UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Tavon M. Mouzone v. Holly Hoover, et al.

Mouzone - No. Civ. No. DLB-25-624 - Decided March 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland dismissed without prejudice Tavon M.

Mouzone’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims alleging deliberate indifference to serious medical needs in

violation of the Eighth Amendment. The court held that the complaint did not plausibly allege

deliberate indifference by YesCare, Swick, Dr. Uzicanin, Hoover, or Fazenbaker, and treated the

defendants’ motions as motions to dismiss.
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A pro se prisoner brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging
deliberate indifference to serious medical needs in violation of the
Eighth Amendment. Defendants moved to dismiss or, alternatively, for
summary judgment. The court treated the motions as motions to

dismiss and granted them.

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 complaint states a plausible claim for
relief. Legal conclusions, unwarranted inferences, and conclusory
allegations are not accepted as true. Pro se pleadings are construed

liberally but must still contain enough facts to state a plausible claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mouzone plausibly alleged that YesCare Corp. was liable under § 1983 for a policy or custom
causing deliberate indifference to his medical needs.

2. Whether Mouzone plausibly alleged that Swick was deliberately indifferent to his serious medical needs.

3. Whether Mouzone plausibly alleged that Dr. Uzicanin was deliberately indifferent by referring him to

physical therapy rather than prescribing pain medication.

4. Whether Mouzone plausibly alleged that Hoover was deliberately indifferent by approving physical

therapy and prescribing ibuprofen rather than providing surgery, an MRI, or specialist care.

5. Whether Mouzone plausibly alleged that Fazenbaker was deliberately indifferent by declining to treat
his inability to move his arm as an emergency and later stating that she could do nothing for him.

HOLDINGS

1. A private corporation acting under color of state law cannot be held liable under § 1983 solely because it
employs an alleged tortfeasor; the plaintiff must plausibly identify a policy or custom that caused the
constitutional injury. Mouzone did not do so.

2. A complaint does not plausibly state deliberate indifference merely by alleging that a medical provider
observed a prisoner's shoulder swelling and pain and returned him to his cell without describing what

treatment the provider provided or failed to provide.

3. A prisoner's disagreement with a physician's treatment judgment, without facts showing that the
physician knowingly and recklessly disregarded a serious medical need, does not state an Eighth

Amendment deliberate-indifference claim.

4. Providing physical therapy and ibuprofen does not plausibly constitute deliberate indifference merely
because the prisoner preferred surgery, an MRI, or specialist care, or because the treatment later failed to

relieve his pain.

5. A prison medical provider's decision not to treat an inmate's inability to move his arm as an emergency,
coupled with an instruction to submit a sick-call slip, does not plausibly establish deliberate indifference
absent facts showing that the decision was reckless in light of the provider's actual knowledge. A

context-free statement that the provider could do nothing likewise is insufficient.
KEY QUOTATIONS
“Deliberate indifference is a very high standard—a showing of mere negligence will not meet it.”

“A private corporation that acts on behalf of a state actor, such as YesCare, may be found liable under a

Monell theory of liability under limited circumstances.”



“At best, this allegation suggests that Mouzone disagreed with Dr. Uzicanin’s medical judgment about how to

most effectively treat his shoulder injury.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mouzone, a prisoner at North Branch Correctional Institution, developed significant right-shoulder pain in
March 2024 and was later diagnosed with a torn rotator cuff and an acromioclavicular-joint injury. He alleged
that medical personnel provided or approved physical therapy and ibuprofen, did not provide requested imaging,
surgery, or specialist care, and on some occasions required him to submit sick-call slips rather than treating his
inability to move his arm as an emergency. He was eventually taken to the University of Pittsburgh Medical
Center for an MRI, and he sued seeking damages and injunctive relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mouzone filed the action on February 24, 2025, seeking damages and injunctive relief concerning treatment of
his shoulder injury while incarcerated at North Branch Correctional Institution. Hoover, Swick, Fazenbaker, and
Uzicanin moved to dismiss or for summary judgment; YesCare did not respond. The court declined to consider
new allegations raised in Mouzone's opposition, treated the motions as motions to dismiss because it did not rely

on the submitted evidence, and dismissed all claims without prejudice.
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