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SUMMARY

Public employee's substantive due process claim over eight-year termination proceedings fails because
employment rights are not fundamental and the employee did not allege arbitrary or outrageous
conduct or inadequate state remedies, as he successfully challenged termination decisions in state
court. Conspiracy claims under § 1983 are derivative and cannot stand without an underlying

constitutional violation. The district court's dismissal with prejudice is affirmed.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit

WRITING FOR THE COURT Kanne; Sykes; Brennan

JURISDICTION Federal

DECIDED August 5, 2019

DOCKET 18-3472

DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Appeal from dismissal of complaint with prejudice

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo for dismissal for failure to state a claim; abuse of discretion

for dismissal with prejudice.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published
PARTIES Michael O. Campos v. Cook County, et al.
TOPICS

due process  fourteenth amendment  civil procedure  standard of review  employment law

PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights ~ employment law  appellate litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Campos stated a substantive due process claim based on the protracted termination

proceedings.

2. Whether the district court abused its discretion in dismissing the complaint with prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. Campos did not state a substantive due process claim because he did not allege an independent

constitutional violation and state remedies were not inadequate; the lengthy process was not arbitrary or
outrageous.

2. The district court did not abuse its discretion because Campos failed to state a claim and amendment

would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“guideposts for responsible decisionmaking in this unchartered area are scarce and open-ended.” (503 U.S.
at 125)

“almost all litigation, whether conducted in a state or federal forum, may be characterized as a lengthy and
speculative process.” (910 F.2d at 1406)

“at some point delay must ripen into deprivation, because otherwise a suit alleging deprivation would be
forever premature.” (927 F.2d at 960)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Michael Campos worked as a correctional officer for the Cook County Sheriff's Office. In August 2011, he was
arrested for DUI and related offenses. He self-reported, and the sheriff suspended him without pay and referred
him for termination. The Merit Board, which has exclusive authority to terminate, voted to terminate him twice,
but both times the Cook County Circuit Court vacated the decision due to defects. The first vacatur was for
vagueness; the second was because the Board's composition was invalid due to an interim appointment. By the
time Campos filed his federal suit, almost seven years had passed since his suspension.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Campos filed a federal lawsuit after protracted state termination proceedings. The district court dismissed the
amended complaint with prejudice. Campos appealed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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