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COUNTY OF MADERA, a Municipality of
the State of California; et al.,

Defendants-Appellees.

Appeal from the United States District Court
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Ana de Alba, District Judge, Presiding
Submitted November 14, 2023 ™
Before: SILVERMAN, WARDLAW, and TALLMAN, Circuit Judges.
California state prisoner Cornel Jackson appeals pro se from the district
court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action under Younger v. Harris,

401 U.S. 37 (1971). We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de

novo. Resnick v. Hayes, 213 F.3d 443, 447 (9th Cir. 2000) (dismissal under 28
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U.S.C. § 1915A); Watison v. Carter, 668 F.3d 1108, 1112 (9th Cir. 2012)
(dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)); Gilbertson v. Albright, 381 F.3d 965, 982
n.19 (9th Cir. 2004) (Younger abstention). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Jackson’s claims for injunctive and
declaratory relief as barred by the Younger abstention doctrine because Jackson’s
state court criminal action is ongoing, those proceedings implicate important state
interests, there is an adequate opportunity for Jackson to litigate his constitutional
claims therein, and the relief requested would enjoin the ongoing state proceedings.
See Arevalo v. Hennessy, 882 F.3d 763, 765 (9th Cir. 2018) (listing the
requirements for Younger abstention).

The district court properly dismissed Jackson’s claims for damages because
Jackson failed to allege facts sufficient to state a plausible claim for malicious
prosecution. See Siebel v. Mittlesteadt, 161 P.3d 527, 530 (Cal. 2007) (listing the
elements of malicious prosecution in California, including the requirement that the
action “legally terminated in the plaintiff’s favor”); see also Lacey v. Maricopa
County, 693 F.3d 896, 919 (9th Cir. 2012) (explaining that malicious prosecution
1s cognizable under § 1983 if it is “conducted with the intent to . . . subject a
person to a denial of constitutional rights” (citation omitted)).

AFFIRMED.
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