
STATE 
CLASS-
ACTION 

TOLLING? 
SOURCE 

CROSS-
JDX’L 

TOLLING? 
SOURCE 

Alabama YES 

White v. Sims, 470 So.2d 1191, 1193 (Ala. 
1985) ("the commencement of a class 
action tolls the statute of limitations until 
such time as an independent action is filed, 
or until the denial of class certification, 
whichever may occur first") 

NO 

Love v. Wyeth, 569 F.Supp.2d 1228 (N.D. 
Ala. 2008), Bozeman v. Lucent 
Technologies, Inc., 2005 WL 2145911 
(M.D. Ala. Aug. 31, 2005) 

Alaska YES 

Fred Meyer of Alaska, Inc. v. Bailey, 100 
P.3d 881, 886 (Alaska 2004) (statute of 
limitations tolled where plaintiff pursued 
an initial remedy that gave defendant 
notice, defendant's ability to gather 
evidence was not prejudiced by the delay, 
and the plaintiff acted reasonably and in 
good faith) 

UNCLEAR  
 

(FED 
COURT 

REFUSES 
TO 

IMPORT) 

In re Dynamic Random Access Memory 
(Dram) Antitrust Litigation, 516 F. 
Supp.2d 1072 (N.D.Cal. 2007). 

Arizona YES 

Albano v. Shea Homes Ltd. Partnership, 
254 P.3d 360, 364-66 (Ariz. 2011) (“We 
assume without deciding that the filing of a 
class action in Arizona tolls the applicable 
statute of limitations for non-named class 
members until class certification is denied 
... [but] we cannot apply American Pipe 
tolling to override the statute of repose in 
this case.") 

NO 

Newport v. Dell, Inc., 2008 WL 4347311 
(D. Ariz. Aug. 21, 2008); Rader v. 
Greenberg Traurig, LLP, 352 P.3d 465 
(Ariz. Ct. App. 2015) 

Arkansas YES 

Zarecor v. Morgan Keegan & Co, Inc., 
801 F.3d 882, 892 (8th Cir. 2015) 
(Arkansas Supreme Court has applied 
American Pipe tolling to class-action suits, 
but “we are not prepared based on the 
authorities available to predict that 
Arkansas would broaden American Pipe to 
toll the time limits for state-law claims that 
were not pleaded in the 2007 class 
action”); Blaylock v. Shearson Lehman 
Bros., Inc., 954 S.W.2d 939, 941 
(Ark.1997) 

UNCLEAR  
 

(FED 
COURT 

REFUSES 
TO 

IMPORT) 

In re Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. 
Cheese Antitrust Litigation, 2015 WL 
3988488 (N.D.Ill. June 29, 2015) 

California YES 

In re Cathode Ray Tube (CRT) Antitrust 
Litigation, 27 F.Supp.3d 1015, 1020-23 
(N.D.Cal. 2014) (California recognizes 
American Pipe tolling, but “American Pipe 
tolling is inapplicable to state law 
claims not asserted in previous actions”). 

NO 

Clemens v. DaimlerChrysler Corp., 534 
F.3d 1017, 1025 (9th Cir.2008); Jolly v. 
Eli Lilly & Co., 751 P.2d 923 (Cal. Feb. 
14, 1988). 



Colorado YES 

State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co. v. 
Boellstorff, 540 F.3d 1223, 1228-29 (10th 
Cir. 2008) (“We therefore hold that 
Colorado would apply the American Pipe 
doctrine to toll the statute of limitations for 
otherwise-stale individual claims filed 
before the class certification decision”); 
see also Rosenthal v. Dean Witter 
Reynolds, Inc., 883 P.2d 522, 531–32 
(Colo.Ct.App.1994), aff'd in part and rev'd 
in part on other grounds, 908 P.2d 1095 
(Colo.1995) (“The statute of limitations 
remains tolled for all members of the 
putative class until class certification is 
denied. At that point, class members may 
choose to file their own suits or intervene 
as plaintiffs in the pending action”) (citing 
Crown, Cork & Seal Co. v. Parker, 462 
U.S. 345 (1983)). 

