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Isaias Vasquez, a California state prisoner, appeals pro se from the district

court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging harassment by

prison employees. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de
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novo a dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. Mangiaracina v. Penzone, 849 F.3d
1191, 1195 (9th Cir. 2017). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Vasquez’s action because Vasquez
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 construed liberally,
a plaintiff must present factual allegations sufficient to state a plausible claim for
relief); Rodriguez v. County of Los Angeles, 891 F.3d 776, 798 (9th Cir. 2018)
(discussing supervisory liability under § 1983); Keenan v. Hall, 83 F.3d 1083,
1092 (9th Cir. 1996) (explaining that “verbal harassment generally does not violate
the Eighth Amendment”).

All pending motions and requests are denied.

AFFIRMED.
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