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Pretrial detainee Randy Michael Ki’Heem Moore appeals pro se from the
district court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging violations

of his constitutional rights during his ongoing state criminal case. We have

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a dismissal under 28
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U.S.C. § 1915A. Resnick v. Hayes, 213 F.3d 443, 447 (9th Cir. 2000). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Moore’s claims against defendants
Magzizza and Jorgenson as barred by judicial and prosecutorial immunity,
respectively, and against defendant Krejci because Krejci is not a state actor under
§ 1983. See Polk County v. Dodson, 454 U.S. 312, 317-19 (1981) (a private
attorney or a public defender does not act under color of state law within the
meaning of § 1983); Garmon v. County of Los Angeles, 828 F.3d 837, 842-43 (9th
Cir. 2016) (explaining the application of absolute prosecutorial immunity);
Ashelman v. Pope, 793 F.2d 1072, 1075 (9th Cir. 1986) (en banc) (explaining
judicial immunity and that it applies to “those performing judge-like functions™).

The district court properly dismissed Moore’s false arrest claim against
defendant Gonzalez because Moore failed to allege facts sufficient to state a
plausible claim. See Hebbe v. Pliler, 627 F.3d 338, 341-42 (9th Cir. 2010)
(although pro se pleadings are liberally construed, a plaintiff must allege facts
sufficient to state a plausible claim); see also Lacey v. Maricopa County, 693 F.3d
896, 918 (9th Cir. 2012) (requirements of Fourth Amendment false arrest claim).

We reject as unsupported by the record Moore’s contention that the district
court ignored his claims under 42 U.S.C. §§ 1985(3) and 1986, as well as 18
U.S.C. §§ 241 and 242.

AFFIRMED.
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