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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas grants Defendants’ motion for summary
judgment in a prisoner civil-rights action concerning medical treatment for Plaintiff Teill Reynolds’s
fractured wrist. The court holds that Plaintiff failed to establish deliberate indifference under the
Eighth Amendment against medical providers Mabel Adams and Dr. Bryan Wilson, including claims
based on delayed care. The court declines to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s Kansas
negligence and intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, brought claims
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for deliberate indifference to serious medical
needs and delayed medical care, along with Kansas-law negligence
and intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claims. Defendants
Adams and Wilson moved for summary judgment; Plaintiff moved to
amend his summary-judgment motion, and Defendants moved to
strike that motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The evidence and reasonable inferences are viewed in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party. For the Eighth Amendment
medical-care claims, the court applied the objective and subjective
components of deliberate indifference and required substantial harm
for a delayed-care claim.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; precedential status
unknown

TOPICS

section 1983 prisoners rights summary judgment cruel and unusual punishment civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

prisoner civil rights constitutional torts medical malpractice and health law federal civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Adams was deliberately indifferent under the Eighth Amendment by initially denying Reynolds
access to the emergency clinic and directing him to follow the nonemergency sick-call procedure.

2. Whether Adams's conduct caused substantial harm sufficient to support an Eighth Amendment delayed-
medical-care claim.

3. Whether Dr. Wilson was deliberately indifferent under the Eighth Amendment by treating and splinting
Reynolds's wrist at the prison, rather than transferring him to a hospital for an immediate x-ray and
surgery.

4. Whether Reynolds could maintain a separate deliberate-indifference claim under the Fourteenth
Amendment when he was a convicted inmate rather than a pretrial detainee.

5. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Reynolds's Kansas-law negligence and
intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claims after resolving all federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. A convicted inmate's medical-care claim is governed by the Eighth Amendment, not the Fourteenth
Amendment, which applies to pretrial detainees; Reynolds's separate Fourteenth Amendment claim was
foreclosed as a matter of law.

2. Adams was entitled to summary judgment because the evidence did not show that she knew of and
disregarded an excessive risk to Reynolds's health or safety. Her direction that Reynolds use the
nonemergency sick-call process, based on her understanding of the prison medical-care procedure and
her belief that he was not in immediate distress, did not establish deliberate indifference.

3. Reynolds failed to show that the delay attributable to Adams caused substantial harm, such as lifelong
handicap, permanent loss, or considerable pain, and therefore could not establish an Eighth Amendment
violation.

4. Dr. Wilson was entitled to summary judgment because he did not refuse to treat Reynolds, stabilized the
wrist, treated his pain, scheduled an x-ray for the next available date, and was not shown to have acted
with deliberate indifference or to have caused substantial harm by not transferring Reynolds to a hospital
immediately.



5. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining Kansas-law negligence and
intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claims and dismissed them without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Deliberate indifference involves “something more than mere negligence,” but “something less than acts or
omissions for the very purpose of causing harm or with knowledge that harm will result.”” (Section III.A)

“Nonetheless, “a deliberate indifference claim will arise when ‘a medical professional completely denies care
although presented with recognizable symptoms which potentially create a medical emergency.’”” (Section
III.A.1.a)

“There is no support in the record for Plaintiff’s assertion that his condition warranted emergency care off
site.” (Section III.A.2)

“Notions of comity and federalism demand that a state court try its own lawsuits, absent compelling reasons
to the contrary.” (Section III.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Reynolds, an inmate at Lansing Correctional Facility, fractured his wrist in a shower fall on June 15, 2023.
Adams turned him away from the emergency clinic during his first visit on June 16 because she believed the
injury was nonemergent and instructed him to use the ordinary sick-call procedure; he returned later that day and
was treated. Dr. Wilson had the wrist splinted, ordered pain and anti-inflammatory medication, and scheduled an
x-ray for the following Monday because the facility's x-ray technician had left for the weekend. The x-ray
confirmed a distal-radius fracture, and Reynolds underwent outpatient surgery on June 20, 2023, with records
indicating that he healed well.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action originally named eight defendants. The claims against KDOC, Centurion, and several KDOC
employees were dismissed, leaving Adams and Wilson. The district court granted Defendants' motion for
summary judgment on the federal claims, declined supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims,
dismissed those claims without prejudice, and ruled that Plaintiff's motion to amend and Defendants' motion to
strike were moot.
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