UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS, SPRINGFIELD DIVISION

Charles Flynn v. Steven Campbell, et al.

Flynn - No. 3:25-cv-03386-SEM-DJQ - Decided May 14, 2026

SUMMARY

The court screened Charles Flynn’s amended complaint alleging that Illinois prison officials violated

his Fourteenth Amendment due process rights in handling his requests for protective custody and

related classification decisions. The court dismissed the complaint without prejudice for failure to state

a claim but granted Flynn 28 days to seek leave to amend with a proposed amended complaint.
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Screening of an incarcerated pro se plaintiff's amended civil-rights
complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

On 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
statements and labels are insufficient; the allegations must state a

plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an inmate has a protected liberty interest in a particular correctional facility, classification level,

or prison placement for purposes of a Fourteenth Amendment due-process claim.

2. Whether alleged violations of Illinois statutes or prison regulations, without more, establish a federal
civil-rights claim.

3. Whether the amended complaint stated a plausible federal due-process claim under the Prison Litigation

Reform Act screening standard.

HOLDINGS

1. An inmate generally has no protected liberty interest in being housed at a particular correctional facility
or in receiving a particular classification level or placement, unless the challenged conditions impose an

atypical and significant hardship in relation to the ordinary incidents of prison life.

2. A violation of state law or state administrative regulations, standing alone, is not a basis for a federal

civil-rights claim.

3. The amended complaint failed to state a plausible Fourteenth Amendment due-process claim and was
subject to dismissal without prejudice under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An inmate does not have a protected liberty interest to be housed in any specific correctional center within

the state prison system.” (Order)

“And Plaintiff s allegations that Illinois prison officials failed to follow Illinois regulations or statutes related

to the processing of his requests do not state a federal claim.” (Order)

“Plaintiff's Amended Complaint is dismissed without prejudice because it does not state a claim for relief.”

(Order at disposition)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Charles Flynn, an incarcerated plaintiff at Lawrence Correctional Center, challenged Illinois prison officials'
decisions concerning his placement, classification, and requests for protective custody. He alleged that officials
made erroneous decisions and failed to provide procedures required by Illinois statutes and administrative

regulations. He asserted that these actions violated his Fourteenth Amendment right to due process.
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Flynn filed an amended complaint alleging that Illinois prison officials violated his Fourteenth Amendment due-
process rights in handling his placement, classification, and requests for protective custody. The district court
screened the amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, dismissed it without prejudice for failure to state a

claim, and allowed Flynn 28 days to seek leave to file another amended complaint.
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