UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Joshua Harrell v. Andrew Coop, et al.

Civ. No. MJM-24-104 (D. Md. Mar. 30, 2026) - No. Civ. No. MJM-24-104 - Decided March 30, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland considers Defendants’ motion to dismiss

a pro se plaintiff’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims arising from disciplinary proceedings at the University of

Maryland School of Pharmacy. The court addresses Eleventh Amendment immunity, including the Ex

parte Young exception, and grants Defendants’ motion to dismiss while denying Plaintiff’s motion for

sanctions.
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dismissed

Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the Second Amended Complaint, and the plaintiff moved for
Rule 11 sanctions. The district court granted the motion to dismiss,
denied sanctions, and dismissed the Second Amended Complaint

without prejudice.

For Rule 12(b)(6), the court applied the plausibility standard under
Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly and Ashcroft v. Igbal, generally
considering the complaint, incorporated documents, exhibits, and
authenticated documents integral to the complaint. The court treated
the Eleventh Amendment issue as a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge and
accepted the pleaded facts as true. Rule 11 sanctions were evaluated
under an objective factual-basis standard and reviewed as a matter

within the court's discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the individual defendants were immune under the Eleventh Amendment from official-capacity
claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether qualified immunity barred individual-capacity claims for damages based on the defendants'

initiation of disciplinary proceedings in response to alleged disruptive student conduct.

3. Whether the plaintiff's requests for injunctive and declaratory relief were moot or otherwise unavailable

after the plaintiff stopped attending the university and the disciplinary process was halted.

4. Whether the defendants' alleged factual discrepancies in motion papers warranted sanctions under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11.

HOLDINGS

1. The individual defendants were immune under the Eleventh Amendment from the plaintiff's § 1983
claims to the extent they were sued in their official capacities, and those claims had to be dismissed for

lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

2. Qualified immunity barred the plaintiff's individual-capacity claims for monetary relief because the

alleged disciplinary actions did not violate a clearly established First Amendment right.

3. The plaintiff's request for injunctive relief was moot, and declaratory relief was improper because there

was no continuing violation, damages were unavailable, and the request for injunctive relief was moot.

4. The plaintiff was not entitled to Rule 11 sanctions because the challenged discrepancies in the
defendants' filings were minor and did not establish that the factual assertions lacked an objective factual

basis.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the foregoing reasons, it is by the United States District Court for the District of Maryland hereby
ORDERED that Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss (ECF No. 35) is GRANTED, and Plaintiff's Motion for
Sanctions (ECF No. 47) is DENIED.” (Order)

“And it is further ORDERED that Plaintiff's Second Amended Complaint is dismissed without prejudice.”
(Order)

“Qualified immunity shields government officials performing discretionary functions from personal-capacity
liability for civil damages under § 1983, insofar as their conduct does not violate clearly established statutory

or constitutional rights of which a reasonable person would have known.” (Section II1.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff was a first-year doctoral student at the University of Maryland School of Pharmacy during the fall of
2023. University personnel documented several incidents involving alleged disruptive, off-topic, or socially
inappropriate conduct in classes and university events, including an off-topic question, disruptive nose-blowing,
contentious interactions with professors, and questions or comments perceived as confusing or disruptive. A
university grievance was filed under the Student Honor Code, and a disciplinary hearing was scheduled. Plaintiff
alleged that initiating and maintaining the disciplinary process violated the First Amendment and sought

damages, injunctive relief, and declaratory relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on January 11, 2024, and later amended the pleadings twice. The Second Amended
Complaint alleged First Amendment violations under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 arising from a university disciplinary
process. The University of Maryland School of Pharmacy was voluntarily dismissed, while the individual
defendants remained. Plaintiff did not file a substantive response to the motion to dismiss. The court dismissed
the claims against the individual defendants and closed the case.
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