UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS

Eldridge v. City of Alton, Illinois

Eldridge - No. 3:24-CV-1788-NJR - Decided December 10, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois screened Elliander Eldridge and
Melissa Lyn Scharfinski’s amended complaint against the City of Alton under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2).
The court dismissed Count I with prejudice, partially dismissed Count VII without prejudice, and
dismissed Counts VIII and X without prejudice for failure to state a claim or lack of subject-matter
jurisdiction, while allowing Counts II through VI and IX to proceed. The order also directed the Clerk

and United States Marshals Service to facilitate service on the City.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of an amended complaint filed by plaintiffs proceeding in

forma pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the screening standard under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)
(B), using the same standard applicable to a Rule 12(b)(6) motion. The
complaint had to contain enough factual matter to state a claim that
was plausible on its face; well-pleaded facts were accepted as true and
reasonable inferences were drawn in plaintiffs' favor.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs stated a procedural due process claim based on Eldridge's alleged inability to
participate in proceedings concerning jointly owned property when no actual fine, lien, encumbrance, or

other deprivation was alleged.

2. Whether plaintiffs stated a substantive due process claim based on enforcement of waste-bin placement

ordinances allegedly interfering with their use and enjoyment of property.

3. Whether the court had subject matter jurisdiction over plaintiffs' Illinois noise-pollution claim under

federal-question, diversity, or supplemental jurisdiction.

4. Whether plaintiffs stated a federal claim based on the alleged conflict between City enforcement and the

Endangered Species Act.

5. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over plaintiffs' Illinois Garden Act claim

when the claim presented novel questions of state law.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs failed to state a procedural due process claim because they alleged only a risk or exposure to
fines, liens, or encumbrances and did not allege that Eldridge actually suffered a deprivation of a

protected property interest.

2. Plaintiffs failed to state a substantive due process claim because they did not allege an independent
constitutional violation or inadequate state-law remedies and did not plead facts showing that the waste-
bin regulation was arbitrary and unreasonable or bore no substantial relationship to public health, safety,

or welfare.

3. The court lacked original federal-question and diversity jurisdiction over Count VIII and dismissed the
claim without prejudice because it did not share a common nucleus of operative facts with plaintiffs'

federal claims and therefore did not fall within supplemental jurisdiction.

4. Plaintiffs failed to state a federal claim because the amended complaint contained no factual allegations

connecting the City's enforcement attempts to the Endangered Species Act or any other federal law.

5. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Illinois Garden Act claim and
dismissed it without prejudice because it presented novel and potentially complex questions of state law,

including whether the Act creates a private right of action.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Exposure to (that is, risk of) fines, liens, or encumbrances on one’s property is not the same thing as actually

incurring such fines, liens, or encumbrances.” (Count I)

“A property owner challenging a land-use regulation as a violation of due process is . . . obliged to show that
the regulation is arbitrary and unreasonable, bearing no substantial relationship to public health, safety, or
welfare.” (Count VII)

“Supplemental jurisdiction is a ‘doctrine of discretion, not of plaintiff’s right,” which allows a federal court to

hear related federal and state-law claims” (Count VIII)

“The filing of an amended complaint has the effect of superseding the original complaint.” (Count X)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs jointly owned a home in Alton, Illinois, and alleged that the City issued citations and initiated
proceedings concerning the property while naming only Scharfinski. Eldridge alleged that he was denied an
opportunity to participate despite potential exposure to fines, liens, or encumbrances. Plaintiffs also challenged
waste-bin placement requirements as inaccessible because of their disabilities, alleged excessive noise from
concerts at the Alton Amphitheater, and alleged that City enforcement threatened their pollinator or vegetable

garden in violation of Illinois law and potentially the federal Endangered Species Act.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously dismissed plaintiffs' initial complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) and granted leave to
amend. After reviewing the amended complaint, the court allowed Counts II, III, TV, V, VI, and IX to proceed,
allowed Count VII to proceed to the extent it asserted a takings claim, dismissed Count I with prejudice,
dismissed the substantive-due-process portion of Count VII without prejudice, and dismissed Counts VIII and X

without prejudice.
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