UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Robert Robinson v. Anthony Letizio, et al.

Robinson - No. 2:25-cv-06091 - Decided February 19, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania grants Robert Robinson leave

to proceed in forma pauperis but dismisses his claims concerning medical care at SCI Phoenix. Claims

regarding his back brace and MRI denials are dismissed with prejudice as time-barred, while his

remaining constitutional, state-law, conspiracy, and Wellpath policy claims are dismissed without

prejudice, with leave to amend. The court also denies his request for injunctive relief without

prejudice.
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Screening of a pro se prisoner's complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)

(2)(B)(ii), following the grant of leave to proceed in forma pauperis.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii), the court applies the same
plausibility standard governing Rule 12(b)(6) motions, accepts well-
pleaded factual allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the
plaintiff's favor, and construes a pro se complaint liberally. A court
may dismiss sua sponte on statute-of-limitations grounds when the
time bar is apparent on the face of the complaint. Subject-matter

jurisdiction may also be considered sua sponte at any time.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Robinson's claims based on confiscation of his back brace and denials of back MRIs in 2019

and early 2023 were barred by Pennsylvania's two-year statute of limitations.

. Whether Robinson plausibly alleged an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim based on the

rescission of his bottom-bunk status and refusal to change his pain medication.

. Whether Robinson plausibly alleged a § 1983 conspiracy claim.
. Whether Robinson plausibly alleged that Wellpath was liable under § 1983 based on a policy or custom

causing a constitutional violation.

. Whether official-capacity claims against employees of Wellpath were cognizable or duplicative.

. Whether the court had supplemental or diversity jurisdiction over Robinson's state-law negligence

claims.

HOLDINGS

1.

Claims based on the confiscation of Robinson's back brace and the denials of MRIs in 2019 and early

2023 were time-barred and were dismissed with prejudice.

. Robinson failed to plausibly allege deliberate indifference based on rescission of bottom-bunk status,

refusal to change his medication, or the alleged failure to schedule an MRI, and those claims were

dismissed without prejudice with leave to amend.

. Robinson's conspiracy allegation was insufficient because it was bare, conclusory, and lacked facts from

which a conspiratorial agreement could be inferred; the claim was dismissed without prejudice with

leave to amend.

. Robinson's claim against Wellpath could not proceed because he failed to plausibly allege an underlying

constitutional violation, and it was dismissed without prejudice with leave to amend.

. The official-capacity claims against Letizio, Huner, and Bora were not cognizable or were duplicative of

the claim against Wellpath and were dismissed with prejudice.

. The court declined supplemental jurisdiction over Robinson's state-law negligence claims and dismissed

them without prejudice because Robinson failed to establish complete diversity and the amount-in-

controversy requirement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Whether a complaint fails to state a claim under § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) is governed by the same standard
applicable to motions to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), see Tourscher v.
McCullough, 184 F.3d 236, 240 (3d Cir. 1999), which requires the Court to determine whether the complaint

»

contains “sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.

(10



“A prison official is not deliberately indifferent “unless the official knows of and disregards an excessive risk
to inmate health or safety; the official must both be aware of facts from which the inference could be drawn
that a substantial risk of serious harm exists, and he must also draw the inference.”” (111.B)

“Rather, in order to hold a private health care company like Wellpath liable for a constitutional violation
under § 1983, Robinson must allege the provider had “a relevant . . . policy or custom, and that the policy

caused the constitutional violation [he] allege[s].”” (I11.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Robinson, a convicted prisoner at SCI Phoenix, alleged that prison medical personnel and Wellpath failed for
years to provide an MRI for worsening back pain and related symptoms, including numbness, difficulty walking,
and urinary incontinence. He also alleged that his previously approved back brace was confiscated, his bottom-
bunk status was rescinded, and a provider refused to change ineffective pain medication while making allegedly
racially motivated remarks. The complaint alleged that Wellpath maintained a cost-saving policy limiting outside
medical care.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Robert Robinson filed a pro se § 1983 complaint alleging deliberate indifference to serious medical needs,
claims against a private medical contractor, and related state-law negligence claims. The court granted in forma
pauperis status, dismissed some claims with prejudice, dismissed the remaining constitutional and state-law

claims without prejudice, denied injunctive relief without prejudice, and granted leave to amend.
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