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ALD-147
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

CA.No. 26-1411

STEPHANIE ANN RIPPLE, Administratix, 
The Estate of John Robert McCool, DN4994, Appellant

v.

JOHN E. WETZEL, ET AL.

(M.D. Pa. Civ. No. 4:25-cv-00322)

Present: SHWARTZ, FREEMAN, and CHUNG, Circuit Judges

Submitted are:

(1) Appellee Brosius’s motion for summary affirmance;

(2) Appellee O’Donnell’s motion for summary affirmance;

(3) Appellant’s motion to reopen the appeal;

(4) Appellant’s motion to proceed IFP, to reinstate the appeal, and to 
expedite the appeal;

(5) Appellant’s motion to consolidate the appeals, for expedited 
consideration, and for service at court expense;

(6) Appellant’s motion to expedite;

(7) Appellant’s supplemental motion to expedite;

(8) Appellant’s second supplemental motion to expedite;

(9) Appellant’s third supplemental motion to expedite;

(10) Appellant’s motion to proceed IFP;

(11) By the Clerk, the within appeal for possible dismissal under 28 
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B);
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• 1,

(12) By the Clerk is the within appeal for possible summary action under 
3rd Cir. LAR 27.4 and Chapter 10.6 of the Court’s Internal 
Operating Procedures;

(13) Appellant’s argument in support of the appeal; and

(14) Appellant’s supplemental brief in support of motion to reopen appeal 

in the above-captioned case.

Respectfully,

Clerk

_______________________ ______ ORDER_______________________________  
The foregoing motion to reopen the appeal and motions to proceed in forma pauperis are 
granted. Appellees’ motions for summary action are granted. Summary action is 
appropriate if there is no substantial question presented in the appeal. See 3d Cir. LAR 
27.4. For essentially the reasons given by the District Court, we summarily affirm the 
District Court’s January 30, 2026 order. See 3d Cir. I.O.P. 10.6. Ripple’s remaining 
motions are denied.

By the Court,

s/ Cindy K. Chung______
Circuit Judge

Dated: June 30, 2026
Tmm/cc: Stephanie Ann Ripple

J. Timothy Hinton, Jr., Esq. 
Matthew R. Clayberger, Esq.
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ALD-148
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

C.A. No. 26-1842

STEPHANIE ANN RIPPLE, Administratix, 
The Estate of John Robert McCool, DN4994, 

Appellant

v.

JOHN E. WETZEL, ET AL.

(M.D. Pa. Civ. No. 4:25-cv-00322)

Present: SHWARTZ, FREEMAN, and CHUNG, Circuit Judges

Submitted are:

(1) Appellant’s motion to consolidate;

(2) Appellant’s motion for an expedited ruling;

(3) Appellant’s supplemental motion for an expedited ruling;

(4) Appellant’s second supplemental motion for an expedited ruling;

(5) Appellant’s third supplemental motion for an expedited ruling;

(6) Appellant’s fourth supplemental motion for an expedited ruling;

(7) Appellant’s response to the Clerk’s May 6, 2026 order

(8) Appellant’s seventh supplemental emergency motion for panel 
review;

(9) Appellant’s eighth supplemental emergency motion for panel 
review;

(10) Appellant’s consolidated supplemental emergency motion for 
immediate panel review;
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(11) Appellant’s ninth supplemental emergency motion for immediate 
panel review and decisive action;

(12) Appellant’s tenth supplemental emergency motion for immediate 
panel review and decisive action;

(13) Appellant’s supplemental motion regarding actual innocence;

(14) Appellant’s supplemental motion on lack of subject-matter 
jurisdiction and void ab initio judgments;

(15) By the Clerk, the within appeal for possible dismissal under 28 
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B);

(16) By the Clerk is the within appeal for possible summary action under 
3rd Cir. LAR 27.4 and Chapter 10.6 of the Court’s Internal 
Operating Procedures;

(17) Appellant’s argument in support of the appeal;

(18) Appellant’s motion for liberal construction, accommodation for mail 
delays, and extension of time;

(19) Appellant’s supplemental argument in support of the appeal;

(20) Appellant’s “Supplemental Statement on Fundamental 
Constitutional Violations”; and

(21) Appellant’s “Supplemental Statement regarding wrongful death by 
medical neglect”

in the above-captioned case.

