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Donald Glaude appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment dismissing

his action alleging federal and state law claims arising from a home loan and
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foreclosure proceedings. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review
de novo a dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). Hoang v.
Bank of Am., N.A., 910 F.3d 1096, 1100 (9th Cir. 2018) (dismissal based on statute
of limitations); Furnace v. Giurbino, 838 F.3d 1019, 1023 n.1 (9th Cir. 2016)
(dismissal based on res judicata). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Glaude’s Truth in Lending Act
(“TILA”) claim because Glaude filed his complaint outside the one-year statute of
limitations and failed to allege facts showing that he was entitled to equitable
tolling. See 15 U.S.C. § 1640(e) (one-year statute of limitations for TILA claims);
King v. California, 784 F.2d 910, 915 (9th Cir. 1986) (explaining that equitable
tolling may suspend the limitations period “until the borrower discovers or had
reasonable opportunity to discover the fraud or nondisclosures that form the basis
of the TILA action”).

The district court properly dismissed Glaude’s remaining claims as barred
by res judicata. See Furnace, 838 F.3d at 1023 (explaining that the law of the state
in which a prior judgment was entered determines its preclusive effect in federal
court; and “[1]n California, ‘claim preclusion arises if a second suit involves: (1)
the same cause of action (2) between the same parties or parties in privity with
them (3) after a final judgment on the merits in the first suit’ ” (quoting DKN

Holdings LLC v. Faerber, 61 Cal. 4th 813, 824 (2015)) (alterations omitted));
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Boeken v. Philip Morris USA, Inc., 48 Cal. 4th 788, 797-98 (2010) (explaining that
causes of action are generally the same when they involve the same parties and
seek compensation for the same harm).

All pending motions are denied.

AFFIRMED.
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