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MEMORANDUM OPINION

On July 12, 2017, self-represented Plaintiffugass Bridgeford filed a paper titled
“Motion under U.S.C.A. 81983 CiViRights of Prisoners to Bmiss All Litigation Without
Prejudice” (“the Dismissal Motion.”). Bridgeforalsks that all pending cases be “discontinued
on ECI [Eastern Correctional Institution] Ward Staff of Medical and Classification....”
Dismissal Motion at p. 1. Consonant with Bridgeford’s ientions, the omnibus Dismissal
Motion was docketed in all Bridgeford’'s pending essand it will be gated as a Motion for
Voluntary Dismissal unddfed. R. Civ. P 41(a).

In support of his Dismissal Motion, Bridgetb states Warden Foxwell and Assistant
Warden West have been very professional andedehim with this Americans with Disabilities
Act concerns. Dismissal Motion pt 1. He also expresses satiifan with the actions of the
Medical Department, Mrs. Tgg, and nursing staff, although b&presses disappointment that
TTY services for hearing impaired inmatssll needs to be activated by cable netwdrk.
Further, Bridgeford, who was granted leave tocged in forma pauperis in consolidated Civil
Action No. Civil Action No. PIM-17533, asks the Court to ordére prison to stop deducting
partial payments, which he calls “garnishmeritein his prisoner account to pay his civil filing

fees. Dismissal Motion at p. 2.



Civil Action No. PIM-17-533 (consolidated with Civil Action No. PIM -17-843)

In PIM-17-533, Bridgeford seeks to compel the reopenindadfoe v. Md. Dep't of
Public Safety and Correctional Sery€ivil Action No. ELH-12-572, 2013 WL 1010357 *1 (D.
Md. Mar. 13, 2013) (a “putative class actiondbbght by five Maryland ste prisoners who are
profoundly deaf, alleginghter alia, violations of the Americanaith Disabilities Act (“ADA”))
and compliance with OPS 200-004 for deaf inmatsdgeford, who states that he is 100% deaf
in his left ear and 40% deaf in his right eagimis that he has been subjected to cruel and
unusual punishment because he arrived at E@lowt a classification, and is not receiving
health care, programming or @ison job as required by pos policy. Bridgeford claims
Defendants are violating his rights under the ADW failing to provide him with assistive
technology, medical assistance fais chronic care issues, &DA coordinator, and a case
manager who will arrange for a prison job and prison programming for him. In Civil Action No.
PJM-17-843 Bridgeford claims he has beenie@ programming, a job that accommodates his
handicap, and the assistance of an ADA coordinatafiplation of theADA and Maryland law.

On June 2, 2017, the Court ordered CActions No. PIM17533 and PJM-17-843
consolidated under Civil Action® PJM-17-533. Bridgeford was also ordered to pay the initial
filing fee. SeeCivil Action No. PIJM-17-533, ECF No. {ordering the Financial Officer at
Eastern Correctional Institution to pay $10.40) towasd the initial partial filing fee. No
payments have yet to be received accordinthéodocket in the consolidated case. On July 5,
2017, Bridgeford filed a Motion for Leave to Proceed in the consolidated action (ECF No. 13),

which will be dismissed as moot.



On July 12, 2017, Bridgeford filed the orbns Dismissal Motion (ECF No. 14). In
requesting dismissal of his case without prejuindgeford expresses sdastion with the help
he has received from Warden Foxwell, AssistWarden West, the Medical Department, Mrs.
Trigg, and nursing staff member#lthough counsel has entered an appearance for some of the
Defendants in this case, none of the Defersldrds filed a Response to the Complaint.
Accordingly, the Court will grant Bridgeford’sotion (ECF No. 14), treated as a Motion for
Voluntary Dismissal, and the case will be disseid without prejudice. EnCourt shall order the
Finance Officer at Eastern Correctional Institution to cease any and all payment in this case
toward payment of the filing fee.

