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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Michigan dismisses, at the Prison
Litigation Reform Act screening stage, a state prisoner's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against Kent County
and Kent County Sheriff Michelle LaJoye-Young. The court concludes that the complaint fails to
allege a policy or custom causing the constitutional violations and does not establish the named
defendants' personal involvement in misconduct attributed to nonparty jail employees.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE A state prisoner brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against Kent
County and Kent County Sheriff Michelle LaJoye-Young. After
granting leave to proceed in forma pauperis, the court conducted
mandatory preliminary screening under the Prison Litigation Reform
Act before service of process and dismissed the complaint for failure
to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On preliminary PLRA screening, the court assessed whether the
complaint was frivolous, malicious, failed to state a claim upon which
relief could be granted, or sought monetary relief from an immune
defendant. The court applied the Rule 8 and Twombly/Iqbal facial-
plausibility standard, accepted factual allegations as true unless clearly
irrational or wholly incredible, and read the pro se complaint
indulgently.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a § 1983 claim against Kent County based on an alleged jail policy
allowing upper- and lower-deck inmates to be out of their cells simultaneously during cleanup.

2. Whether Kent County or Sheriff Michelle LaJoye-Young could be held liable for alleged constitutional
misconduct committed by jail employees who were not named as defendants.

3. Whether the complaint should be dismissed on preliminary review under the PLRA for failure to state a
claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a municipal-liability claim because it did not identify a policy or custom of
Kent County that caused jail employees to act with deliberate indifference to the risk that Plaintiff would
be assaulted.

2. The named defendants could not be held liable for alleged constitutional violations committed by
nonparty jail employees absent allegations that the named defendants were personally involved in the
misconduct or that the misconduct resulted from a qualifying municipal policy or custom.

3. The complaint was subject to dismissal for failure to state a claim under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and
1915A(b), and 42 U.S.C. § 1997e(c).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An individual or entity named as a defendant is not obliged to engage in litigation unless notified of the
action, and brought under a court’s authority, by formal process.” (PageID.2)

“Service of process, under longstanding tradition in our system of justice, is fundamental to any procedural
imposition on a named defendant.” (PageID.2)

“A “policy” includes a “policy statement, ordinance, regulation, or decision officially adopted and
promulgated” by the sheriff.” (PageID.5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff was incarcerated at the Kent County Correctional Facility and alleged that a policy allowing upper- and
lower-deck inmates to be out of their cells simultaneously during cleanup contributed to assaults against him on
October 31, 2024, and December 23, 2024. He alleged that he suffered a crushed nose, was later returned to
maximum-security housing despite safety concerns, and underwent surgery in July 2025. He also alleged
misconduct by several nonparty deputies and medical personnel, including failure to intervene in an assault,
delayed medical attention, retaliation, and failure to respond after he swallowed broken pencils. The only named
individual defendant, Sheriff Michelle LaJoye-Young, was sued in her personal and official capacities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a prisoner civil-rights complaint seeking damages and injunctive and declaratory relief. He
consented to proceed before a United States Magistrate Judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(c), but the named
defendants had not yet been served. On preliminary PLRA review, the court dismissed the complaint under 28
U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A(b) and 42 U.S.C. § 1997e(c).

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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