UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
PENNSYLVANIA

Mark A. Swift v. PrimeCare, Inc., et al.

Swift - No. 3:25-CV-02132 - Decided December 19, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania screens Mark A. Swift’s pro
se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint alleging inadequate medical care while detained at York County Prison.
The court permits a Fourteenth Amendment medical-care claim to proceed against Nurse Katelyn,
dismisses the remaining claims, and denies without prejudice the requests for appointed counsel and

preliminary injunctive relief.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania
WRITING FOR THE COURT Karoline Mehalchick

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania
DECIDED December 19, 2025

DOCKET 3:25-CV-02132

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a pro se pretrial detainee's prisoner civil-rights complaint

under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A and § 1915(e)(2), together with motions for

appointment of counsel and preliminary injunctive relief.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On mandatory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A and § 1915(e)(2),
the court applied the Rule 12(b)(6) standard, accepting well-pleaded
factual allegations as true, drawing reasonable inferences in the
plaintiff's favor, disregarding conclusory allegations, and determining
whether the complaint plausibly stated a claim.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum; persuasive only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Swift plausibly stated a Fourteenth Amendment claim for deliberate indifference to serious

medical needs against Nurse Katelyn.

2. Whether the complaint stated a § 1983 claim against PrimeCare, Inc., supervisory defendants, and
unidentified defendants.

3. Whether Swift was entitled to appointment of counsel at the preliminary stage of the civil action.

4. Whether Swift was entitled to preliminary injunctive relief concerning an alleged housing dispute with a

correctional officer.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint plausibly stated a Fourteenth Amendment claim against Nurse Katelyn because it alleged
a serious medical need, deliberate indifference through denial or prevention of medical treatment, and

resulting harm.

2. The complaint did not state viable § 1983 claims against PrimeCare, the supervisory defendants, or the

unidentified defendants.
3. Swift was not entitled to appointed counsel at this stage, and his motion was denied without prejudice.

4. Swift was not entitled to a preliminary injunction concerning the alleged housing dispute, and the

motion was denied without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Swift is a pretrial detainee, his claims of inadequate medical care fall under the Fourteenth
Amendment, rather than the Eighth Amendment.” (Section II1.A)

“Swift will be permitted to proceed on a Fourteenth Amendment claim against Nurse Katelyn premised on the
alleged denial of medical care, but all other claims will be dismissed, and his requests for appointment of

counsel and preliminary injunctive relief will be denied without prejudice.” (Section V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Swift was a pretrial detainee at York County Prison who alleged that he was not timely treated after reporting
swelling and numbness, later lost consciousness, and was hospitalized for a stroke. After returning to prison, he
repeatedly sought medical attention for allegedly low sodium levels and continuing swelling and numbness in
his legs. He alleged that Nurse Katelyn repeatedly sent him back to his housing unit, recommended that he eat
more salt, and instructed prison staff not to send him to medical again.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mark A. Swift filed a pro se complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging inadequate medical care at York County
Prison, along with an application to proceed in forma pauperis, a motion for appointment of counsel, and a

motion for preliminary injunctive relief. Before service of process, the district court screened the complaint,



allowed a Fourteenth Amendment medical-care claim to proceed against Nurse Katelyn, dismissed the remaining

claims, and denied the motions for counsel and preliminary injunctive relief without prejudice.
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