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LaTonya R. Finley appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment

dismissing her fair housing action alleging due process and conspiracy claims in

connection with the termination of her Section 8 benefits. We have jurisdiction
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under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo. Lockhart v. United States, 376 F.3d
1027, 1028 (9th Cir. 2004). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Finley’s due process claims because
Finley failed to allege facts sufficient to show that defendants deprived Finley of
required due process. See Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 267-68 (1970) (welfare
recipients are entitled to “timely and adequate notice detailing the reasons for a
proposed termination, and an effective opportunity to defend by confronting any
adverse witnesses and by presenting his own arguments and evidence orally”);
Hebbe v. Pliler, 627 F.3d 338, 341-42 (9th Cir. 2010) (although pro se pleadings
are construed liberally, plaintiff must present factual allegations sufficient to state a
plausible claim for relief); Long v. County of Los Angeles, 442 F. 3d 1178, (9th
Cir. 2006) (requirements for showing municipal liability for a constitutional
violation); 24 C.F.R. §§ 982.555(a)(1)(v), (a)(2), (c), and (e)(5) (explaining due
process requirements owed to families prior to the termination of Section 8
benefits; evidence may be considered without regard to admissibility under the
rules of evidence).

The district court properly dismissed Finley’s conspiracy claim under 42
U.S.C. § 1985(3) because Finley failed to allege facts sufficient to show the
existence of a conspiracy. See Crowe v. County of San Diego, 608 F.3d 406, 440

(9th Cir. 2010) (setting forth elements of a § 1983 conspiracy claim); Simmons v.



Sacramento Cty. Superior Court, 318 F.3d 1156, 1161 (9th Cir. 2003) (explaining
that “conclusory allegations” are insufficient to state a conspiracy claim under
§ 1983).

The district court properly dismissed Finley’s Privacy Act claim because
Finley failed to allege facts sufficient to show a plausible claim. See Rouse v. U.S.
Dep’t of State, 567 F.3d 408, 413-14 (9th Cir. 2009) (discussing requirements for
Privacy Act claims).

We reject as unsupported by the record Finley’s contentions that the
magistrate judge improperly issued non-dispositive orders and recommendations in
her action.

AFFIRMED.



