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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois dismissed Michael Schuttpelz’s

Bivens action against the United States and individual defendants. The court held that the claims

concerning disciplinary punishment, prolonged segregation, prison transfer, and allegedly unlawful

custody presented contexts not recognized under Bivens and were therefore dismissed with prejudice

under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.
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dismissed

Screening of a federal prisoner’s pro se complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915A.

The complaint was liberally construed at the screening stage, and
dismissal was required under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A when claims were
legally frivolous, malicious, failed to state a claim, or sought damages

from an immune defendant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Schuttpelz’s claims concerning disciplinary punishment, prolonged special-housing placement,

prison transfer, and the basis of his federal custody were cognizable damages claims under Bivens.

2. Whether the complaint stated claims warranting relief under the Prison Litigation Reform Act screening
provision, 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

HOLDINGS

1. Counts 1 through 4 present new contexts not previously recognized by the Supreme Court, and the court

declined to extend a Bivens damages remedy to those claims.

2. The complaint failed to state a claim upon which relief could be granted, so Counts 1 through 4 and the

entire action were dismissed with prejudice.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Schuttpelz, a federal inmate, alleged that prison officials issued him a disciplinary ticket, imposed segregation
and other sanctions, and kept him in the special housing unit beyond the end of his 21-day punishment. He also
alleged that officials transferred him from USP-Marion without a lawful separation order and that various federal
officials participated in an abuse of process resulting in his allegedly false imprisonment. He sought damages
under Bivens against the United States, prison employees, federal prosecutors, FBI personnel, and other

individuals.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Michael Schuttpelz filed a Bivens action seeking money damages from the United States and twenty individual
defendants based on disciplinary proceedings, continued placement in a special housing unit, transfer between
federal facilities, and the assertedly unlawful basis of his federal custody. The district court screened the
complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A and dismissed all four designated counts with prejudice for failure to state a

claim. The court directed the Clerk to close the case and enter judgment.
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