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Josephenie Robertson appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment
dismissing her action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. We have jurisdiction

under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a dismissal under Federal Rule of
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Civil Procedure 12(b)(1). Maronyan v. Toyota Motor Sales, U.S.A., Inc., 658 F.3d
1038, 1039 (9th Cir. 2011). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Robertson’s action for lack of subject
matter jurisdiction because Robertson alleged claims that presented a political
question. See Corrie v. Caterpillar, Inc., 503 F.3d 974, 980-82 (9th Cir. 2007)
(district courts have no jurisdiction to hear a case presenting a political question);
see also Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186, 217 (1962) (setting forth tests to determine
whether case presents a political question); Mingtai Fire & Marine Ins. Co., Ltd. v.
UPS, 177 F.3d 1142, 1145 (9th Cir. 1999) (authority to recognize foreign regimes
1s committed to the Executive Branch alone).

The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying Robertson’s motion
for appointment of counsel because Robertson did not demonstrate exceptional
circumstances. See Cano v. Taylor, 739 F.3d 1214, 1218 (9th Cir. 2014) (setting
forth standard of review and requirements for appointment of counsel).

To the extent that Robertson sought to maintain this action as a class action
lawsuit, Robertson cannot do so because she is not an attorney. See C.E. Pope
Equity Trust v. United States, 818 F.2d 696, 697 (9th Cir. 1987) (a pro se litigant

has no authority to appear as an attorney for others).
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We reject as unsupported by the record Robertson’s contentions regarding
the district court’s denial of her motion for sanctions and treatment of Robertson’s
requests to amend her complaint.

AFFIRMED.
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