
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Jake LeBeaux v. State of California, et al.
LeBeaux · No. 1:25-cv-01809-CDB (PC) · Decided December 17, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California orders pro se Plaintiff Jake
LeBeaux to show cause within 21 days why his claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the ADA, and the
Rehabilitation Act should not be dismissed as time-barred. The court concludes that the alleged
injuries from 2005 through 2011 appear untimely and finds that the complaint does not establish a
basis for sufficient tolling; it also notes that the Indian Child Welfare Act does not appear relevant to
the claims.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE After Plaintiff filed a pro se complaint asserting constitutional, civil-
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court issued an order to show cause why the action should not be
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Plaintiff's § 1983 claims appeared barred by California's applicable statute of limitations,
including applicable minority and incarceration tolling.

2. Whether Plaintiff's ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims appeared barred by the analogous California
personal-injury limitations period and applicable tolling rules.

3. Whether the allegations stated any apparent basis for applying tolling sufficient to make claims arising
between 2005 and 2011 timely.

4. Whether the ICWA allegations appeared relevant to the claims asserted in this action.

5. Whether Plaintiff should be required to show cause why the action should not be dismissed as time-
barred.

HOLDINGS

1. For purposes of the show-cause determination, California's two-year personal-injury limitations period
applies to § 1983 claims, subject to applicable California tolling rules, including tolling for minority and
incarceration within the limits recognized by California law.

2. A § 1983 claim accrues when the plaintiff knows or has reason to know of the injury that forms the basis
of the action; awareness of the full extent of injury is not required.

3. Because the ADA and Rehabilitation Act do not contain statutes of limitations, the court applied the
most analogous state limitations period; under the approach discussed in the order, the claims appeared
subject to California's two-year personal-injury period, with potentially two additional years of
applicable prisoner tolling.

4. The court required Plaintiff to show cause in writing within 21 days why the action should not be
dismissed as time-barred.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, to proceed on these claims, Plaintiff must either establish that his claims accrued at a later
date and/or that the limitations period for those claims should be equitably tolled.” (at 2)

“Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Plaintiff show cause in writing within 21 days from the date of
service of this order why this action should not be dismissed as time-barred.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that while he was a minor incarcerated in California youth institutions from 2005 through 2011,
state actors subjected him to extreme force, cell extractions, prolonged solitary confinement, forced psychotropic
medication, fabricated disciplinary write-ups, and retaliatory transfers. He alleged that he entered the California
Youth Authority in May 2005 at age 16 and that he is an enrolled member of the Navajo Nation. He also alleged
continuing psychiatric treatment after his release and asserted claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the Eighth and
Fourteenth Amendments, the ADA, the Rehabilitation Act, and ICWA. The complaint was filed in December
2025.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff filed the complaint on December 11, 2025. Before adjudicating the claims on the merits or entering a
dismissal, the court concluded that the claims appeared untimely and ordered Plaintiff to show cause in writing
within 21 days why the action should not be dismissed. The court warned that failure to respond could result in a
recommendation of dismissal for untimeliness, failure to obey court orders, and failure to prosecute.
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