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ReDale Benton-Flores appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment
dismissing her employment action alleging violations of Title VII. We have
jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a dismissal under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). Puriv. Khalsa, 844 F.3d 1152, 1157 (9th Cir.
2017). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Benton-Flores’s claims of hostile work
environment, discrimination, and retaliation because Benton-Flores failed to allege
facts sufficient to state a 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)); Vasquez v. County of Los Angeles, 349 F.3d
634, 640-46 (9th Cir. 2003) (setting forth elements of a prima facie case for Title
VII discrimination, hostile work environment, and retaliation claims).

The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying Benton-Flores’s
motion to compel discovery. See Hallett v. Morgan, 296 F.3d 732, 751 (9th Cir.

2002) (setting forth standard of review and explaining that a district court’s
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discovery rulings “will not be disturbed except upon the clearest showing that
denial of discovery results in actual and substantial prejudice to the complaining
litigant” (citation and internal quotation marks omitted)).

Benton-Flores’s request to change the name of a party (Docket Entry No.
14) is denied.

AFFIRMED.
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