UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
KENTUCKY, PADUCAH DIVISION

Joel Michael Sibert v. City of Murray, Kentucky et al.

Sibert - No. 5:25-CV-209-JHM - Decided May 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Kentucky conducted an initial review of

Joel Michael Sibert’s in forma pauperis amended complaint against the City of Murray and unknown

police officers. The court dismissed the official-capacity claims against the Doe officers as redundant,
but allowed the claims under the ADA, Rehabilitation Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Monell, and the

Fourteenth Amendment to proceed against the City.
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Initial review of a pro se amended complaint filed in forma pauperis
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e).

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), the court screened the in forma
pauperis complaint and considered whether it was frivolous or
malicious, failed to state a claim upon which relief could be granted,
or sought monetary relief from an immune defendant. For failure to
state a claim, the court applied the Rule 12(b)(6)-type plausibility
standard, viewing the complaint favorably to the plaintiff and
accepting well-pleaded factual allegations as true, while applying a

less stringent standard to the pro se pleading.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint stated plausible Title II Americans with Disabilities Act and Section
504 Rehabilitation Act claims against the City based on alleged failure to provide effective

communication and auxiliary aids.

2. Whether the amended complaint stated a municipal-liability claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 based on an

alleged City custom of relying on written notes and failure to train officers regarding ADA compliance.

3. Whether the alleged inclusion of false statements in a police report stated a plausible Fourteenth

Amendment due-process claim under § 1983.

4. Whether claims against unknown officers in their official capacities were redundant of claims against the
City.

HOLDINGS

1. Claims against the Murray police officers in their official capacities were equivalent to claims against

the City of Murray and were therefore redundant; those claims were dismissed.

2. The amended complaint plausibly stated ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims, and those claims were

allowed to continue.

3. The amended complaint plausibly stated a Monell claim against the City based on an alleged custom of
relying on written notes instead of providing interpreters or auxiliary aids and an alleged failure to train
employees on ADA compliance; the claim was allowed to continue.

4. The amended complaint plausibly stated a Fourteenth Amendment due-process claim based on allegedly

false statements attributed to Sibert in the official police report; the claim was allowed to continue.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a suit against an individual in his official capacity is the equivalent of a suit against the governmental
entity” (Section II1.A)

“The ADA and Rehabilitation Act are considered together as the statutes are interpreted similarly.” (Section
I11.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Sibert, who is deaf and primarily communicates through American Sign Language, was involved in a motor-
vehicle collision at an intersection on November 27, 2024. He alleged that Murray police officers knew he was
deaf but attempted to communicate with him through handwritten notes rather than an interpreter, relay service,
video remote interpreting, or other auxiliary aid. He claimed that the officers misunderstood his statements and
included false information in the police report, which his insurer relied on in assessing liability, and that the City

maintained customs and training practices that failed to provide effective communication.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sibert filed an original complaint and then an amended complaint against the City of Murray and unknown
Murray Police Department officers. The court treated the amended complaint as superseding the original,
dismissed the official-capacity claims against the Doe officers as redundant of the claims against the City,
directed the Clerk to terminate the Murray Police Department as a defendant, and allowed the ADA,
Rehabilitation Act, Monell, and due-process claims against the City to continue. The court stated that service and

referral to a magistrate judge would be addressed by separate order.
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