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SUMMARY

The Seventh Circuit affirmed the dismissal with prejudice of five prisoner civil-rights suits after
finding that Joshua Hoskins intentionally and materially misrepresented his litigation history on court-
issued complaint forms. The court held that dismissal was a permissible sanction for fraudulent
omissions and that the district court did not abuse its discretion by imposing that sanction. The
dismissals did not count as strikes under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g), although Hoskins remained liable for
applicable filing fees.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court clearly erred in finding that Hoskins fraudulently and intentionally omitted his
prior pending lawsuits.

2. Whether the district court abused its discretion by dismissing the five complaints with prejudice as a
sanction for the fraudulent omissions.

3. Whether the dismissals constituted strikes under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g).

HOLDINGS

1. The district court did not clearly err in finding that Hoskins's omissions were material, intentional, and
fraudulent.

2. A district court may impose sanctions, including dismissal with prejudice, against a litigant who
intentionally misrepresents or fraudulently omits litigation history, and the district court did not abuse its
discretion by doing so here.

3. The dismissals did not count as strikes under § 1915(g) because they were sanctions for disobeying a
court rule rather than dismissals for failure to state a claim or for frivolousness or maliciousness.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The district court did not clearly err in finding that Hoskins' omissions were both material and intentional,
and thus fraudulent.” (633 F.3d at 543)

“Although the district court would have been well within its discretion in choosing a less severe sanction,
dismissal was permissible without further warning or opportunity to cure in light of the warning on the
complaint form and the district court's finding of fraud.” (633 F.3d at 544)

“The five dismissals were sanctions for disobeying a court rule, not rulings that the suits failed to state a
claim or were frivolous or malicious” (633 F.3d at 544)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hoskins, an Illinois prisoner, filed five § 1983 complaints using court-issued forms that required him to list all
lawsuits and warned that failure to do so could result in dismissal. Although he had filed three similar federal
civil-rights cases approximately a year earlier and was still litigating them, he crossed out the litigation-history
sections of each new complaint and signed certifications of accuracy. The district court found the omissions
material and intentional and dismissed the five suits with prejudice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hoskins filed five actions under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging excessive force, unconstitutional conditions of
confinement, denial of psychiatric medication, and inadequate grievance processing. The district court screened
the complaints, found that Hoskins had fraudulently omitted three then-pending federal civil-rights cases from
the required litigation-history disclosures, and dismissed all five cases with prejudice. Hoskins appealed; the
appellees were never served and did not participate.
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affirmed
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