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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland granted Didlake, Inc.’s motion to dismiss
a pro se plaintiff’s claims under the Americans with Disabilities Act and for intentional infliction of
emotional distress. The court held that the complaint did not plausibly allege failure to accommodate,
hostile work environment, or wrongful termination, and that the alleged conduct did not support an
emotional-distress tort claim. The court also denied leave to amend because the plaintiff did not
properly move to amend or provide a proposed amended complaint.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss Plaintiff's ADA and intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress
claims. Plaintiff opposed dismissal and alternatively requested leave to
amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court tests the sufficiency of the
complaint, accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as true, construes
facts in the plaintiff's favor, and determines whether the complaint
states a facially plausible claim for relief. The court may consider the
complaint and documents attached to it. Leave to amend may be
denied when amendment would be prejudicial, undertaken in bad
faith, futile, or otherwise procedurally deficient.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE district court opinion; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly stated an ADA failure-to-accommodate claim.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly stated an ADA hostile-work-environment claim.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly stated an ADA wrongful-termination claim.

4. Whether the complaint plausibly stated a Maryland intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claim.

5. Whether Lewis should be granted leave to amend when he made only a bare request in a response and
did not identify proposed amendments or provide a proposed amended complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state an ADA failure-to-accommodate claim because it did not allege that
Didlake refused a reasonable accommodation that would have enabled Lewis to perform the essential
functions of his position.

2. The complaint failed to state an ADA hostile-work-environment claim because it did not allege
harassment sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter a term, condition, or privilege of employment, or
facts establishing a basis to impute the coworkers' conduct to Didlake.

3. The complaint failed to state an ADA wrongful-termination claim because it did not allege that Lewis
was meeting Didlake's legitimate expectations when discharged or that the circumstances raised a
reasonable inference of unlawful disability discrimination.

4. The complaint failed to state a Maryland intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claim because it
alleged no intentional or reckless conduct that was extreme or outrageous.

5. The court denied leave to amend because Lewis made only a bare request in his opposition, identified no
proposed amendments, and did not provide a proposed amended complaint as required by the local rules.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the
reasonable inference that defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged."” (at 4)

“"A hostile [work] environment exists '[w]hen the workplace is permeated with discriminatory intimidation,
ridicule, and insult that is sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions of the victim’s employment
and create an abusive working environment.'"” (at 10)

“Firing an employee for cause, without more, does not rise to the level of “extreme or outrageous.”” (at 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Lewis, who has an intellectual disability, worked for Didlake for approximately six years with support from
vocational and disability-services programs. He alleged that coworkers harassed and mocked his disability and
that he was terminated after telling coworkers to leave him alone or he would "swing" in response to conduct he
characterized as workplace bullying. Didlake's termination letter stated that Lewis violated workplace standards-
of-conduct and workplace-violence policies. The complaint also alleged that, after termination, Lewis
experienced emotional distress and lacked assistance in pursuing unemployment benefits or appealing his
termination.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lewis filed suit in the District Court of Maryland for Prince George's County on February 19, 2025. Didlake
removed the action to the United States District Court for the District of Maryland under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and
moved to dismiss. After briefing and several extensions of time, the court granted the motion to dismiss and
denied Lewis's request for leave to amend.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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