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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Tennessee dismissed Connie Arnold’s pro
se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against Centurion of Tennessee and several correctional and medical
defendants. The court held that most claims were barred by Tennessee’s one-year statute of limitations
and that the continuing-violation doctrine did not apply. The remaining claims, including claims under
the ADA, Rehabilitation Act, Title VII, and allegations concerning later medical-care incidents, were
dismissed for failure to state a claim.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se Tennessee prisoner brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983,
the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Rehabilitation Act, and Title
VII. The district court screened the complaint under the Prison
Litigation Reform Act and dismissed the action sua sponte.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court screened the prisoner complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)
(2)(B) and 1915A, applying the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility standard.
Pro se pleadings were liberally construed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Arnold's claims arising from incidents before August 15, 2023, were barred by Tennessee's one-
year statute of limitations.

2. Whether the continuing-violation doctrine saved Arnold's otherwise untimely § 1983 claims.

3. Whether Arnold stated viable claims under the ADA and Rehabilitation Act against the named
defendants.

4. Whether Arnold stated a Title VII claim.

5. Whether the August 15, 2023, denial of requests for medication and an eye specialist stated a § 1983
deliberate-indifference claim.

6. Whether the August 29, 2023, allegations concerning left-hand pain stated an Eighth Amendment
deliberate-indifference claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Arnold's § 1983 claims based on incidents occurring before August 15, 2023, were barred by Tennessee's
one-year statute of limitations.

2. The continuing-violation doctrine did not save Arnold's untimely claims because the alleged events were
discrete, separately actionable incidents rather than continuing unlawful acts.

3. Arnold failed to state an ADA or Rehabilitation Act claim because the statutes do not impose liability on
individual defendants or the private entity Centurion under the allegations presented, and he pleaded no
facts plausibly showing disability discrimination.

4. Arnold failed to state a Title VII claim because his amended complaint did not plausibly allege the
elements of employment discrimination or harassment.

5. Arnold failed to state a § 1983 deliberate-indifference claim based on the alleged denial of medication
and an eye-specialist appointment on August 15, 2023.

6. Arnold failed to state an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim based on the August 29, 2023,
treatment of his left-hand pain.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The continuing violation doctrine applies most frequently in the context of Title VII discrimination claims,
but the Sixth Circuit has held that it may “rarely” apply in § 1983 actions.”

“A patient’s disagreement with his physicians over the proper course of treatment alleges, at most, a medical-
malpractice claim, which is not cognizable under § 1983.”



“Medical malpractice does not become a constitutional violation merely because the victim is a prisoner.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Arnold, a TDOC prisoner housed at Bledsoe County Correctional Complex, alleged that prison medical
personnel mishandled treatment for glaucoma, cataracts, vision loss, leg swelling, and hand pain. He claimed
that providers denied specialist care, supplied incorrect or expired medications and eyeglasses, discontinued leg-
wrap treatment, and retaliated against him for filing grievances. The only potentially timely incidents involved
denied medical requests on August 15, 2023, and treatment for left-hand pain on August 29, 2023.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Arnold filed a complaint on June 14, 2024, alleging deficient medical care, retaliation, disability discrimination,
and employment discrimination arising from his confinement at Bledsoe County Correctional Complex. After
the court previously identified statute-of-limitations concerns, Arnold responded that the earlier events formed a
continuing violation. The court held that claims arising before August 15, 2023, were untimely and that the
remaining claims failed to state a claim. The court dismissed the action and certified that an appeal would not be
taken in good faith.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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