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MEMORANDUM* 

 

Appeal from the United States District Court  

for the Eastern District of California 

Dale A. Drozd, District Judge, Presiding 

 

Submitted April 22, 2026** 

 

Before:  LEE, DESAI, and JOHNSTONE, Circuit Judges. 

Howard Herships appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment 

dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action arising out of state court proceedings.  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 (9th Cir. 2012).  We 
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affirm. 

The district court properly dismissed Herships’s action because his claims 

are barred by Eleventh Amendment immunity.  See Munoz v. Superior Ct. of Los 

Angeles County, 91 F.4th 977, 980 (9th Cir. 2024) (explaining that California 

Superior Courts are protected by Eleventh Amendment immunity). 

All pending motions are denied. 

AFFIRMED. 


