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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of Illinois conducts a merit review under 28
U.S.C. § 1915A of Adrian Ramirez-Alcantar’s amended § 1983 complaint concerning his inability to
attend a state post-conviction hearing by video. The court permits a First Amendment access-to-courts
claim to proceed against four facility staff members, dismisses claims against the warden and a major
without prejudice, dismisses the Illinois Department of Corrections with prejudice, and denies
appointed counsel. The order also addresses service, pleading, discovery, and case-management
procedures.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Merit review of a prisoner's amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915A. The court screened the pleading, allowed a First Amendment
access-to-courts claim to proceed against four defendants, dismissed
other defendants, and denied the plaintiff's request for appointed
counsel.

STANDARD OF REVIEW At § 1915A screening, the court accepted factual allegations as true
and liberally construed them in the plaintiff's favor, but disregarded
conclusory statements and required allegations sufficient to state a
plausible claim for relief. The court applied the Rule 12(b)(6) failure-
to-state-a-claim standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged that prison officials denied the plaintiff access to the
courts by failing to facilitate his attendance at a post-conviction hearing.

2. Whether the allegations stated a § 1983 claim against the warden based only on alleged failures to train
or supervise subordinate employees.

3. Whether the allegations stated a constitutional claim against Major Joyce based on her alleged failure to
follow up on a possible rescheduling of the writ.

4. Whether the Illinois Department of Corrections was a person subject to suit under § 1983 and whether it
was protected by Eleventh Amendment immunity.

5. Whether the plaintiff was entitled to appointed counsel in the civil action.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint stated a First Amendment access-to-the-courts claim against Nancy Jacoby, Jacob
Keeling, Sergeant Taylor, and John Doe 1 because the alleged failure to coordinate the plaintiff's
appearance at the September 20, 2024, hearing plausibly caused an actual injury to his nonfrivolous
post-conviction proceeding.

2. The complaint failed to state a claim against Warden Joshua McDannald because it alleged no personal
involvement or facts showing that he was deliberately reckless, aware of, or condoned the alleged
misconduct.

3. The complaint failed to state a constitutional claim against Major Joyce because the sparse allegation
that she said she would inquire about rescheduling the writ and did not follow up did not plausibly
establish a constitutional deprivation.

4. The Illinois Department of Corrections was dismissed with prejudice because it is not a person subject to
suit under § 1983 and is protected by Eleventh Amendment immunity from suits for money damages.

5. The motion for appointed counsel was denied because, although the plaintiff made a reasonable effort to
obtain counsel, he appeared competent to litigate the case himself at its early stage.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Plaintiff’s allegations are sufficient to proceed on a First Amendment claim for denial of access to the courts
against Defendants Taylor, Jacoby, John Doe 1, and Keeling.” (Section III)

“There is no respondeat superior under § 1983.” (Section III)

“There is no right to court-appointed counsel in federal civil litigation.” (Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ramirez-Alcantar was incarcerated at Taylorville Correctional Center and had a pending post-conviction petition
in Kane County Circuit Court. Although writs were issued for his appearance at hearings, he alleged that prison
staff failed to coordinate his attendance at hearings on July 19, August 23, and September 20, 2024. On
September 20, he went to the designated facility location but was sent back to his housing unit after staff learned
that the video-writ coordinator was absent; the state court then denied his post-conviction petition in his absence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ramirez-Alcantar filed an amended complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that prison officials failed to
facilitate his attendance at a state post-conviction hearing. On merit review, the court found the allegations
sufficient to proceed against Jacoby, Keeling, Sergeant Taylor, and John Doe 1, dismissed McDannald and Major
Joyce without prejudice, dismissed IDOC with prejudice, and denied the motion for appointed counsel. The case
was directed to proceed to service.
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