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Rajesh K. Sinha appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment dismissing 

his action alleging federal claims arising from child support orders.  We have 

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo.  Sato v. Orange County 

Dep’t of Educ., 861 F.3d 923, 928 (9th Cir. 2017) (dismissal based on Eleventh 

Amendment Immunity); Watison v. Carter, 668 F.3d 1108, 1112 (9th Cir. 

2012) (dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)).  We affirm.  

The district court properly dismissed Sinha’s claims against the State of 

California and its agencies because they are entitled to Eleventh Amendment 

immunity.  See id. (explaining that agencies of the state are immune under the 

Eleventh Amendment from private damages or suits for injunctive relief). 

The district court properly dismissed Sinha’s claims against the individually 

named defendants because Sinha failed to allege facts sufficient to state any 
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plausible claim.  See Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (“To survive a 

motion to dismiss, 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)). 

We do not consider arguments and allegations raised for the first time on 

appeal.  See Padgett v. Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir. 2009). 

AFFIRMED. 