UNCLEAR  
 

(BUT FED 
COURT 

PREDICTS 
YES AND 
IMPORTS) 

In re Linerboard Antitrust Litig., 223 
F.R.D. 335, 348-49 (E.D.Pa. Aug. 27, 
2004) (because Colorado’s class-action 
rule is “virtually identical” to 
Fed.R.Civ.P. 23 and because plaintiffs’ 
state and federal antitrust claims are the 
same but for the requested relief, “the 
Court concludes that the Supreme Court 
of Colorado would adopt cross-
jurisdictional class action tolling for 
antitrust class actions filed in federal 
courts”). 

Connecticut YES 

Grimes v. Housing Authority, 698 A.2d 
302 (Conn. 1997) (adopting American 
Pipe and holding that statute of limitations 
is suspended from time of commencement 
of action until time when class certification 
decision is made); but see Liss v. Milford 
Partners, Inc., 2008 WL 642686, *4-5 
(Sup.Ct.Conn. February 20, 2008) (“the 
statute of limitations was not tolled during 
the appeal for the denial of class 
certification”). 

UNCLEAR  
 

(BUT FED 
COURT 

PREDICTS 
YES AND 
IMPORTS) 

Primavera Familienstifung v. Askin, 130 
F.Supp.2d 450, 515–16 (S.D.N.Y.2001), 
abrogated on other grounds by Casey v. 
Merck & Co., 653 F.3d 95 (2d Cir.2011) 
(“These are difficult, barely-charted 
waters. However, in the absence of any 
interest on the part of Connecticut in 
having tolling barred in the circumstances 
present here, and the interest of both 
Connecticut and the federal forum in 
judicial economy, Cook may take 
advantage of the tolling period 
engendered by the filing of the Primavera 
Action. Therefore, his claim is not time-
barred and will not be dismissed”). 

Delaware YES 
Dubroff v. Wren Hldgs., 2011 WL 
5137175, at *13 (Del. Ch. Oct. 28, 2011). 

YES 
Blanco v. AMVAC Chemical Corp., 67 
A.3d 392 (Del. June 10, 2013). 

Florida NO 

Becnel v. Deutsche Bank, AG, 507 F. 
App'x 71, 73 (2d Cir. 2013) (“Florida does 
not allow tolling during the pendency of 
class action lawsuits no matter where they 
are filed”) (citing Fla. Stat. § 95.051(2) 
(2012)). 

NO 

Senger Brothers Nursery, Inc. v. E.I. 
Dupont de Nemours & Co., 184 F.R.D. 
674 (M.D.Fla. Feb. 5, 1999); Fla. Stat. § 
95.051(2) (2012) 

Georgia YES 

State v. Private Truck Council of America, 
Inc., 371 S.E.2d 378, 380-81 (Ga. 1988) 
(recognizing class-action tolling but 
ultimately concluding that plaintiffs’ 
claims were time-barred because they were 
not raised in the original class action). 

UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

Hawaii YES 

Levi v. Univ. of Hawaii, 679 P.2d 129, 132 
(Haw. 1984) (“Since we adopt the position 
taken by the United States Supreme Court 
in Crown, Cork, the motions for 
interventions were not time barred by the 
statute of limitations in this case”). 

YES 

Patrickson v. Dole Food Co., 368 P.3d 
959, 970 (Haw. 2015) (“We therefore 
hold that a class action filed in another 
jurisdiction will toll the applicable 
Hawai‘i statute(s) of limitations”). 



Idaho YES 

Pope v. Intermountain Gas Co., 646 P.2d 
988, 1010 n.28 (Idaho 1982) (“The statute 
of limitations on these claims was tolled 
by the class action proceedings up to this 
point”). 

 
UNCLEAR  

 
(FED 

COURT 
REFUSES 

TO 
IMPORT)  

In re Dynamic Random Access Memory 
(Dram) Antitrust Litigation, 516 F. 
Supp.2d 1072 (N.D.Cal. 2007) 

Illinois YES 

Portwood v. Ford Motor Co., 701 N.E.2d 
1102, 1104 (Ill. 1998) (“Tolling the statute 
of limitations for individual actions filed 
after the dismissal of a class action is 
sound policy when both actions are 
brought in the same court system”). 

