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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania overruled Andrew G.
Miller’s objections to a magistrate judge’s Report and Recommendation and adopted that
recommendation. The court dismissed his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims concerning alleged deliberate
indifference to health and safety and medical needs, dismissed the complaint with prejudice without
leave to amend, and ordered the case closed.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court conducted de novo review of a magistrate judge's
report and recommendation after the plaintiff filed objections to the
recommended dismissal of his prisoner civil-rights complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review of the magistrate judge's report and recommendation
and objections.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Miller's complaint stated plausible § 1983 claims against Deputy Superintendent Caro based on
deliberate indifference to health and safety.

2. Whether Miller stated an Eighth Amendment § 1983 claim against Croyle and Playso based on
deliberate indifference to medical needs.

3. Whether the complaint should be dismissed with prejudice and without leave to amend because
amendment would be futile.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a plausible § 1983 claim against Caro because it alleged no facts suggesting
that Caro was deliberately indifferent to Miller's health and safety.

2. The complaint failed to state Eighth Amendment § 1983 claims against Croyle and Playso because the
allegations did not establish deliberate indifference to Miller's medical needs.

3. Dismissal with prejudice and denial of leave to amend were proper because any amendment would be
futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At most, Plaintiff alleges negligence claims which will not support a civil action pursuant to § 1983.”

“Plaintiff’s Complaint [6] is DISMISSED, with prejudice and leave to amend is denied, as futile”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Miller, an incarcerated plaintiff, brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against prison and healthcare personnel.
The court concluded that the allegations against Deputy Superintendent Caro did not suggest deliberate
indifference to Miller's health and safety, and that the allegations against Croyle and Playso did not establish
deliberate indifference to his medical needs. The court characterized the allegations, at most, as negligence or
disagreement concerning medical treatment and noted that Miller did not object to the recommendation
concerning Prothonotary Foxman.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Magistrate Judge Keith Pesto recommended dismissal of Miller's complaint after screening under the Prison
Litigation Reform Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), concluding that it failed to state a claim and that amendment
would be futile. Miller timely objected. The case was reassigned to District Judge Nora Barry Fischer, who
independently reviewed the record, adopted the report and recommendation, overruled the objections, dismissed
the complaint with prejudice, denied leave to amend, and directed the Clerk to close the case.
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