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SUMMARY

The court grants the Commissioner of Social Security’s motion to dismiss a pro se plaintiff’s
constitutional claims arising from the denial or mishandling of several applications for disability
benefits. It holds that sovereign immunity and the inapplicability of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 to federal actors
deprive the court of jurisdiction, and that the claims are also barred or unsupported because of res
judicata and failure to exhaust administrative remedies. The amended complaint is dismissed with
prejudice.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss Plaintiff's amended complaint under
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(1) motion, the plaintiff bears the burden of
establishing subject matter jurisdiction, and the court may consider
evidence outside the pleadings when determining its jurisdiction. On a
Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences for the plaintiff, and
asks whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim for relief.
Pro se pleadings are liberally construed but must still allege more than
labels, conclusions, or speculation.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court memorandum opinion with no reporter
citation in the source.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court had subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiff's constitutional claims for
damages against the Commissioner and the Social Security Administration.

2. Whether 42 U.S.C. § 1983 authorizes Plaintiff's claims against federal actors.

3. Whether Plaintiff stated a cognizable constitutional damages claim under the Constitution or the Federal
Tort Claims Act.

4. Whether Plaintiff's claims concerning previously adjudicated disability applications were barred by res
judicata.

5. Whether Plaintiff's claims concerning later disability applications were barred by failure to exhaust
administrative remedies.

6. Whether dismissal with prejudice was appropriate because the defects in the complaint could not be
cured by further pleading.

HOLDINGS

1. Claims for money damages against the United States, its agencies, and officers sued in their official
capacities are barred by sovereign immunity absent an unequivocally expressed waiver. Plaintiff's
constitutional damages claims against the Social Security Administration therefore fell outside the
court's subject matter jurisdiction.

2. Section 1983 does not provide a cause of action against federal actors because it applies to conduct
under color of state law, not federal law.

3. A plaintiff may not maintain an implied Fifth Amendment due process damages action against Social
Security officials based on the alleged wrongful denial of disability benefits where Congress has
provided a comprehensive statutory review scheme.

4. The Federal Tort Claims Act does not waive sovereign immunity for constitutional tort claims.

5. Judicial review of a Social Security benefits decision is generally available only under 42 U.S.C. §
405(g) after the claimant receives a final decision from the Commissioner through the administrative-
review process. Plaintiff's claims concerning her later applications were barred because she did not
obtain ALJ decisions or seek Appeals Council review.



6. Plaintiff's claims concerning her first two disability applications were barred by res judicata because
those claims had already been fully adjudicated and the prior denials had been affirmed on appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Claims for money damages against the federal government for constitutional torts are barred by the doctrine
of sovereign immunity.” (Section III.A)

“Review pursuant to Section 405(g) is available only after a claimant receives a “final decision” on her claim
from the Commissioner of Social Security, which generally occurs after a four-step administrative review
process.” (Section III.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Louise Davenport alleged that the Social Security Administration mishandled or denied five disability-benefit
applications dating back to 2001 because of fraud, identity theft, and improper influence by a third party. She
sought nearly $180,000 in damages for benefits she believed she was owed. Her first two applications had been
resolved in prior administrative and judicial proceedings, while she did not complete the administrative-review
process for her later applications. In one later proceeding, the agency found her disabled but denied the award
after she failed to provide information needed to establish financial eligibility.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an action on July 27, 2023, and an amended complaint on August 21, 2023, challenging the
handling and denial of several Social Security disability-benefit applications. The Commissioner moved to
dismiss. The district court granted the motion, concluding that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction over
Plaintiff's constitutional damages claims and that the complaint also failed to state a plausible claim because of
sovereign immunity, res judicata, and failure to exhaust administrative remedies. The dismissal was with
prejudice.
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