UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Alfonso S. v. Social Security Administration

Case No. 24-cv-02354-MMP - No. 24-cv-02354-MMP - Decided August 8, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California grants Plaintiff Alfonso S.’s

renewed motion to proceed in forma pauperis. After screening the amended complaint under 28 U.S.C.
88§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915(a), the Court finds that the complaint sufficiently states a claim for review of a

Social Security Administration decision and directs substitution of Commissioner Frank Bisignano as

Defendant.
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Plaintiff filed a pro se action seeking review of a decision concerning
Supplemental Security Income and moved to proceed in forma
pauperis. After denying the initial in forma pauperis motion and
dismissing the initial complaints at screening, the court considered

Plaintiff's renewed motion and amended complaint.

The court independently screened the amended complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) and liberally construed the pro se pleading.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff demonstrated sufficient indigency to proceed in forma pauperis under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(a).

2. Whether Plaintiff's amended complaint stated a sufficiently clear claim for review of a Supplemental
Security Income decision and survived mandatory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2).

3. Whether the former Social Security Commissioner should be replaced by the current Commissioner
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 25(d).

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff met his burden of demonstrating with particularity, definiteness, and certainty that he could not
pay the filing fee while providing for life's necessities; therefore, the court granted leave to proceed in

forma pauperis.
2. The amended complaint was sufficient to survive screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) and § 1915(a).

3. The Clerk was directed to substitute Commissioner Frank Bisignano for former Commissioner Martin
O'Malley as the defendant.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Based on the information currently before the Court, the Court finds Plaintiff has met his burden of
demonstrating “with some particularity, definiteness and certainty” he is entitled to IFP status.” (Opinion at
4)

“While Plaintiff's amended complaint is not a model of clarity, courts must liberally construe pro se

pleadings.” (Opinion at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that his Supplemental Security Income decreased from $715.72 to zero in May 2017 and
identified alleged legal error by the administrative law judge. His renewed in forma pauperis application
provided consistent income information, showed only a narrow margin between income and expenses, and
indicated no meaningful savings. The amended complaint identified the Commissioner as the proper defendant,
specified that the action concerned Plaintiff's own Title XVI Supplemental Security Income entitlement, and

supplied the information required for a Social Security action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed two initial complaints and an in forma pauperis motion on December 16, 2024. The court denied
the initial motion and dismissed the complaints for screening deficiencies, directing Plaintiff to submit a
renewed in forma pauperis motion and a single amended complaint. Plaintiff complied. The court granted the
renewed motion, found the amended complaint sufficient to survive screening, and directed substitution of

Commissioner Frank Bisignano for former Commissioner Martin O'Malley.
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