UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS, PEORIA DIVISION

Michael Hendricks v. Livingston County et al.

Hendricks - No. 1:26-cv-01138-SEM - Decided May 21, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of Illinois screened Michael Hendricks’s
complaint concerning alleged denial of personal possession of glucose tablets while detained at the
Livingston County Jail. The court dismissed the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)(1) for failure
to state a claim, while granting leave to amend within thirty days, and denied the motion for injunctive
relief. The court found insufficient allegations of personal involvement, grievance-related liability, or a

policy or custom supporting liability against the corporate medical provider.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Central District of Illinois, Peoria
Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Sue E. Myerscough

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Central District of Illinois, Peoria
Division

DECIDED May 21, 2026

DOCKET 1:26-cv-01138-SEM

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a detainee's amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. §

1915A and consideration of a motion for injunctive relief.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court screens the complaint and
dismisses claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim, or
seek monetary relief from an immune defendant. Factual allegations
are accepted as true and liberally construed in the plaintiff's favor, but
conclusory allegations and labels are insufficient. A complaint must

contain enough factual matter to state a plausible claim for relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court order; limited persuasive value.



PARTIES Michael Hendricks v. Livingston County, Ryan Bohm, Lisa Draper,

Scott Harmon, Hughes Lochard, Jailayia Frazier, Susanna Legner,
Turn Key Medical

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights  constitutional law  prisoner medical care  civil procedure  injunctive relief

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that any individual defendant violated Hendricks's Fourteenth

Amendment right to objectively reasonable medical care.

2. Whether the allegations against Turn Key Medical supported § 1983 liability based on an official policy,
widespread practice or custom, or policymaker action.

3. Whether the alleged failure of jail officials to respond to grievances stated a federal due-process claim.

4. Whether Hendricks was entitled to preliminary or mandatory injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a plausible constitutional claim because it did not identify which defendant
denied Hendricks possession of glucose tablets and did not allege facts showing that the named

defendants purposefully, knowingly, or recklessly engaged in objectively unreasonable medical care.

2. The alleged failure of Draper and Harmon to respond to Hendricks's grievances did not state a federal
due-process violation.

3. The complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim against Turn Key Medical because it did not allege that an

official policy, widespread practice or custom, or final policymaker caused the alleged constitutional
deprivation.

4. Hendricks was not entitled to injunctive relief because the motion concerned allegations not included in
the complaint and, in any event, he had not stated a plausible underlying constitutional claim.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim is legally insufficient if it “(1) is frivolous, malicious, or fails to state a claim upon which relief may
be granted; or (2) seeks monetary relief from a defendant who is immune from such relief.”” (Analysis, Part
LA)

“A plaintiff cannot state a claim against a defendant by including the defendant’s name in the caption.”
(Analysis, Part I.C.)

“Unrelated claims against different defendants belong in different suits.” (Analysis, Part I.C.)



“An injunction is an equitable remedy, not a separate cause of action.” (Analysis, Part II.)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hendricks, a pretrial detainee and longtime Type I diabetic, alleged that he experienced low blood glucose on
March 7, 15, and 29, 2026, and was denied permission to personally possess glucose tablets. He did not identify
who denied that request, and alleged only that physician Hughes Lochard was unaware of any Turn Key policy
prohibiting possession of the tablets. He also alleged that jail officials failed to respond to grievances. His
motion for injunctive relief instead alleged that he was receiving an improper amount of insulin at an improper

time, but that allegation was not included in the dismissed pleading.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Michael Hendricks, a detainee at the Livingston County Jail, filed an amended complaint alleging that he was
denied personal possession of glucose tablets and that jail officials failed to respond to grievances. He also
moved for injunctive relief based on alleged denial of insulin in accordance with a specialist's instructions. The
court dismissed the complaint without prejudice for failure to state a federal claim, denied injunctive relief, and

granted leave to amend within thirty days.
DISPOSITION
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