UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
VIRGINIA, ROANOKE DIVISION

Larry Allen Young, Jr. v. D. Ball, et al.

Young v. Ball - No. 7:25-cv-00589 - Decided April 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia dismissed without prejudice Larry

Allen Young Jr.’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim alleging deliberate indifference to an Eighth Amendment

medical need. The court held that alleged toenail fungus did not constitute an objectively serious

medical need and that the disagreement over treatment did not establish deliberate indifference. The

court also concluded that the defendants’ handling of Young’s grievances did not support § 1983

liability.
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Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging that prison
officials violated the Eighth Amendment by denying or inadequately
providing medical treatment for toenail fungus and by mishandling his
prison grievances. Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court examined the legal sufficiency of
the allegations on the face of the complaint, accepted well-pleaded
factual allegations as true, viewed them in the light most favorable to

the plaintiff, and liberally construed the pro se complaint.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Young adequately pleaded that his toenail fungus constituted a serious medical need under the
Eighth Amendment.

2. Whether Young adequately pleaded that nurse practitioner D. Ball acted with deliberate indifference by

prescribing topical treatment rather than oral medication or surgical nail removal.

3. Whether Young adequately pleaded an Eighth Amendment claim against E. Whited and H. Harr based

on their handling of his prison grievances.

4. Whether the complaint should be dismissed under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to allege that Young's toenail fungus was an objectively serious medical need
because the allegations did not show a condition placing him at a substantial risk of serious harm,
usually loss of life or permanent disability, or a condition for which lack of treatment perpetuated severe
pain.

2. Young failed to allege that Ball acted with deliberate indifference because the complaint did not allege
facts showing that Ball actually knew of and disregarded an objectively serious medical need.

3. Young failed to state an Eighth Amendment claim against Whited or Harr based on their handling of his
administrative remedies because inmates have no constitutionally protected right to a grievance
procedure and prison officials are not liable under § 1983 merely for responding to or mishandling an

administrative-remedies request.

4. The court granted defendants' motion to dismiss and dismissed Young's claim without prejudice for

failure to state a claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The complaint must contain “more than labels and conclusions™ or a “formulaic recitation of the elements
of a cause of action,” and it must allege facts specific enough to raise a right to relief above the speculative
level.” (at 4)

“In essence, treatment rendered must be so grossly incompetent or inadequate as to shock the conscience or
to be intolerable to fundamental fairness.” (at 5)

“Inmates do not have a constitutionally protected right to a grievance procedure.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Young, a Virginia Department of Corrections prisoner, alleged that he sought treatment for severe toenail fungus
on two toes. Nurse practitioner D. Ball prescribed a topical cream, declined Young's requests for oral medication
or surgical removal of the damaged nails, and later discontinued the cream after Young reported no
improvement. Young also alleged that E. Whited and grievance coordinator H. Harr mishandled his written

complaint and regular grievance, preventing or impairing exhaustion of administrative remedies.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Young's original complaint asserted claims against numerous defendants. The court severed Claim 2 into this
separate action by order entered August 22, 2025. Defendants moved to dismiss, and the court granted the
motion and dismissed the claim without prejudice for failure to state a claim.

DISPOSITION
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