The Court notes that five dagster Bridgeford filed théismissal Motion, he submitted
correspondence generally alleging there alseefaecords, corruption and abuse by public
officials. ECF No. 15. Bridgeford complains heewes one pair of heagraids each year and
must pay for additional ones and tin&t has dental problems thragjuire attention. ECF No. 15.
These concerns appear related to a letter Biaddeeceived from J. Michael Zeigler, Deputy
Secretary of Operations for tibepartment of Public Safetynd Correctional Services. ECF No.
15-1. Ziegler’s letter informs Bridgeford hessheduled to receive aweight ear hearing aid.
Inmates are allowed one hearing pét year. If an inmate loseslaeaks the hearing aid prior to
the end of that year, the inmate is responsible for the cost of replacdthetiegler’s letter also
states Bridgeford has access to a TTY telephone system at his rédjuBstause none of the
housing units in ECI have a fixed TTY telephasstem, the telephone unit is placed in the
operations area and Bridgeford is allowed to teetelephone. The lettstates further that
dental treatment provided for inmates is diaoutlined in Chapter IlI, of the Medical

Evaluations Manual, Oral Health Care Prograomvyates accessory treatmenich as crowns are



not authorized services. Zieg notes that Bridgeford hasknowledged he has no discomfort
except that his tooth cuts Hip and tongue, and Bridgeford refused any offers to smooth the
jagged edges of the tootll.

Of import here, Bridgeford does not statattihe wants to withdraw the Dismissal
Motion. Bridgeford does not allege that Defants in consolidatedivil action PIJM-17-533
were personally involved in sesponsible for his hearing aid, TT®r dental concerns. Further,
these new concerns appear unrelated to the claims raised in this case. Indeed, Bridgeford’s
correspondence was written agi@neral letter to the Courtitout a case number affixed by
Bridgeford. To the extent Btgeford might want to pursue nesaims, he may file a separate
complaint!

Civil Action No. PIM-17-1556

Bridgeford filed this case on June 6, 2017 avas directed to supggrhent and clarify the
Complaint. Service has not been obtained ofelants and no initial partial payments toward
the filing fee were ordered or received. September 12, 2017, Bridgeford filed a Motion to
Withdraw the Complaint withouprejudice. ECF No. 4. O8eptember 12, 2017, Bridgeford
filed the omnibus Dismissal Order in his pangcases. ECF No. 5. iBigeford’s Motion to
Withdraw the Complaint (ECF No. 4) and hisvsaquent Motion for Vaintary Dismissal (ECF

No. 6) will be granted, and the cas#l be dismissed without prejudice.

! Bridgeford is a frequent pro se litigant in this Courtatidition to the five cases discussed here, a partial list of
cases that he has filed in this District includg&sdgeford v. Douglas, et alGivil Action No. PIJM-16-3570 (D. Md.
2016);Bridgeford v. Folket. al.,Civil Action No. PIJM-16-3487 (D. Md. 2017®Bridgeford v. Bretzler, et glCivil
Action No. PIJM-16-3078 (D. Md. 2016Bridgeford v. Odifie Civil Action No. PIJM-16-2454 (D. Md. 2017);
Bridgeford v. Carrington Civil Action No. PIM-973 (D. Md. 2016Bridgeford v. DoveyCivil Action No. PIM-
15-1148 (D. Md. 2015).



Civil Action No. PIM-17-1765

Bridgeford filed this case odune 26, 2017. Service has been obtained on Defendant
and no payments toward the filing fee were ordenereceived. Bridgefd’'s Motion to Proceed
in Forma Pauperis (ECF No. 2) will be dismsathout prejudice. The Motion for Voluntary
Dismissal (ECF No. 3) will be granted, aneé ttase will be dismissed without prejudice.

Civil Action No. PIM-17-1834

Bridgeford filed this case on June 30, 20B&rvice has not been obtained on Defendants
and no payments toward the filing fee have been ordered or received. The Motion for Voluntary
Dismissal (ECF No. 2) will be granted, ane ttase will be dismissed without prejudice.

CONCLUSION
For these reasons, the Court will grant Bridgeford’s Motion to Voluntarily Dismiss the

above cases without prejudicA.separate Order follows

/s/
PETERJ.MESSITTE
July 19,2017 UNITED STATESDISTRICTJUDGE




