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Marvin Wennekamp appeals the district court’s dismissal of his Truth in
Lending Act (“TILA”) action seeking rescission. We review de novo the district

court’s dismissal. See In re Mortg. Elec. Registration Sys., Inc., 754 F.3d 772, 780
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(9th Cir. 2014). The parties are familiar with the facts, so we do not repeat them
here. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.

The loan at issue was consummated in 2008,! but Wennekamp did not give
notice that he intended to rescind the loan until 2015. The district court therefore
properly dismissed Wennekamp’s TILA claim as time-barred because he failed to
establish that he timely sent Bank of America a notice of rescission. See 15 U.S.C.
§ 1635(a), (f) (a borrower may rescind a loan within three business days of the loan
transaction, or within three years if the lender failed to make the required
disclosures to the borrower); see also Jesinoski v. Countrywide Home Loans, Inc.,
574 U.S. 259, 261-62 (2015) (borrower must notify creditor of intent to rescind
within three years after the transaction is consummated). There is no legal basis
for Wennekamp’s allegation that Bank of America acquiesced to the rescission
because it did not challenge the notice of rescission within 20 days. Wennekamp’s
right to give notice expired after the three-year period had concluded. Id. at 262.

AFFIRMED.

I'We reject as without merit Wennekamp’s contention that the loan transaction at
issue was not consummated.



