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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana dismissed Aaron C. Centurioni’s
amended prisoner civil rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A for failure to state a claim. The
court held that it could not interfere with Centurioni’s pending state criminal proceedings and that jail
officials’ inspection and confiscation of his non-privileged mail to ensure compliance with court orders
did not violate the First Amendment. The court directed the clerk to close the case.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A prisoner proceeding without counsel filed an amended complaint
after the court previously found that his original complaint failed to
state a claim and gave him an opportunity to replead. The district court
screened the amended pleading under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A and
dismissed the action for failure to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss a prisoner's pleading
if it is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim upon which relief
may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant.
The court liberally construes allegations filed by a self-represented
litigant and applies the facial-plausibility standard under Bell Atlantic
Corp. v. Twombly and Ashcroft v. Iqbal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint stated a constitutional claim based on jail officials opening and
confiscating Centurioni's mail.

2. Whether the federal court could dismiss or otherwise interfere with Centurioni's pending state criminal
charges.

3. Whether Centurioni had a First Amendment right to send mail that interfered with his pending criminal
cases or violated orders prohibiting communication.

4. Whether the amended complaint should be dismissed under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A after Centurioni had
already been given an opportunity to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The federal court may not dismiss or otherwise interfere with Centurioni's pending state criminal
charges under the principles of Younger abstention.

2. Opening and inspecting mail sent to a family member outside the prisoner's presence does not, by itself,
violate the First Amendment.

3. A detainee does not have an unfettered First Amendment right to send mail that interferes with ongoing
criminal cases or harasses persons with whom the detainee is prohibited from communicating.

4. The amended complaint failed to state a claim upon which relief could be granted and was subject to
dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To proceed beyond the pleading stage, a complaint must “state a claim to relief that is plausible on its
face.””

“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the
reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.”

“Additionally, mail to a family member—like the letters he sent to his father—can be opened and inspected
even outside of his presence without violating the First Amendment.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Centurioni was detained at the DeKalb County Jail pending trial on multiple criminal charges, and a no-contact
order was issued in those proceedings. He also faced a separate charge based on allegedly sending letters from
jail to his father that were intended for his wife and minor daughters, despite a civil protective order prohibiting
such communications. He alleged that jail staff opened and confiscated his mail without permission and asserted
that he should not face criminal charges because of that conduct. The court found that the mail was opened to
enforce the no-contact order and that the challenged mail involved communications to a family member and
communications prohibited by court orders.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Centurioni filed a prisoner civil-rights action concerning the opening and confiscation of his mail and related
pending criminal and protective-order proceedings. The court found that his original complaint was subject to
dismissal under § 1915A but allowed him to amend. He filed a one-page document labeled an amended
complaint that did not reproduce the entire pleading as required by the local rules. Although the court proceeded
to screen the filing because the substance of the claim was discernible, it dismissed the action and directed the
clerk to close the case.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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