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California state prisoner Steven J. Kaulick appeals from the district court’s
judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action arising out of an allegedly
improper “R” suffix designation. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291,
and we affirm.

“A district court’s dismissal of a claim based on a statute of limitations is
reviewed de novo.” Jones v. Blanas, 393 F.3d 918, 926 (9th Cir. 2004). Any claim
based on the original 2001 designation is clearly time-barred. Moreover, any claim
based on the 2006 decision is also time-barred to the extent that the 2006 decision
was a “delayed, but inevitable, consequence of the original [2001 designation].”
Pouncil v. Tilton, 704 F.3d 568, 581 (9th Cir. 2012).

Even if the 2006 decision were an independent and discrete act, Kaulick’s
claim must fail. If the Unit Classification Committee finds that an inmate may no

longer require an “R” suffix, the committee refers the case to the Institution
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Classification Committee (“ICC”) for review. See 15 C.C.R. § 3377.1(b)(6). Once
referred to the ICC for review, the ICC can reverse an “R” suffix “only if new and
compelling information is obtained.” See Id. § 3377.1(b)(8). In light of this
exceedingly narrow standard, Kaulick cannot prevail on his due process challenge
because he did not obtain “new and compelling information” which would have
permitted a reversal of his status.

For these reasons, the district court properly dismissed this action.

AFFIRMED.



