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Steven Eric Walker appeals pro se from the district court’s order dismissing
his constitutional challenge to firearms restrictions for persons convicted of a

felony. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a

dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2). Watison v. Carter, 668 F.3d 1108, 1112
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(9th Cir. 2012). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Walker’s action because Walker failed
to allege facts sufficient to state any plausible claim. See Ashcroft v. Igbal, 556
U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (to avoid dismissal, “a complaint must contain sufficient
factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its
face” (citation and internal quotation marks omitted)); see also New York State
Rifle & Pistol Ass’n, Inc. v. Bruen, 597 U.S. 1, 24 (2022) (setting forth the standard
for evaluating Second Amendment claims); United States v. Duarte, 137 F.4th 743,
761 (9th Cir. 2025) (en banc) (explaining that the Second Amendment permits
“permanent and categorical disarmament of felons™).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Walker’s motions to
vacate dismissal and judgment because Walker failed to set forth any basis for
relief. See Sch. Dist. No. 1J, Multnomah County, Or. v. ACandS, Inc., 5 F.3d 1255,
1262-63 (9th Cir. 1993) (setting forth standard of review and grounds for
reconsideration under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 59 and 60).

Walker’s request to exceed the page limit in his fourth motion to lift
abeyance (Docket Entry No. 31) is granted. All other pending motions and
requests are denied.

AFFIRMED.
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