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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania granted Phamatech, Inc. and
related defendants’ motion to dismiss Krista Mader’s amended complaint. The court held that Mader
failed to sufficiently plead the defendants’ personal involvement or intentional disparate treatment
supporting a Fourteenth Amendment equal protection claim based on the denial of a drug-test retest.
The claims against the Phamatech defendants were dismissed with prejudice, while the court deferred
consideration of the exhaustion defense.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the amended complaint. The court considered the motion as
directed to the amended complaint and granted it as to the Phamatech
defendants.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, views them in the light most favorable to the
plaintiff, and determines whether the complaint contains sufficient
factual matter to state a facially plausible claim. Because Mader
proceeded in forma pauperis, the court also applied the screening
standard under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), which uses the same Rule
12(b)(6) standard for failure-to-state-a-claim review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged that the Phamatech defendants were personally
involved in depriving Mader of a constitutional right under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether the amended complaint stated a Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claim under a class-
of-one theory based on the alleged denial of a urine-sample retest.

3. Whether further amendment should be permitted after Mader had already amended her complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint failed to plead the Phamatech defendants' personal involvement in the alleged
constitutional deprivation because it alleged only that Phamatech informed Mader's family that the DOC
had to request a retest, without alleging that the defendants participated in, directed, knew of, or
acquiesced in the prison officials' conduct.

2. The amended complaint failed to state a class-of-one equal-protection claim against the Phamatech
defendants because it did not plausibly allege intentional and arbitrary disparate treatment by those
defendants.

3. Further amendment was futile, and the Fourteenth Amendment claims against the Phamatech defendants
were properly dismissed with prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To establish an Equal Protection Clause violation, a plaintiff must ordinarily allege “that he was treated
differently than other similarly situated inmates, and that this different treatment was the result of intentional
discrimination based on his membership in a protected class.”” (at 9)

“This requires her to establish that: “(1) the defendant treated h[er] differently from others similarly situated,
(2) the defendant did so intentionally, and (8) there was no rational basis for the difference in treatment.”” (at
10)

“Accordingly, given the nature of Mader’s allegations and the claims alleged, and considering that Mader has
previously been put on notice of the defects in her pleading vie Defendants’ motions to dismiss and permitted
to file an amendment, the Court finds it would be futile to allow Mader to file another amended complaint
with respect to her Fourteenth Amendment claims against Phamatech Defendants.” (at 12)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mader, an inmate at SCI-Cambridge Springs, received a positive marijuana urinalysis in December 2023 and
was sanctioned with confinement and loss of visitation and work privileges. She requested a retest, but prison
officials allegedly refused, while another inmate, J. Swick, was allegedly permitted an immediate retest. Mader
alleged that Phamatech told her family that it did not perform testing for private citizens and that the DOC had to
request any retest. She asserted equal-protection and liberty-interest claims against the Phamatech defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mader, a Pennsylvania Department of Corrections inmate proceeding pro se, filed a civil-rights action
concerning the denial of a retest after a positive urinalysis. The court permitted her to file an amended complaint.
Although the defendants also raised failure to exhaust administrative remedies, the court deferred that issue
because it involved factual and legal complexity and dismissed the claims on the merits under Rule 12(b)(6).

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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