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Pyle v. Glenn County Sheriff's Department
Pyle · No. 2:24-cv-02940-TLN-CSK · Decided April 25, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied Erik Burdett Pyle’s
application to proceed in forma pauperis without prejudice. The court found the application
inconsistent and insufficient because it reported no ownership of real property, while the complaint
indicated that Plaintiff owned a farm and/or ranch, and allowed 30 days to file a renewed application.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for leave to proceed in forma pauperis in a civil-rights
action. The district court denied the application without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court evaluated whether plaintiff's affidavit satisfied the
requirements of 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(1) and adequately demonstrated
inability to pay the filing fee.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether plaintiff's inconsistent IFP affidavit sufficiently established that he was unable to pay the filing
fee under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(1).

HOLDINGS

1. An IFP application may be denied when the applicant's affidavit is inconsistent with statements in the
complaint concerning assets and therefore does not adequately establish inability to pay the filing fee.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The affidavit must provide “sufficient details concerning [the applicant’s] income, assets, and
expenditures[.]”” (at 1)

“Plaintiff’s IFP application will be denied without prejudice because Plaintiff’s IFP affidavit is inconsistent
and insufficient.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff's IFP application stated that he received no wages or other income during the preceding twelve months
and had no money in checking or savings accounts. He also reported no real property, regular expenses,
dependents, debts, or other assets. In contrast, the complaint stated that he owned a farm and/or ranch, creating
an inconsistency concerning his assets.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed this action and an application to proceed in forma pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915. The court
found that the financial information in the affidavit was inconsistent with allegations in the complaint concerning
plaintiff's ownership of a farm and/or ranch. The court denied the application without prejudice and allowed
plaintiff thirty days to file a renewed application.
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