UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Bonilla v. Anthony

Bonilla v. Anthony - No. 25-cv-2864-PJH; 25-cv-3953-PJH; 25-cv-3955-PJH; 25-cv-3957-PJH; 25-cv-4376-

PJH - Decided May 28, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California dismissed multiple pro se civil

rights actions filed by condemned prisoner Steven Wayne Bonilla. The court concluded that the

complaints did not establish imminent danger for purposes of the in forma pauperis exception and that

the claims would be barred by doctrines including Heck, Younger, Demos, and Mullis; the cases were

dismissed with prejudice.
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dismissed

Multiple pro se civil rights complaints under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 were
dismissed with prejudice at the pleading stage.

The court screened the complaints and assessed whether plaintiff could
proceed in forma pauperis and whether the claims were legally

cognizable or barred by established doctrines.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Bonilla could proceed in forma pauperis despite his prior disqualification under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(g).

2. Whether the complaints were barred by Heck v. Humphrey, Younger v. Harris, Demos v. U.S. District
Court, or Mullis v. U.S. Bankruptcy Court.

3. Whether the multiple complaints should be dismissed with prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Bonilla had been disqualified from proceeding in forma pauperis under § 1915(g) and his
complaints did not show that he was under imminent danger of serious physical injury when he filed

them, he could not proceed in forma pauperis.

2. Even if the in forma pauperis applications were granted, the lawsuits would be barred under Heck v.

Humphrey, Younger v. Harris, Demos v. U.S. District Court, or Mullis v. U.S. Bankruptcy Court.

3. The multiple cases were dismissed with prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“unless he is “under imminent danger of serious physical injury” at the time he filed his complaint.” (at 1)

“The clerk shall return, without filing, any further documents plaintiff submits in these closed cases.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bonilla is a condemned state prisoner who filed multiple nearly identical pro se § 1983 complaints against
various federal and state officials. The complaints sought relief related to his underlying conviction and the
manner in which state and federal courts handled his other proceedings. He had been disqualified from
proceeding in forma pauperis under the three-strikes provision of 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g), and the complaints did

not allege imminent danger of serious physical injury.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Steven Wayne Bonilla, a condemned state prisoner proceeding pro se, filed multiple substantially identical §
1983 complaints against federal and state officials, seeking relief concerning his conviction and the handling of
his state and federal cases. The court determined that he was barred from proceeding in forma pauperis under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(g) absent imminent danger of serious physical injury, found no imminent-danger allegations, and
further concluded that the actions would be barred by Heck, Younger, Demos, or Mullis. The court dismissed the
cases with prejudice, terminated pending motions, closed the cases, and directed the clerk to return future filings

without filing them.
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