UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Larnell E. Hendrick v. Warden Roberts Dean, Jr., et al.

Hendrick - No. BAH-24-1214 - Decided January 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland considers a self-represented inmate’s

claims that correctional officials retaliated against him for filing grievances and violated his

constitutional and state-law rights. The court dismisses claims against the Maryland Department of

Public Safety and Correctional Services and claims against individual defendants in their official

capacities on Eleventh Amendment grounds. It allows the retaliation, intentional infliction of

emotional distress, and Maryland Declaration of Rights claims to proceed against the remaining

defendants.
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Plaintiff brought a prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983
and asserted related state-law and Maryland Declaration of Rights
claims. Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6), alternatively referencing summary judgment

without supporting argument or materials.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and determines whether the allegations plausibly establish entitlement
to relief. The court generally focuses on the complaint and may
consider documents attached to the motion if they are integral to the

complaint and authentic.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether claims against the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services and individual

defendants in their official capacities are barred by Eleventh Amendment immunity.

2. Whether Hendrick plausibly pleaded First Amendment retaliation based on grievances and other
protected activity.

3. Whether the alleged conduct, considered collectively, constituted more than a de minimis inconvenience

and would deter a person of ordinary firmness from exercising First Amendment rights.
4. Whether Hendrick sufficiently pleaded injuries to support a damages claim.

5. Whether Hendrick's intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress and Maryland Declaration of Rights

claims should be dismissed at the pleading stage.

HOLDINGS

1. The Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services and the individual defendants sued in their
official capacities are immune from Hendrick's federal claims and those claims must be dismissed.

2. Hendrick plausibly pleaded a First Amendment retaliation claim against all defendants except DPSCS.

3. A plaintiff need not prove that he personally stopped exercising First Amendment rights; it is sufficient
at the pleading stage to allege conduct that would likely deter a person of ordinary firmness and that is

more than a de minimis inconvenience.
4. Hendrick sufficiently pleaded injuries to allow his damages claim to proceed.

5. The intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress and Maryland Declaration of Rights claims were not

dismissed because defendants offered no more than conclusory arguments for dismissal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“officials may not retaliate against inmates for filing grievances.” (Section I11.B)

“the challenged conduct would ‘likely deter a person of ordinary firmness from the exercise of First
Amendment rights.’” (Section 111.B)

“An action motivated by retaliation for the exercise of a constitutionally protected right is actionable, even if



the act, when taken for a different reason, might have been legitimate.” (Section 111.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hendrick, an inmate at Jessup Correctional Institution, alleged that prison officials retaliated against him for
filing grievances and pursuing prior lawsuits. He claimed that officials threatened him, placed him in
administrative segregation, double-celled him despite a prior single-cell arrangement, interfered with visitation
and mail, and subjected him to a urinalysis. He also alleged intentional infliction of emotional distress, violations

of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, and inadequate property-storage space.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hendrick filed a verified complaint and later supplemented it with allegations concerning inadequate storage
space. Defendants moved to dismiss all claims. The court treated the motion solely as a Rule 12(b)(6) motion,

granted it in part as to claims against DPSCS and official-capacity claims, and denied it as to the remaining
claims.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. Claims against DPSCS and claims against the individual defendants in their official
capacities were dismissed. The remaining defendants were ordered to answer within 30 days, and counsel was to

be appointed for Hendrick.
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