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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Tennessee grants Samantha D. Rajapakse
leave to proceed in forma pauperis and conducts the required initial review of her civil-rights
complaint. The court allows her ADA discrimination and retaliation claims against the Tennessee
Department of Human Services and its commissioner to proceed, including claims involving her
termination, an unresolved EEOC conciliation agreement, disability-benefit proceedings, and
vocational rehabilitation. The court also grants her motion to supplement the complaint, directs
service, and refers the action for further proceedings.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed a pro se civil-rights complaint against the Tennessee
Department of Human Services and its Commissioner, together with
an application to proceed in forma pauperis. She later moved to
supplement the complaint. The district court granted pauper status,
granted supplementation in part, denied the request for partial
summary judgment, and conducted initial screening under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), the court must dismiss an in forma
pauperis complaint that is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim
upon which relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an



immune defendant. In assessing failure to state a claim, the court
applies the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility standard, accepts well-pleaded
factual allegations and reasonable inferences as true, does not accept
legal conclusions or unwarranted factual inferences as true, and
liberally construes a pro se pleading.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Rajapakse qualified to proceed in forma pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a).

2. Whether the motion to supplement the complaint was proper under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
15(d).

3. Whether the complaint and supplemental allegations stated plausible ADA discrimination and retaliation
claims sufficient to survive initial screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B).

4. Whether the court could award partial summary judgment at the early stage of the proceedings.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff may proceed in forma pauperis because her financial disclosures support the finding that she
cannot pay the civil filing fee without undue hardship.

2. The motion to supplement the complaint is granted insofar as it seeks to add events occurring after the
original complaint.

3. The complaint and supplement sufficiently plead ADA discrimination and retaliation claims to survive
initial review and proceed for further development of the record.

4. Plaintiff's request for partial summary judgment is denied because the case is at an early stage and
requires further development of the record.

5. The action is not dismissed at initial screening because Plaintiff's allegations are sufficiently pleaded.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“These claims will be allowed to proceed for further development of the record, including clarification of the
status of enforcement proceedings before the EEOC and/or the Attorney General since the filing of the
Complaint and Supplement.” (C. Analysis)

“Plaintiff's Motion to Supplement Complaint (Doc. No. 11), which also seeks “to expedite proceedings” and
to be awarded “partial summary judgment” (id. at 1), is GRANTED insofar as it seeks to supplement the



Complaint and otherwise DENIED given the early stage of these proceedings.” (III. CONCLUSION)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Rajapakse, an African-American employee over age forty with a disability, worked for the Tennessee
Department of Human Services until her termination on August 28, 2023. She alleged that the termination
followed her request for accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act and her complaints about
the handling of SNAP-benefit claims. She filed an EEOC charge and received a reasonable-cause determination,
but alleged delays in finalizing a proposed conciliation agreement, denial of a Social Security disability claim,
and interference with vocational rehabilitation services.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rajapakse alleged that the Tennessee Department of Human Services terminated her employment after she
requested disability accommodations and reported concerns about SNAP claims handling. She also alleged
delays involving an EEOC conciliation agreement, denial of a disability claim, and interference with vocational
rehabilitation. The court granted in forma pauperis status, permitted the supplemental allegations, found the
ADA discrimination and retaliation claims sufficiently pleaded to survive initial review, directed issuance of
service packets, and referred the action to a magistrate judge for service and further pretrial proceedings.
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