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SUMMARY

The court screened a pro se prisoner’s complaint alleging that Illinois Governor JB Pritzker and the
Illinois Prisoner Review Board violated his Fourteenth Amendment due process rights in handling his
executive clemency petition. Relying on precedent holding that there is no federal liberty or property
interest in obtaining executive clemency, the court dismissed the complaint with prejudice for failure
to state a claim. Leave to replead was denied, and judgment was entered for the defendants.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening dismissal of a pro se incarcerated plaintiff's complaint under
28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

STANDARD OF REVIEW At screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court accepts factual
allegations as true and liberally construes them in the plaintiff's favor,
but dismisses claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim,
or seek monetary relief from an immune defendant. Conclusory
allegations must state a claim that is plausible on its face.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an Illinois prisoner has a Fourteenth Amendment liberty or property interest in obtaining
executive clemency or in having the State follow its clemency procedures.

2. Whether the complaint stated a plausible federal due process claim based on the alleged mishandling of
the clemency petition.

HOLDINGS

1. An Illinois prisoner has no Fourteenth Amendment property or liberty interest in obtaining a pardon or
other executive clemency because Illinois leaves the decision whether to consider and grant clemency to
the Governor's complete discretion.

2. A plaintiff has no federal due process right to require Illinois to follow its procedures for considering a
clemency petition, and an alleged violation of state law is not, without more, a basis for a federal civil
rights action.

3. The complaint and action must be dismissed with prejudice for failure to state a claim, and leave to
replead must be denied because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There is no Fourteenth Amendment property or liberty interest in obtaining a pardon in Illinois—no
substantive entitlement, in other words—and so no ground for a claim of denial of due process.” (561 F.3d at
673)

“In other words, a plaintiff has no federal right to have Illinois follow its procedures on considering clemency
petition.” (Order's analysis)

“There is no plausible basis for Plaintiff's claim because it is flatly foreclosed by binding precedent.” (Order
¶ 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Charles Flynn is incarcerated at Lawrence Correctional Center after being convicted of burglary by a jury. He
petitioned for executive clemency and alleged that Governor JB Pritzker and the Illinois Prisoner Review Board
denied him due process in handling the petition. He sought money damages for the alleged violation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a complaint alleging that Illinois officials violated his Fourteenth Amendment due process rights in
handling his petition for executive clemency. The district court screened the complaint, concluded that the claim
was foreclosed because there is no federal liberty or property interest in obtaining Illinois executive clemency,
and dismissed the action with prejudice for failure to state a claim. Leave to replead was denied as futile, and
judgment was ordered for defendants.
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