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Sheila Halousek appeals pro se from the district court’s order dismissing her
42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging various constitutional and statutory claims. We
have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a dismissal for
failure to state a claim under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(i1). Watison v. Carter, 668
F.3d 1108, 1112 (9th Cir. 2012). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Halousek’s claims against state court
judges and a state court commissioner as barred by judicial immunity. See Duvall
v. County of Kitsap, 260 F.3d 1124, 1133 (9th Cir. 2001) (describing factors
relevant to whether an act is judicial in nature and subject to absolute judicial
immunity); see also Moore v. Urquhart, 899 F.3d 1094, 1104 (9th Cir. 2018)
(explaining that “Section 1983 . . . provides judicial officers immunity from
injunctive relief even when the common law would not”); Franceschi v. Schwartz,

57 F.3d 828, 830 (9th Cir. 1995) (applying judicial immunity to court

commissioner acting in a judicial capacity).
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The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision
without oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).
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The district court properly dismissed Halousek’s remaining § 1983 claims
because Halousek filed her complaint outside the applicable statute of limitations.
See Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 335.1 (setting forth a two-year statute of limitations for
personal injury claims); Soto v. Sweetman, 882 F.3d 865, 871 (9th Cir. 2018)
(explaining that “[f]ederal courts in § 1983 actions apply the state statute of
limitations from personal-injury claims”).

The district court properly dismissed Halousek’s claims under 18 U.S.C.

§ 242 because § 242 is “criminal statute[] that do[es] not give rise to civil
liability.” Allen v. Gold Country Casino, 464 F.3d 1044, 1048 (9th Cir. 2006).

AFFIRMED.
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