UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Sebastian A. Campbell v. Robert Green, et al.

Civil Action No. SAG-24-3572 (D. Md. Mar. 25, 2026) - No. SAG-24-3572 - Decided March 25, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland considers a prisoner’s civil-rights claims

arising from an alleged June 2020 assault at Jessup Correctional Institution and the subsequent denial

of medical care. The court addresses official-capacity immunity, administrative exhaustion, equitable

tolling of the statute of limitations, and requests for discovery under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure

56(d). Defendants’ motion to dismiss or for summary judgment is granted in part and denied in part,

with the excerpt indicating that some claims remain for further proceedings.
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Plaintiff brought civil-rights and related state-law claims arising from
an alleged inmate assault. Defendants moved to dismiss under Rule
12(b)(6) or, alternatively, for summary judgment under Rule 56.
Plaintiff moved under Rule 56(d) for discovery before responding to

summary judgment.

On Rule 12(b)(6), the court accepted well-pleaded factual allegations
as true and assessed whether they plausibly stated a claim. On
summary judgment, the court viewed the evidence and reasonable
inferences in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party and
asked whether a genuine dispute of material fact existed. Rule 56(d)
discovery was appropriate where the requested evidence was essential
to opposing summary judgment and could create a genuine dispute of

material fact.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether claims against the defendants in their official capacities were barred by Eleventh Amendment

immunity.

. Whether Campbell's claims were barred by Maryland's statute of limitations after tolling for exhaustion
of administrative remedies.

. Whether res judicata or collateral estoppel barred Campbell's claims based on the prior administrative

and state-court proceedings.

. Whether Campbell stated an Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claim against Lts. Withrow and
Brown.

. Whether Campbell stated a First Amendment retaliation claim.

. Whether Campbell adequately alleged personal participation or supervisory liability by the remaining

defendants.
. Whether qualified immunity required dismissal of the failure-to-protect claims at the pleading stage.

. Whether Campbell was entitled to discovery under Rule 56(d) before summary judgment on the failure-

to-protect claims.

. Whether Campbell stated a state-law gross-negligence claim.

OLDINGS

. Claims against the defendants in their official capacities must be dismissed because Maryland and its
agencies and departments are immune from suits in federal court under the Eleventh Amendment absent

consent, and Maryland has not waived that immunity for these federal claims.

. Campbell's Section 1983 claims were timely because the three-year Maryland personal-injury limitations
period was equitably tolled while he exhausted available administrative remedies, and the filing history

did not show a lack of diligence.

3. Res judicata did not bar Campbell's individual-capacity claims because the parties in the grievance

proceeding were not the same as, or in privity with, the individual defendants in this action.
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. Collateral estoppel barred Campbell's inadequate-medical-care claims because the same issue was fully

litigated and decided on the merits in the prior administrative proceeding, which was affirmed by the
Maryland circuit court.

. Collateral estoppel did not bar Campbell's failure-to-protect claims because the claims and issues were

not identical and Campbell lacked a full and fair opportunity to develop the distinct deliberate-

indifference theory in the prior proceeding.

. Campbell's failure-to-protect claims against Lts. Withrow and Brown survived summary judgment

because material factual disputes remained concerning the timing and circumstances of Watson's release

and the officers' response to the assault.

. Campbell failed to state a First Amendment retaliation claim because he alleged only speculation that

Withrow opened Watson's cell in retaliation for Campbell's prior complaints and did not adequately

plead the causal relationship or adverse action.

. The claims against Green, Gang, Washington, Walker, Jator, and Adesiyan were dismissed because

Campbell failed to allege their personal participation in the failure-to-protect violation or facts
establishing supervisory liability.

. Qualified immunity did not warrant dismissal of the failure-to-protect claims against Withrow and

Brown at this stage because Campbell alleged facts suggesting both a violation of a clearly established

constitutional right and that the violation actually occurred.

Campbell's Rule 56(d) motion was granted in part as to the failure-to-protect claims because video
surveillance and related evidence could be essential to resolving material factual disputes, but discovery

concerning the medical claims was denied because those claims were dismissed on preclusion grounds.

Campbell stated a gross-negligence claim because factual disputes remained concerning when, why, and

by whom Watson was released from his cell.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The record before this Court is not any clearer as to these issues. While Campbell does not directly address
the events in a declaration of his own, and his Complaint is unverified, he submits a Declaration in support of
his discovery motion declaring that the video evidence would show that there was not an ongoing fire

emergency and mass disturbance at the time Watson was released and assaulted him.” (Section C)

“The Motion is granted as to Defendants Green, Gang, Washington, Walker, Jator, and Adesayin. The Motion
is denied as to the failure to protect claims against Defendants Withrow and Brown and granted as to the

medical claims against them.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Campbell was incarcerated in disciplinary segregation at Jessup Correctional Institution in May and June 2020.

After Campbell complained about inmate Zachary Watson's assaults on other prisoners, Watson allegedly

threatened inmates considered informants. On June 14, 2020, Watson allegedly was released from his cell

without restraints or an escort and threw bags containing feces, urine, and other substances at inmates, including



Campbell, while correctional officers allegedly failed to intervene. Campbell alleged eye and nasal injuries,

delayed medical attention, and prolonged exposure to the substances.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Campbell previously filed substantially similar claims in Campbell I, which was dismissed without prejudice for
failure to exhaust administrative remedies. He exhausted Maryland's administrative grievance process, including
an administrative-law hearing and state-circuit-court review, and then filed this action. The court granted the
defendants' motion in part and denied it in part, allowing the failure-to-protect claims against Lts. Withrow and

Brown and the gross-negligence claim to proceed while dismissing other claims.
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