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Ervin Charles St. Amand appeals pro se from the district court’s summary

judgment in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging constitutional violations and

violations of the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) and the Rehabilitation
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The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision
without oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



Act. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo, Toguchi
v. Chung, 391 F.3d 1051, 1056 (9th Cir. 2004), and we affirm.

The district court properly granted summary judgment because the
complaint, filed more than eleven years after St. Amand’s claims accrued, was
barred by the applicable one-year statute of limitations, and St. Amand failed to
establish circumstances warranting equitable tolling. See Jones v. Blanas, 393
F.3d 918, 927 (9th Cir. 2004) (for § 1983 actions, “courts apply the forum state’s
statute of limitations for personal injury actions, along with the forum state’s law
regarding tolling”); Pickern v. Holiday Quality Foods, Inc., 293 F.3d 1133, 1137
n.2 (9th Cir. 2002) (California personal injury statute of limitations is applicable to
ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims); Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 340(c) (2000)
(personal injury claims subject to one-year statute of limitations); cf. Miranda v.
Castro, 292 F.3d 1063, 1066 (9th Cir. 2002) (equitable tolling is unavailable in
most cases and is appropriate only if there are extraordinary circumstances beyond
a plaintiff’s control making it impossible to timely file).

St. Amand’s request for judicial notice is denied.

AFFIRMED.

2 10-57007



