
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Baylee Logan Levitt v. Corrections Officer Guess, et al.
Levitt · No. 2:25-CV-12571-TGB-DRG · Decided December 15, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan partially screened Baylee Logan
Levitt’s pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint. The court dismissed without prejudice the claims against
defendants NKuwzor and Robinson and the claims for sexual harassment and staff corruption, while
allowing the retaliation claim against Officer Guess to proceed. The court also denied without
prejudice the motion to appoint counsel.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 screened
under the Prison Litigation Reform Act before service; the court
partially dismissed the complaint and denied the motion to appoint
counsel.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the PLRA screening standards requiring dismissal of
an in forma pauperis complaint that is frivolous, malicious, fails to
state a claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant, and
construed the pro se pleading liberally under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 8(a).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court order; limited persuasive value
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a § 1983 claim against NKuwzor and Robinson without allegations of their
personal involvement.

2. Whether Guess's alleged verbal sexual harassment and threats, without physical contact or forced sexual
conduct, stated an Eighth Amendment claim.

3. Whether Plaintiff's conclusory staff-corruption allegations stated a claim under § 1983.

4. Whether Plaintiff's allegations plausibly stated a retaliation claim against Guess sufficient to survive
PLRA screening.

5. Whether Plaintiff demonstrated exceptional circumstances warranting appointment of counsel in the
civil-rights action.

HOLDINGS

1. A § 1983 claim cannot proceed against officials where the complaint alleges no facts showing their
personal involvement in the asserted constitutional violations; claims against NKuwzor and Robinson
were dismissed without prejudice.

2. Isolated, brief, nonsevere verbal sexual harassment and threats, without physical contact or forced sexual
conduct, do not state an Eighth Amendment violation or actionable § 1983 claim; the sexual- and verbal-
harassment claims were dismissed without prejudice.

3. Conclusory allegations of staff corruption, unsupported by specific facts or a legal basis, fail to state a
claim under § 1983; that claim was dismissed without prejudice.

4. Plaintiff's retaliation allegations against Guess stated a plausible claim for relief and were sufficient to
survive preliminary PLRA screening.

5. Appointment of counsel was not warranted because Plaintiff failed to demonstrate exceptional
circumstances, and the request was premature; the motion was denied without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A pro se civil rights complaint is to be construed liberally.” (at 4)

“A civil rights plaintiff must allege the personal involvement of a defendant to state a claim under § 1983.”
(at 5)

“Furthermore, allegations of verbal harassment and threats are insufficient to state a civil rights claim under
§ 1983.” (at 8)

“In prisoner civil rights cases, the Sixth Circuit has held that the appointment of an attorney to represent an
indigent plaintiff is “justified only by exceptional circumstances.”” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff, confined in a Michigan correctional facility, alleged that Officer Guess made sexually abusive and
insulting remarks, searched his cell and destroyed legal documents, issued several misconduct tickets that were
later dismissed, and threatened continued retaliation after Plaintiff filed grievances. Plaintiff also named Officers
NKuwzor and Counselor Robinson but alleged no specific conduct by either defendant. The complaint sought
monetary damages for sexual harassment, retaliation, and staff corruption.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an in forma pauperis § 1983 complaint against three prison officials, alleging sexual harassment,
retaliation, and staff corruption, and separately moved for appointment of counsel. The court granted leave to
proceed in forma pauperis, screened the complaint sua sponte, dismissed the claims against NKuwzor and
Robinson and the sexual-harassment and staff-corruption claims without prejudice, allowed the retaliation claim
against Guess to proceed, and denied appointment of counsel without prejudice.
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