment on the federal claims and declined supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law
claims, dismissing those claims without prejudice.
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