NO 

Portwood v. Ford Motor Co., 701 N.E.2d 
1102, 1104 (Ill. 1998) (“… it is clear that 
adoption of cross-jurisdictional class 
tolling in Illinois would encourage 
plaintiffs from across the country to bring 
suit here following dismissal of their class 
actions in federal court. We refuse to 
expose the Illinois court system to such 
forum shopping”); Williams v. Dow 
Chemical Co., 2004 WL 1348932 
(S.D.N.Y. June 16, 2004); In re Vioxx 
Products Liab. Litig., 522 F. Supp.2d 799 
(E.D.La. 2007) 

Indiana YES 

Hemenway v. Peabody Coal Co., 159 F.3d 
255, 265-66 (7th Cir.1998) (Indiana's 
“journeys account statute” tolls statute of 
limitations for putative members of a class 
action that ultimately is dismissed for 
jurisdictional reasons). 

 
UNCLEAR  

In re Urethane Antitrust Litig., 663 
F.Supp.2d 1067, 1082-83 (D.Kan. 2009) 
(“Indiana courts have not considered the 
issue of cross-jurisdictional tolling … 
[and] in the absence of Indiana authority 
recognizing the doctrine, the Court 
declines to import a new tolling rule into 
that state’s limitations.”); see also In re 
Vioxx Prods. Liab. Litig., 2007 WL 
3334339, at *6 (E.D.La. Nov. 8, 2007) 
(refusing to expand Indiana limitations 
law by recognizing cross-jurisdictional 
tolling without clear guidance from 
Indiana courts); but see In re Linerboard 
Antitrust Litig., 223 F.R.D. 335, 349 
(E.D.Pa. 2004) (Indiana recognizes intra-
jurisdictional tolling, its class-action rule 
is modeled on Fed.R.Civ.P. 23, and its 
antitrust law is nearly identical to 
Sherman Act; therefore, class-action rule 
is “virtually identical” to Fed.R.Civ.P. 23 
and because plaintiffs’ state and federal 
antitrust claims are the same but for the 
requested relief, “the Court concludes that 
the Supreme Court of Indiana would 
adopt cross-jurisdictional class action 
tolling for antitrust class actions filed in 
federal courts”). 

Iowa YES 
Lucas v. Pioneer, Inc., 256 N.W.2d 167, 
180 (Iowa 1977). 

 
UNCLEAR  

 
(FED 

COURT 
REFUSES 

Wegner v. Pella Corp., 2015 WL 
2379496, *4 (D.S.C. May 19, 2015) 
(Iowa has not adopted cross-jurisdictional 
tolling); Champion v. Homa, 2008 WL 
900967 (M.D. Ala. March 31, 2008). 



TO 
IMPORT)  

Kansas YES 
Waltrip v. Sidwell Corp., 234 Kan. 1059, 
1065 (Kan. 1984). 

YES 

Seaboard Corp. v. Marsh Inc., 284 P.3d 
314, 328 (Kan. 2012) (“We hold the 
Kansas saving statute, K.S.A. 60–518, 
applies even if the first action was not 
filed in a Kansas state court”). 

Kentucky YES 

Easterly v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 
2009 WL 350595, *5 (Ky.Ct.App. Feb. 13, 
2009) (recognizing American Pipe tolling 
but dismissing claims as time-barred 
because class-action was initiated after 
plaintiff’s claims had already expired); but 
see In re Vioxx Prod. Liab. Litig., 2007 
WL 3353404, *3 (E.D.La. Nov. 8, 2007) 
(“Kentucky has never adopted the 
American Pipe doctrine”). 

NO 

Easterly v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 
2009 WL 350595, *5 (Ky.Ct.App. Feb. 
13, 2009) (“We thus conclude the tolling 
of federal claims as contemplated under 
American Pipe does not apply cross-
jurisdictionally to toll state law claims in 
the Commonwealth”). 

Louisiana YES 
In re Chinese-Manufactured Drywall 
Prod. Liab. Litig., 2019 WL 1057003, *10-
11 (E.D.La. March 6, 2019). 