Respectfully,

Clerk

.__________________________ ORDER_
Summary action is appropriate if there is no substantial question presented in the 

appeal. See 3d Cir. LAR 27.4. For essentially the reasons given by the District Court, we 
summarily affirm the District Court ’s order of April 7,2026 and April 8,2026. See 3d 
Cir. I.O.P. 10.6. Ripple’s remaining motions are denied.
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By the Court,

s/ Cindy K. Chung 
Circuit Judge

Dated: July 2,2026 •
Gch/cc: Stephanie Ann Ripple

Michael J. Scarinci, Esq.
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

No. 26-1411

STEPHANIE ANN RIPPLE, Administratix, 
The Estate of John Robert McCool, DN4994, 

Appellant

v.

JOHN E. WETZEL, In their official capacity-. PA Department of Corrections Secretary of 
Corrections; LETITIA JAMES, ESQ., In their official capacity. New York State Attorney 

General; DAVID W. SUNDAY, JR.; MICHAEL O’DONNELL; HEATH BROSIUS '

(District Court No. 4:25-cv-00322)

SUR PETITION FOR REHEARING

Present: CHAGARES, Chief Judge, HARDIMAN, SHWARTZ, KRAUSE, RESTREPO 
BIBAS, PORTER, MATEY, PHIPPS, FREEMAN, MONTGOMERY-REEVES 
CHUNG, BOVE, and MASCOTT, Circuit Judges

The petition for rehearing filed by Appellant in the above-entitled case having 
been submitted to the judges who participated in the decision of this Court and to all the 
other available circuit judges of the circuit in regular active service, and no judge who 
concurred in the decision having asked for rehearing, and a majorin' of the judges of the 
circuit in regular service not having voted for rehearing, the petition for rehearing bv the 
panel and the Court en banc, is denied.

BY THE COURT,

3/ Cindy K. Chung_________
Circuit Judge

Date: July 22, 2026
Tmm/cc: Stephanie Ann Ripple
J. Timothy Hinton, Jr., Esq.
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Matthew R. Clayberger, Esq.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

STEPHANIE ANN RIPPLE, : Civil No. 4:25-CV-00322
Administratrix,

Plaintiff, :

v. :

ANTHONY MATULEWICZ, etal., :

Defendants. : Judge Jennifer P. Wilson

MEMORANDUM

Before the court are two reports and recommendations of United States 

Magistrate Judge Martin C. Carlson. (Docs. 41,43.) The first, issued on August 

21, 2025, recommends that the motion to dismiss filed by Defendant Michael 

O’Donnell be granted and that Defendant O’Donnell be dismissed from this 

action.1 (Doc. 41.) Judge Carlson makes this recommendation because Plaintiffs 

claims are barred by collateral estoppel, res judicata, issue preclusion, the 

applicable statute of limitations, and further fail as a matter of law. (Id.) The 

second report and recommendation issued on September 12, 2025, provides that 

the court should dismiss the complaint against Defendant Leticia James without 

prejudice because Plaintiff has failed to serve her despite being given ample time 

to do so and warned about the prospect of dismissal. (Doc. 43.) Also before the

1 Judge Carlson also recommends dismissal of Defendant Anthony Matulewicz. (Doc. 32.) 
However, dismissal of Defendant Matulewicz is not necessary as he was previously terminated 
from this action on April 25,2025. (Doc. 23.)
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court are numerous motions filed by Plaintiff requesting a variety of relief. (See 

Docs. 44—50, 55, 56, 59-80, 82-87.) For the reasons stated herein, the court will 

adopt both reports and recommendations. The court will also grant Plaintiff’s 

motion for relief from judgment, Doc. 49, and adopt, for a second time, the reports 

and recommendations issued on May 28 and June 2,2025, Docs. 35 & 38. All 

other outstanding motions will be denied.

Standard of Review

A. Report and Recommendations

When a party raises only general objections to a report and recommendation, 

a district court is not required to conduct a de novo review of the report and 

recommendation. Goney v. Clark, 749 F.2d 5, 6-7 (3d Cir. 1984). “To obtain de 

novo determination of a magistrate’s findings by a district court, 28 U.S.C.

§ 636(b)(1) requires both timely and specific objections to the report.” Id. at 6.

