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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of Illinois granted defendants’ motion to
dismiss a pro se plaintiff’s procedural due process claims arising from the denial of his admission to
the University of Illinois Springfield. The court held that sovereign immunity barred the claims against
the defendants in both their individual and official capacities and that the Ex parte Young exception
did not apply because no ongoing violation existed. The court also held that the plaintiff failed to
identify a protected property or liberty interest in a fair or individualized university admissions
process, while granting leave to amend within 21 days.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for alleged procedural
due process violations arising from the denial of his admission to the
University of Illinois Springfield. Defendants moved to dismiss under
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6). Plaintiff also
objected to a magistrate judge's denial of his motion to recuse.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded allegations
as true, construes the complaint in the plaintiff's favor, and asks
whether it states a plausible claim for relief. Rule 12(b)(1) permits
dismissal for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, including where



sovereign immunity bars the action. Pro se complaints are liberally
construed.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished federal district court opinion; persuasive value only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether sovereign immunity barred Henson's § 1983 claims against the defendants in their individual
capacities when the requested injunction would compel the University of Illinois Springfield to
reconsider his application.

2. Whether the Ex parte Young exception to sovereign immunity permitted Henson's official-capacity claim
for prospective injunctive relief based on an alleged ongoing procedural due process violation.

3. Whether Henson plausibly alleged a constitutionally protected property or liberty interest in a fair and
individualized university admission review sufficient to state a procedural due process claim under §
1983.

4. Whether the magistrate judge's denial of Henson's motion to recuse required disqualification under 28
U.S.C. § 455(a).

HOLDINGS

1. Henson's individual-capacity claims were barred because the only remaining requested relief was an
injunction compelling the University of Illinois Springfield, an alter ego of the State of Illinois, to
reconsider his application; the remedy was therefore truly against the sovereign rather than the
individual defendants.

2. The Ex parte Young exception did not apply because Henson failed to allege an ongoing violation of
federal law. The University granted an extension and provided appellate review, curing any alleged
procedural defects.

3. Henson failed to state a procedural due process claim because he did not plausibly allege a
constitutionally protected property or liberty interest in fair or individualized admission review.

4. Henson's objection to the magistrate judge's denial of recusal was denied because judicial rulings
ordinarily provide grounds for appeal, not disqualification, absent exceptional circumstances.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“The more challenging aspect of Ex parte Young analysis is the proviso that the suit must seek relief against
an ‘ongoing’ violation of federal law.” (6)

“Process is not an end in itself. . .. The State may choose to require procedures . . . but in making that choice
the State does not create an independent substantive right.” (9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jeffery Todd Henson, Sr. sought admission to the University of Illinois Springfield while on supervised release
for nonviolent, white-collar felony convictions. The University denied admission, and Henson alleged that it had
promised an individualized risk assessment and, if necessary, remote attendance; he also alleged deficiencies in
the appeal process, including denial of a second extension, inability to confirm receipt of supplemental materials,
and failure to provide a requested meeting. The University ultimately reviewed and rejected his appeal,
explaining that the severity of the offense justified denial and encouraging him to reapply after completing
supervised release and demonstrating rehabilitation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Henson sued university officials in their individual and official capacities after the University of Illinois
Springfield denied his admission based on his felony convictions and rejected his appeal. He voluntarily
withdrew his Title VI and Illinois Human Rights Act claims. The district court granted defendants' motion to
dismiss the remaining procedural due process claim, denied Henson's Rule 72(a) objection to the recusal ruling,
denied his motion for status as moot, and granted leave to amend within 21 days.
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