NO 

Quinn v. La. Prop. Ins. Corp., 118 So.3d 
1011, 1020-22 (La. 2012) (noting that 
“[t]he distinctions between Louisiana 
class action procedure and federal class 
action procedure reinforce our conviction 
that the legislature, in linking the 
suspension of La. C.C.P. art. 596 to 
unique provisions of Louisiana law, did 
not intend to adopt ‘cross jurisdictional 
tolling’” and that “our analysis of La. 
C.C.P. art. 596 leads us to conclude that 
the legislature has rejected ‘cross-
jurisdictional tolling’ in class action 
proceedings”); Chaverri v. Dole Food 
Co., 546 F.App'x 409 (5th Cir.2013). 

 Maine UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

Maryland YES 

Philip Morris USA, Inc., v. Christensen, 
905 A.2d 340, 356 (Md. 2006), abrogated 
on other grounds by Mummert v. Alizadeh, 
77 A.3d 1049 (Md. 2013) (“We adopt the 
American Pipe class action tolling rule, 
and its extension in Crown, Cork & Seal, 
but with the understanding that the 
American Pipe tolling rule incorporates the 
discussion of notice as an additional 
requirement that must be met in order for a 
plaintiff or intervenor to claim the benefit 
of the rule”). 

NO 

Thelen v. Massachusetts Mut. Life Ins. 
Co., 111 F. Supp.2d 688, 694-95 (D.Md. 
2000) (“Indeed, the existence of Rule 2–
101(b), which provides a limited savings 
window if an identical action is dismissed 
by another court, clearly indicates the 
absence, under Maryland law, of the 
broad, cross-jurisdictional class-action 
equitable tolling advocated by 
plaintiffs”). 

Mass. YES 

DiCerbo v. Commissioner of Dept. of 
Employment and Training, 763 N.E.2d 
566, 572 n.13 (Mass.App.Ct. 2002) (“…as 
to putative class members who wish to 
intervene, the statute of limitations is tolled 
upon the filing of the complaint”) 
(citations omitted)). 

UNCLEAR  
 

(FED 
COURT 

REFUSES 
TO 

IMPORT)  

Patterson v. Novartis Pharm. Corp., 909 
F.Supp.2d 116, 122-23 (D.R.I. 2012) 
(noting that “[t]he Massachusetts 
Supreme Judicial Court has not addressed 
the issue of cross-jurisdictional class-
action tolling” and “declin[ing] Plaintiffs' 
invitation and refus[ing] to embark into 
an ‘unexplored frontier’ and import cross 



jurisdictional class-action tolling into 
Massachusetts state law”). 

Michigan YES 

Warren Consol. Schools v. W.R. Grace & 
Co., 518 N.W.2d 508 (Mich.Ct.App. 1994) 
(“Where class certification is later denied, 
the commencement of a class action 
suspends the applicable period of 
limitation with respect to all asserted 
members of the class who would have 
been parties had the suit been permitted to 
continue as a class action.") 

YES 

Lee v. Grand Rapids Bd. of Ed., 384 
N.W. 2d 165, 168 (Mich. App. Jan. 21, 
1986) (“This Court has previously held 
that the filing of a federal lawsuit tolls the 
operation of the statute of limitations.  
We conclude, for the reasons set forth 
above, that the federal district court action 
tolled the operation of the statute of 
limitations as to plaintiffs' claims 
pursuant to the Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights 
Act and the Michigan State Fair 
Employment Practices Act” (citations 
omitted)). 

Minnesota YES 

Bartlett v. Miller and Schroeder 
Municipals, Inc., 355 N.W.2d 435, 439 
(Minn.Ct.App. 1984) (“The filing of a 
class action tolls the running of the statute 
of limitations as to all asserted members of 
the class who would have been parties had 
the action been certified as a class action”) 

UNCLEAR  
 

(FED 
COURT 

REFUSES 
TO 

IMPORT)  

Schwartz v. Pella Corp., 2014 WL 
7264948 (D.S.C. Dec. 18, 2014) (noting 
that Minnesota has not addressed cross-
jurisdictional tolling); In re Dairy 
Farmers of America, Inc. Cheese 
Antitrust Litig., 2015 WL 3988488 
(N.D.Ill. June 29, 2015) (noting that 
Minnesota has not considered the issue of 
cross-jurisdictional tolling and “several 
federal courts have declined to import the 
doctrine into state law where it did not 
previously exist”). 

