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

Tyler Jordan v. Tennessee Department of Correction

No. 3:24-cv-01429 - No. No. 3:24-cv-01429 - Decided March 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The Middle District of Tennessee screened Tyler Jordan’s pro se prisoner civil-rights complaint under

the Prison Litigation Reform Act. The court dismissed the claims against the Tennessee Department of

Correction as barred by sovereign immunity and because TDOC is not a person subject to liability

under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, but granted Jordan 30 days to amend his complaint to identify the

correctional officers allegedly involved in the use of force.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the Tennessee Department of Correction is a person subject to liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether Jordan's § 1983 damages claim against TDOC is barred by sovereign immunity under the

Eleventh Amendment.

3. Whether the court should permit Jordan to amend his pro se complaint to identify the correctional

officers and provide additional details supporting excessive-force claims.

HOLDINGS
1. The Tennessee Department of Correction is not a person for purposes of § 1983 liability.
2. Jordan's § 1983 excessive-force claim for damages against TDOC is barred by sovereign immunity.

3. The court permitted Jordan to file an amended complaint identifying the correctional officers who

allegedly used force and providing additional details.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, Plaintiff’s excessive force claim against TDOC under Section 1983 cannot proceed.”

“In other words, an amended complaint will replace the original complaint.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On May 22, 2024, two inmates allegedly breached Jordan's cell door at Riverbend Maximum Security Institution
and attacked him, including striking him in the head with a metal paint roller. An unidentified correctional
officer allegedly tased Jordan while he was defending himself, tased him again after he fell, and caused him to
lose consciousness. Jordan further alleged that unidentified correctional officers later slammed him onto his

bunk, punched him in the face, and kicked him in the back.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Tyler Jordan filed a complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that correctional officers used excessive force
against him after two inmates attacked him. The court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and
1915A and dismissed the claims against the Tennessee Department of Correction because TDOC is not a person
subject to § 1983 liability and is protected by sovereign immunity. The court granted Jordan 30 days to file an

amended complaint naming the correctional officers and supplying additional factual details.
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