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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

RODGER NUNLEY,
#N20546,

Plaintiff,
VS. Case No. 19-cv-01085-NJR

MENARD CORRECTIONAL CENTER,

N N N N N N N N N N

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

ROSENSTENGEL, Chief Judge:

Rodger Nunley isan inmate of the lllinois Department of Corrections who is currently
incarcerated at Menard Correctional Center (“Menar@@pc. 1).Nunleywrote a letter to one of
the Judgesn the United States District Court, Central District of Illinois (CDIepmpaining
abouta lack ofmedical treatmerthat hehas experiencedt Menard (1d.). Out of an abundance
of caution, he CDIL construed Nunley’s lettexs his intent to file a lawsuyibpeneda case on his
behalf andtransferredhe casdo this Court beaszse Menard is located in this judicial district
(Doc. 3. This matter i;mow before the Court for case management following transfer.

It is not clear whether Nunley intended to file a lawsuit when he submitted his ldtter to
CDIL. Even if he did so intend, this action has not been properly initisdedivil action is
commenced by filing a complaint with the couReD. R. Civ. P. 3. No complaint has been filed
and the instant filing cannot be considered an adegoatplaint.First, the filing does not name
a partywhois capable of being sued in a Section 1983 actioallegedviolations of constitutional
rights. The only named defendant is Menanghich is a division of the lllinois Department of

Correctionsa statggovernmat agency not subject to suit under Section 19@8.v. Mich. Dept
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of State Police491 U.S. 58, 71 (1989) (“neither a State nor its officials acting in their official
capacities are ‘persons’ under § 198F\rther thefiling fails to include aspecific request for
relief. Rule 8(a)(3) requires “[a] pleading that states a claim for relieftcontain . . . a demand
for the relief sought, which may include relief in the alternative or differgmastyf relief.”FeD.
R.Civ. P. 8.Instead, the letter seeks the Court’s “help” and asks “what do | do” withdrémar
alleged violations of Nunley’s constitutional rightghile pro selitigants are not held to the same
standards as licensed attorneys, they are not entitled to gdisgrahsation from the rules of
procedureSee Jones v. Phipp39 F.3d 158, 163 (7th Cir. 1994dditionally, a party initiating
civil litigation is required to either pay the filing fee or file a motion requestiigrma pauperis
status Nunley has done neither.

Furthermoreeven if this case had been properly initiated, it would not survive review
under 28J.S.C. 8§ 1915A, which requires the Court to screen priscomaplaints to filter out
nonmeritorious claims. 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(@3 U.S.C .8 1983 creates a causeaaitionbased
on personal liability and predicated upon faBkpper v. Village of Oak Park30 F.3d 805, 810
(7th Cir. 2005). To state a claim against a defendant, a plaintiff must describéevtiatendant
did or failed to ddhat violated the plaintiff's constitutional righSentry v. Duckworth65 F.3d
555, 561 (7th Cir. 1995A successful complaint generally alleges “the who, what, when, where,
and how ....'DiLeo v. Ernst & Youngd01 F.2d 624, 627 (7th Cir. 1990)unley does noidentify
any individuas that have denied him medical treatmerdescribevhat medical treatment he has
requested thdtas beemlenied

Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this actionwill be dismissed unless a
complaint is filedoy November 4, 2019. Further,with the filing of a complaintthefull filing fee

of $400.00must be paiar a Motion for Leave to ProceéulForma Pauperig‘IFP motion”)filed



along with a certified copy o& Trust Fund Statement for thenGonth period immediately
preceding the filing of this actioffrailure todo so wil result in dismissal of this action under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(p enableNunleyto comply wth this Order, the Clerkf
Courtis DIRECTED to providehim with both a complaint form appropriate to a 42 U.S.C. § 1983
action and a blank form IFP motion.

Finally, Nunleyis ADVISED that he is under a continuing obligation to keep the Giérk
Court informed of any change in his address; the Court will not independentlyigatestis
whereabouts. This shall be done in writing and not later#hays after a transfer or other change
in address occurs. Failure to comply with this order will cause a delay innkentssion of court
documents and may result in dismissal of this action for want of prosecséieifeD. R. Civ. P.
41(b).

IT 1SSO ORDERED.

DATED: October 8, 2019

s/Nancy J. Rsenstengel

NANCY J. ROSENSTENGEL
Chief U.S. District Judge




