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SUMMARY

The magistrate judge recommends denying Perrielin Sessions’s renewed application to proceed in
forma pauperis because her reported employment income is inconsistent with a finding of poverty. The
court nevertheless recommends allowing her to pay the filing and administrative fees in monthly

installments of $50 or more, with summonses to issue after the first payment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The self-represented plaintiff filed a civil-rights action and renewed

her application to proceed in forma pauperis. A magistrate judge
issued findings and recommendations addressing the IFP application.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court evaluated whether plaintiff's affidavit demonstrated an

inability to pay court costs while still affording the necessities of life.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether plaintiff's renewed affidavit established that she was unable to pay the filing and administrative

fees while still affording the necessities of life.

2. Whether plaintiff should be permitted to commence the action by paying the required fees in monthly

installments despite denial of in forma pauperis status.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff's renewed IFP application should be denied because her reported employment income was
inconsistent with a finding that she could not pay court costs while affording the necessities of life.

2. Despite recommending denial of TFP status, the court recommended allowing plaintiff to pay the $350
filing fee and $55 administrative fee in monthly installments of $50 or more, with the first payment due

within 14 days after the district court's decision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An dffidavit in support of an IFP application is sufficient where it alleges that the affiant cannot pay the

court costs and still afford the necessities of life.” (at 1)

“Considering plaintiff’s employment income, the information in the IFP application is inconsistent with a
finding of poverty.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff reported no cash and no funds in checking or savings accounts, and reported that her general expenses
used all of her income. She nevertheless reported gross biweekly pay of $1,651.48 and take-home biweekly pay
of $1,355.45, producing annual gross employment income of $42,938.48. The court found that income

inconsistent with a showing of poverty under the applicable 2025 federal poverty guidelines.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff brought claims relating to the removal of her minor child from her custody in 2022 and subsequent
events. After reviewing plaintiff's renewed IFP application, the magistrate judge recommended denying IFP
status based on plaintiff's reported employment income, while permitting payment of the filing and

administrative fees in installments. The findings and recommendations were submitted to the assigned district
judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

None. The recommendations direct that the IFP motion be denied, that the fees be paid in monthly installments
of $50 or more, that summonses issue after receipt of the first installment, and that failure to pay according to the

schedule may result in dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b).
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