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SUMMARY

The opinion addresses claims by Aaron Davis, a hearing-impaired Maryland inmate, concerning
alleged failures to provide accommodations and alleged retaliation by correctional and contracted
medical personnel. The court finds that discovery is necessary before considering the defendants’
alternative summary-judgment motions, treats them as motions to dismiss, dismisses official-capacity
damages claims against state defendants, and allows prospective injunctive claims and ADA and
Rehabilitation Act claims to proceed at this stage.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to dismiss the amended complaint under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) or, alternatively, for summary
judgment under Rule 56. Plaintiff moved for discovery under Rule
56(d), clarification and investigation, leave to file an appendix,
additional time to conduct discovery, and appointment of counsel.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, construes them in the plaintiff's favor, and
determines whether they plausibly state a claim. Summary judgment
was not reached because discovery had not occurred and factual issues
remained. Rule 56(d) discovery requests are liberally granted where
the nonmovant has had little or no discovery and identifies information
essential to opposing summary judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should convert defendants' motions to dismiss into motions for summary judgment
before Davis had an opportunity for discovery.

2. Whether Davis plausibly stated ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims based on the alleged denial of
auxiliary aids and other accommodations for his hearing impairment.

3. Whether Davis plausibly stated Eighth Amendment and Maryland Declaration of Rights claims based on
the alleged failure to provide hearing-related accommodations.

4. Whether Davis plausibly stated a First Amendment retaliation claim based on adverse actions allegedly
taken after he filed accommodation requests and grievances.

5. Whether Davis stated due process, equal protection, or Section 1985(3) conspiracy claims.

6. Whether the state defendants were immune from damages claims in their official capacities under the
Eleventh Amendment and whether qualified immunity required dismissal of the individual-capacity
claims.

7. Whether appointment of counsel was warranted.

HOLDINGS

1. The court declined to consider defendants' alternative motions for summary judgment because Davis had
no opportunity for discovery and identified unresolved factual issues material to his claims.

2. Davis plausibly alleged ADA Title II and Rehabilitation Act Section 504 claims against the relevant
public entity or entity receiving federal financial assistance, but not against individual defendants or the
medical defendants on the allegations presented.

3. Davis plausibly stated Eighth Amendment and Maryland Declaration of Rights claims against the state
defendants based on the alleged failure to provide hearing-related accommodations, including a beacon
or pager that could alert him to emergencies.

4. Davis failed to state Eighth Amendment or Maryland Articles 16 and 25 claims against the medical
defendants.

5. Davis plausibly stated a First Amendment retaliation claim against Nines, Arnold, and Roderick, but not
against Cornachia, Gardner, or the medical defendants.



6. Davis failed to state due process, equal protection, or Maryland Article 24 claims based on the denial of
requested accommodations.

7. Davis failed to state a Section 1985(3) civil-rights conspiracy claim.

8. The state defendants were immune from damages claims in their official capacities, but Davis could
pursue prospective injunctive relief against state officials for alleged ongoing violations of federal law.

9. The court declined to dismiss the remaining individual-capacity First Amendment retaliation and Eighth
Amendment claims against the state defendants on qualified-immunity grounds at the pleading stage.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Here, Davis has sufficiently alleged facts demonstrating that he has a disability, specifically hearing loss,
and that with auxiliary aids he can receive the full services of the prison, such that he is qualified to receive
those services.” (at 14)

“Although the adverse actions may prove to be unconnected to Davis’s protected activity, and there may be
legitimate reasons for those actions, when the allegations are viewed in the light most favorable to Davis as is
required at this stage, and particularly where Davis has alleged facts that could support multiple instances of
retaliation, the Court finds that he has adequately alleged a claim of First Amendment retaliation.” (at 23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Davis, an incarcerated person with lifelong progressive hearing loss, was transferred from a Maryland prison
serving deaf and hearing-impaired inmates to North Branch Correctional Institution. He alleged that NBCI failed
to provide requested accommodations, including a CapTel or video relay phone, a pager or beacon for
announcements and emergencies, and a hearing-impaired sign. Despite recommendations from medical
professionals and repeated requests and grievances, the accommodations allegedly remained unavailable or were
denied, and Davis alleged that officials retaliated against him by placing him in segregation, searching his cell,
confiscating or damaging his hearing aid, and restricting his property.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Davis filed the original complaint on August 26, 2024, and later filed the operative verified amended complaint
asserting ADA, Rehabilitation Act, constitutional, Section 1983, Section 1985(3), and Maryland Declaration of
Rights claims arising from alleged failures to accommodate his hearing impairment. The court declined to
convert the motions to dismiss into motions for summary judgment because Davis had not received an adequate
opportunity for discovery. It granted the medical defendants' motions in full, granted the state defendants' motion
in part and denied it in part, granted discovery-related motions, and appointed counsel.
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