Thus, when reviewing general objections to a report and recommendation, the 

court’s review is limited “to ascertaining whether there is ‘clear error’ or ‘manifest 

injustice’” on the face of the record. Boomer v. Lewis, No. 3:06-CV-00850, 2009 

WL 2900778, at *1 (M.D. Pa. Sept. 9, 2009).

B. Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 60

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60 provides, in relevant part:

(b) Grounds for Relief from a Final Judgment, Order, or Proceeding. 
On motion and just terms, the court may relieve a party or its legal
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representative from a final judgment, order, or proceeding for the 
following reasons:

(1) mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect;

(2) newly discovered evidence that, with reasonable diligence, 
could not have been discovered in time to move for a new trial 
under Rule 59(b);

(3) fraud (whether previously called intrinsic or extrinsic), 
misrepresentation, or misconduct by an opposing party;... or

(6) any other reason that justifies relief.

(d) Other Powers to Grant Relief. This rule does not limit a court's 
power to ...

(3) set aside a judgment for fraud on the court.

Discussion

In response to the reports and recommendations, Plaintiff filed numerous 

documents. She filed objections, a motion to reconsider or vacate the reports and 

recommendations, motions for relief from judgment, a motion to strike, numerous 

motions to supplement or amend, a motion for sanctions, a motion for summary 

judgment, a motion for default judgment, and other documents. (Docs. 44-50, 55, 

56, 59-80, 82-87.) The objection filed on November 26, 2025 “demands” that this 

court strike the September 12, 2025 report and recommendation due to it being 

“fatally corrupted” and “ORDER RECUSAL of the presiding judges for their 

egregious, deliberate bias that reeks of complicity.” (Doc. 64, p. I.)2 Without

2 For ease of reference, the court uses the page numbers from the CM/ECF header.
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addressing the analysis of the September 12,2025 report and recommendation, 

Plaintiff submits that adopting the report and recommendation “would constitute a 

grotesque miscarriage of justice and active participation in the ongoing cover-up of 

state-sponsored murder.” {Id. at 2.) The second objection also addresses the 

September 12, 2025 report and recommendation, arguing that the court should 

reject the report and recommendation with similar allegations, but fails to address 

the analysis actually set forth in the report. (Doc. 76.) Relatedly, Plaintiff filed a 

motion to strike the September 12, 2025 report and recommendation for similar 

reasons as stated in the objections, but expands on her arguments and allegations. 

(Docs. 55, 56.)

In numerous documents filed by Plaintiff, she complains that she did not 

receive her mail in time to file objections to the reports and recommendations filed 

on May 28, June 2, August 21, and September 12,2025, and her failure to respond 

is due to excusable neglect. {See, eg., Docs. 49, 50, 56.) She submits that the 

court is malicious for failing to use certified mail and argues deliberate sabotage of 

her case. (Doc. 56.)

As to the August 21st and September 12th reports and recommendations, the 

court accepts Plaintiff s assertions that she did not receive her mail timely so that 

she could file objections to these reports and recommendations by the deadline. 

That said, Plaintiff has since filed numerous documents, including objections to the
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reports and recommendations, which the court will consider as if they were timely 

filed.3 A review of the objections (and all other documents filed by Plaintiff) 

shows that Plaintiff merely reargues the allegations in her complaint and expresses 

disagreement with Judge Carlson’s analysis. (See, e.g., Docs. 64, 76.) 

Accordingly, finding no clear error or manifest injustice on the face of the record, 

the court will overrule Plaintiff s objections and adopt the August 21st and 

September 12th reports and recommendations.

Next, reviewing the other documents filed by Plaintiff, it appears Plaintiff is 

requesting relief from the court’s August 20, 2025 order adopting the reports and 

recommendations issued on May 28 and June 2, 2025. She invokes various 

subsections of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60. (See Docs. 49, 50.) In the 

motion for relief from judgement and other documents, Plaintiff argues that the 

court should vacate its August 20th order due to her excusable neglect in non­

delivery of mail. (Doc. 49, p. 1.) She also requests that she be permitted to file 

late objections to the reports and recommendations adopted in the August 20th 

order . (Id. at 1.) In the motion and brief, she also argues the substance of her 

objections to the May 28th and June 2nd reports and recommendations.

