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SUMMARY

In this unpublished summary order, the Second Circuit affirmed the district court's sua sponte
dismissal of the plaintiff's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims as time-barred. The court held that, although a
district court ordinarily should not dismiss sua sponte on statute-of-limitations grounds without notice
and an opportunity to be heard, remand would be futile because the plaintiff was bound by his
attorney's negligence under New York tolling rules and failed to identify any legal basis for tolling.
The decision underscores that a § 1983 plaintiff is responsible for his attorney's errors, including the
choice of forum, and that such negligence does not warrant equitable tolling.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court properly dismissed the plaintiff's complaint as time-barred.

2. Whether any legal basis for tolling the statute of limitations applies.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court properly dismissed the complaint because the claims are time-barred and no tolling
applies.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Ordinarily, a district court should not sua sponte dismiss an action as time-barred without giving the
plaintiff notice and opportunity to be heard as to potential affirmative defenses.”

“Because Muhammadali is bound by the negligent actions of his attorney, he cannot avoid the consequences
of his attorney’s conduct, including the choice of a state rather than a federal forum.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff brought a pro se § 1983 action against the City of New York and several police officers. The district
court sua sponte dismissed the complaint as time-barred. The plaintiff had previously filed related claims in state
court, and his attorney's negligence allegedly caused delays. The court assumed familiarity with the underlying
facts.
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