UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

William Ferandes v. Warden Weber et al.

Ferandes - No. BAH-24-2011 - Decided March 24, 2026

SUMMARY

This memorandum opinion addresses motions to dismiss and motions for summary judgment in

William Ferandes’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging constitutionally inadequate medical care while

incarcerated in Maryland. The court evaluates claims concerning delayed treatment for a dislocated

finger and related medical care under the Eighth Amendment’s deliberate-indifference standard. The

opinion states that YesCare’s motion will be denied and that the other pending defendants’ motions

will be granted.
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Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging
constitutionally inadequate medical care in violation of the Eighth
Amendment. Defendants filed motions to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6)
and motions to dismiss or, alternatively, for summary judgment under
Rules 12(d) and 56.

For Rule 12(b)(6) motions, the court accepted well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and drew reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's
favor, liberally construing the pro se pleading. For motions converted
to summary judgment under Rule 12(d), the court granted relief only
when there was no genuine dispute of material fact and the movant
was entitled to judgment as a matter of law, viewing the evidence in

the light most favorable to the nonmovant.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether Ferandes stated an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim against individual nurses,

a nurse practitioner, a radiologist, prison officials, and the Maryland Division of Correction.

. Whether the undisputed evidence entitled individual medical defendants and Centurion of Maryland,

LLC to summary judgment.

. Whether YesCare was entitled to summary judgment on Ferandes's claim that a policy or custom caused
constitutionally inadequate medical care.

. Whether the State Defendants were immune from suit in their official capacities under the Eleventh
Amendment and whether the Maryland Division of Correction was a person subject to suit under 42
U.S.C. § 1983.

. Whether the claims against the unserved defendants were sufficient to state an Eighth Amendment

medical-care claim.

OLDINGS

. An incarcerated plaintiff asserting inadequate medical care must show an objectively serious medical
need and that prison officials subjectively knew of and disregarded a substantial risk of harm by failing

to provide Or ensure necessary care.

. The claims against these individual medical defendants failed because the record showed, at most,
isolated errors, disagreements over treatment, or delays outside the defendants' personal control, rather

than deliberate indifference.

. YesCare was not entitled to summary judgment because disputed evidence could support a finding that a
policy or custom, or the absence of a reliable scheduling system, caused repeated delays in necessary
medical care. Centurion was entitled to summary judgment because it did not become the medical

contractor until after the events alleged.

. The Maryland Division of Correction and Warden Weber and Assistant Warden Butler in their official
capacities were immune from damages claims in federal court under the Eleventh Amendment, and the

Division of Correction was not a person subject to suit under § 1983.



5. The claims against Weber and Butler in their individual capacities, and against the unserved defendants

Taferi, Budu, and Syed, failed because the complaint did not establish their subjective knowledge and
deliberate indifference to a serious medical need.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Deliberate indifference to a serious medical need requires proof that, objectively, the prisoner plaintiff was
suffering from a serious medical need and that, subjectively, the prison staff were aware of the need for
medical attention but failed to either provide it or ensure it was available” (at 12)

“Viewed in the light most favorable to Ferandes, and considering both the repeated failures to schedule care
he needed together with the apparent lack of a consistent and reliable scheduling system, it remains factually
unsettled whether YesCare engaged in a policy or custom of failing to ensure patients, like Ferandes, received

necessary care or were met with deliberate indifference to their serious medical conditions.” (at 26)

“The amended complaint is dismissed as to the remaining unserved defendants for failure to state a claim.”
(at 30)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ferandes, an incarcerated person, injured his finger in June 2022 and received initial treatment, an x-ray, and
buddy taping, but experienced delays in follow-up care. The injury remained dislocated and painful until he
obtained orthopedic treatment and surgery in August 2023, followed by additional physical therapy. He alleged
that individual medical providers, prison officials, and private health-care contractors were deliberately
indifferent to his serious medical needs and that YesCare maintained a custom or policy of delaying or denying

care.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ferandes filed the action on July 10, 2024, and later filed an amended complaint naming prison officials,
medical providers, and private prison-health-care companies. The court considered the pending motions without
a hearing. It granted the motions of all defendants except YesCare, whose motion for summary judgment was

denied because a factual dispute remained concerning whether a policy or custom caused repeated failures to
schedule necessary medical care.
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