3 Because the court will rule on Plaintiff s objections, her motions to reconsider or vacate the 
report and recommendation, Doc. 44, for relief from judgment, Doc. 46, and to strike the 
magistrate judge’s report and recommendation, Doc. 55, will be denied as moot.
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The court will grant Plaintiffs motion for relief from judgment based on 

Rule 60(b)(1) for excusable neglect as the court accepts Plaintiff s representation 

that she did not receive her mail. (Doc. 49.) Thus, the court vacates its August 20, 

2025 order and will review Plaintiffs objections to the May 28th and June 2nd 

reports and recommendations. (Doc. 39.)

The reports and recommendations of Judge Carlson recommend that the 

motions to dismiss filed by David W. Sunday, Jr., the Pennsylvania Attorney 

General, former Pennsylvania Secretary of Corrections, John Wetzel, and District 

Attorney of Snyder County, Heath Brosius, be dismissed because the claims are 

barred by the doctrine of collateral estoppel and time barred, among other reasons. 

(Docs. 35, 38.) A review of Plaintiff s objections shows that Plaintiff merely 

reargues the allegations in her complaint and expresses disagreement with Judge 

Carlson’s analysis. (Docs. 49 &50.) Accordingly, finding no clear error or 

manifest injustice on the face of the record, the court will overrule Plaintiffs 

objections and again adopt the May 28th and June 2nd reports and 

recommendations.
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Conclusion

For the reasons stated herein, the court will adopt all four reports and 

recommendations issued by Judge Carlson and overrule Plaintiff s objections. An 

appropriate order with additional details follows.

s/Jennifer P. Wilson________
JENNIFER P. WILSON
United States District Judge
Middle District of Pennsylvania

Dated: January 30,2026
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

STEPHANIE ANN RIPPLE, : Civil No. 4:25-CV-00322
Administratrix, :

Plaintiff, :

v. :

ANTHONY MATULEWICZ, et al., :

Defendants. : Judge Jennifer P. Wilson

ORDER

AND NOW, on this 30th day of January, 2026, in accordance with the

accompanying memorandum, IT IS ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:

1) Plaintiffs objections, Docs. 64 & 76, are OVERRULED.

2) The August 21, 2025 report and recommendation, Doc. 41, is 
ADOPTED. Defendant Michael O’Donnell’s motion to dismiss, 
Doc. 32, is GRANTED and the claims against Defendant O’Donnell 
are DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

3) The September 12, 2025 report and recommendation, Doc. 43, is 
ADOPTED. Plaintiffs complaint against Defendant Leticia James, 
Doc. 1, is DISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE.

4) Plaintiffs motion for relief from judgment, Doc. 49, is GRANTED. 
The court’s August 20, 2025 order, Doc. 39, is VACATED.

5) Plaintiffs objections, Docs. 49 & 50, to the May 28, 2025 and June 2, 
2025 reports and recommendations are OVERRULED.

6) The May 28, 2025 report and recommendation, Doc. 35, and the June 
2,2025 report and recommendation, Doc. 38, are ADOPTED. The 
motions to dismiss, Docs. 20 & 27, are GRANTED. Plaintiffs 
complaint, Doc. 1, against Defendants John Wetzel, David W.
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Sunday, Jr., and Heath Brosius is DISMISSED WITH 
PREJUDICE.

7) Plaintiff s remaining motions at Docs. 44,46, 55, 60-63, 65, 67-69, 
71-75, 77-80, and 82-87 are DENIED AS MOOT.

8) The Clerk of Court shall close this case.

s/Jennifer P, Wilson 
JENNIFER P. WILSON 
United States District Judge 
Middle District of Pennsylvania
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Case 4:25-cv-00322-JPW Document 101 Filed 04/07/26 Page 1 of 1

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

STEPHANIE ANN RIPPLE : Civil No. 4:25-CV-00322

Plaintiff, :

v. :

NTHONY MATULEWICZ, et al., :

Defendants. : Judge Jennifer P. Wilson

ORDER

AND NOW, on this 7th day of April, 2026, following review of Plaintiff s

renewed motion for default judgment, Doc. 98, IT IS ORDERED that the motion

is DENIED as this case was closed on January 30,2026.

s/Jennifer P. Wilson 
JENNIFER P. WILSON 
United States District Judge 
Middle District of Pennsylvania



Additional material 
from this filing is 
available in the 

Clerk's Office.


