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California state prisoner Reginald Blount appeals pro se from the district
court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging that defendants

violated his constitution rights in connection with his state court sentences. We

have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a district court’s

This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent
except as provided by 9th Cir. R. 36-3.

Kk

The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision
without oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. Resnick v. Hayes, 213 F.3d 443, 447 (9th Cir.
2000). We may affirm on any ground supported by the record. Johnson v.
Riverside Healthcare Sys., LP, 534 F.3d 1116, 1121 (9th Cir. 2008). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Blount’s claims against Judge Gillard
on the basis of judicial immunity. See Simmons v. Sacramento Cnty. Superior
Court, 318 F.3d 1156, 1161 (9th Cir. 2003) (judges are absolutely immune for their
judicial acts).

Dismissal of Blount’s claims against the Sacramento County Superior Court
was proper because the court is entitled to immunity under the Eleventh
Amendment. See Montana v. Goldin (In re Pegasus Gold Corp.), 394 F.3d 1189,
1195 (9th Cir. 2005) (absent waiver, the Eleventh Amendment immunizes state
and its agencies from private actions in federal court); Franceschi v. Schwartz, 57
F.3d 828, 831 (9th Cir. 1995) (per curiam) (California state court is an “arm of the
state” entitled to Eleventh Amendment immunity).

We do not consider matters not specifically and distinctly raised and argued
in the opening brief, or arguments and allegations raised for the first time on
appeal. See Padgett v. Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir. 2009) (per curiam).

We deny Blount’s request for attorney’s fees.

AFFIRMED.
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