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Young, 

 

                     Defendant. 

 

Appeal from the District Court of Guam 

Frances Tydingco-Gatewood, District Judge, Presiding 

 

Submitted January 22, 2026** 

 

Before:  WARDLAW, CLIFTON, and R. NELSON, Circuit Judges. 

 

 Eddie Lawrence Quitugua appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment 

dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging constitutional claims stemming 

from a Guam Superior Court unlawful detainer case.  We have jurisdiction under 

28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo the district court’s dismissal under Federal 

Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) on the basis of the statute of limitations.  Mills v. 

City of Covina, 921 F.3d 1161, 1165 (9th Cir. 2019).  We affirm. 

 The district court properly dismissed Quitugua’s action because Quitugua 

filed his complaint outside the applicable statute of limitations, and Quitugua has 

provided no basis for equitable tolling under Guam law.  See Soto v. Sweetman, 

882 F.3d 865, 871 (9th Cir. 2018) (explaining that “[f]ederal courts in § 1983 

actions apply the [forum] state statute of limitations from personal-injury claims 

and borrow the state’s tolling rules”); 7 Guam Code Ann. § 11306(a) (setting forth 

 
** The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision 

without oral argument.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2). 
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two-year statute of limitations for personal injury claims); Ignacio v. People, 2012 

Guam 14 ¶ 42 n.4 (explaining that Guam “has not adopted equitable tolling outside 

of the narrow context of insurance claims”). 

We do not consider arguments and allegations raised for the first time on 

appeal.  See Padgett v. Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir. 2009). 

All pending motions and requests are denied. 

 AFFIRMED. 


