UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEBRASKA

Jonathan F. Ramos v. Columbus Hydraulics Company, LL.C

No. 8:25-cv-00140, United States District Court for the District of Nebraska (November 26, 2025)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nebraska dismissed without prejudice Jonathan F.

Ramos’s amended complaint against Columbus Hydraulics Company, LL.C. Ramos alleged that the

company refused to hire him because he is deaf, in violation of Title I of the Americans with
Disabilities Act and the Nebraska Fair Employment Practice Act. The court held that he failed to

plausibly allege that he was qualified for the welding position, identify reasonable accommodations, or

provide nonconclusory facts showing that the refusal to hire was because of his disability.
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dismissed

Initial review of a pro se amended complaint filed by an in forma
pauperis plaintiff under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2).

On initial review under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), 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. The court liberally construes a pro
se complaint, but the complaint must allege facts sufficient to state a

plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged disability discrimination under Title I of the

Americans with Disabilities Act.

2. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged a disability-discrimination claim under the Nebraska
Fair Employment Practice Act.

3. Whether summary dismissal was appropriate under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2).

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint failed to plausibly allege that Plaintiff was qualified to perform the essential
functions of the position because it alleged that he failed the welding test and refused an additional

opportunity to take it.

2. The amended complaint failed to state a plausible disability-discrimination claim under Title I of the

ADA or the companion provisions of the NFEPA.

3. The amended complaint was dismissed without prejudice for failure to state a claim upon which relief

may be granted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff's complaint therefore fails to state a claim for disability discrimination.”

“Having liberally construed Plaintiffs pro se amended complaint, the Court finds Plaintiff has failed to allege

a plausible disability discrimination claim under Title I of the ADA and its companion NFEPA provisions.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff is deaf, communicates using American Sign Language, and has limited English-language ability. He
alleged that Columbus Hydraulics refused to hire him because of his hearing disability after he applied for
welding positions. Plaintiff failed a welding test in 2021 and declined to retake it in 2023, and he did not allege
facts explaining the accommodations he needed, why they were reasonable, or that the company refused to

provide them.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed his complaint on February 25, 2025, and was granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis. After
initial review, the court granted leave to amend, and Plaintiff filed an amended complaint on October 20, 2025.
The court conducted initial review of the amended complaint and dismissed it without prejudice for failure to
state a claim.
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