UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Steven Wayne Bonilla v. Napa County Superior Court and Its Clerk’s
Office; Court Clerks; John Doe 1-1000

Bonilla v. Napa County Superior Court, No. 25-cv-01607-AJB-LR (S.D. Cal. Aug. 4, 2025) - No. 25-cv-01607-
AJB-LR - Decided August 4, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California dismissed Steven Wayne
Bonilla’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action for failure to pay the required filing fee or properly seek in forma
pauperis status. The court also determined that Bonilla was barred from proceeding in forma pauperis
under the Prison Litigation Reform Act’s three-strikes provision and found no applicable imminent-

danger exception.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, an incarcerated pro se litigant, filed a civil-rights complaint

under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 without paying the filing fee or filing a
properly supported motion to proceed in forma pauperis. The district

court dismissed the action and directed entry of final judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the filing-fee and IFP requirements under 28
U.S.C. §8 1914 and 1915, including whether the complaint plausibly
alleged imminent danger under § 1915(g).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished federal district court order; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the civil action could proceed when the plaintiff had neither paid the filing fee nor filed a

properly supported motion to proceed in forma pauperis.

2. Whether the plaintiff was barred from proceeding in forma pauperis under the Prison Litigation Reform
Act's three-strikes provision, 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g).

3. Whether the plaintiff plausibly alleged that he was under imminent danger of serious physical injury so
as to qualify for the exception to § 1915(g).

HOLDINGS

1. A civil action cannot proceed when the plaintiff has not paid the filing fee and has not obtained

permission to proceed in forma pauperis through a properly supported application.

2. A prisoner who has accumulated three or more qualifying dismissals may not proceed in forma pauperis

in a subsequent civil action unless the prisoner satisfies the imminent-danger exception.

3. Bonilla did not qualify for the imminent-danger exception because his complaint did not plausibly allege

that he faced imminent danger of serious physical injury when he filed the action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Pursuant to § 1915(g), a prisoner with three strikes or more cannot proceed IFP.” (at 3)

“Accordingly, because Plaintiff has, while incarcerated, accumulated far more than the three strikes
permitted by Section 1915(qg), and he fails to make any plausible allegation that he faced imminent danger of
serious physical injury at the time he filed this case, he is not entitled to the privilege of proceeding IFP.” (at
5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Steven Wayne Bonilla was incarcerated at California Medical Facility when he filed a § 1983 complaint. He
alleged that he had been arrested based on a fraudulent arrest-warrant affidavit and was the victim of a
conspiratorial and discriminatory Alameda County criminal prosecution, but he sued the Napa County Superior
Court and related defendants for refusing to void the conviction. Bonilla did not pay the required $405 filing and
administrative fee and did not file a properly supported motion to proceed in forma pauperis. The court found
that his litigation history included far more than three qualifying dismissals and that his allegations did not show

imminent danger of serious physical injury.
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