Mississippi NO 

Boone v. Citigroup, Inc., 416 F.3d 382, 
393 (5th Cir.2005) (“Mississippi does not 
have class actions and we are cited to no 
Mississippi court decisions applying class 
action tolling to a Mississippi law cause of 
action alleged barred by a Mississippi 
statute of limitations”). 

NO 

In re Lorazepam & Clorazepate Antitrust 
Litig., 2004 WL 7081446, *2 (D.D.C. 
May 18, 2004) (“Unlike the Federal 
Rules, however, the Mississippi Rules of 
Civil Procedure do not permit class 
actions, and no Mississippi court has ever 
permitted ‘cross-jurisdictional tolling’”). 

Missouri NO 

Rolwing v. Nestle Holdings, Inc., 437 
S.W.3d 180, 184 (Mo. June 10, 2014) 
(“Missouri law provides that a statute of 
limitations may be suspended or tolled 
only be specific disabilities or exceptions 
enacted by the legislature and the courts 
are not empowered to extend those 
exceptions") (citation and internal 
quotations omitted)). 

NO 

Rolwing v. Nestle Holdings, Inc., 437 
S.W.3d 180, 183-84 (Mo. June 10, 2014) 
("The pending Ohio class action is not a 
statutory or equitable basis for tolling 
under Missouri law.") 

Montana YES 
Stevens v. Novartis Pharm. Corp., 247 
P.3d 244, 253-54 (Mont. Dec. 30, 2010). 

YES 

Stevens v. Novartis Pharmaceuticals 
Corp., 247 P.3d 244, 255 (Mont. Dec. 30, 
2010) (“We are convinced that the 
decisions adopting cross-jurisdictional 
tolling more effectively balance the 
considerations at issue”). 

Nebraska UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 



Nevada YES 

Roe Dancer v. Golden Coin, Ltd., 176 P.3d 
271, 275 (Nev. 2008); Porter v. So. Nev. 
Adult Mental Health Svcs., 2017 WL 
6379525, *5 (D.Nev. Dec. 13, 2017) 
(declining to apply American Pipe to toll 
statute of limitations while prior class 
action was pending appeal and noting that 
most circuit courts do not toll in such a 
circumstance). 

YES 

Haberkorn v. Archon, 2016 WL 
11164442, *1 (D.Nev. Aug. 4, 2016) 
(holding, without explanation, that “under 
these circumstances, cross jurisdictional 
tolling also applies”). 

New 
Hampshire 

UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

New Jersey YES 

Staub v. Eastman Kodak Co., 726 A.2d 
955, 967 (N.J.Super. April 5, 1999) (“We 
hold, therefore, that from the filing of a 
putative class action until the entry of an 
order denying class certification, the 
applicable statute of limitations will be 
tolled”). 

YES 

Staub v. Eastman Kodak Co., 726 A.2d 
955, 967-68 (N.J.Super. April 5, 1999) 
(holding that state statute of limitations 
was tolled while certification of federal 
class action was pending). 

New 
Mexico 

YES 

Butler v. Deutsche Morgan Grenfell, Inc., 
140 P.3d 532, 538 (N.Mex. 2006) (plaintiff 
does not get the benefit of American Pipe, 
not because the statute of limitations was 
not tolled, but because (1) plaintiff was not 
a member of the class action, (2) none of 
the defendants, save one, were defendants 
in the underlying class action, and (3) 
plaintiff's claims differ substantially from 
class action complaint). 

UNCLEAR  
 

(BUT FED 
COURT 

PREDICTS 
NO AND 
REFUSES 

TO 
IMPORT)  

Barela v. Showa Denko K.K., 1996 WL 
316544, *4 (D.N.M. Feb. 28, 1996) (“The 
issue here is whether the New Mexico 
Supreme Court would toll the New 
Mexico statutory period during the 
pendency of a class action brought 
outside its judicial system—in another 
state or in the federal courts. In this 
instance, any interest by the New Mexico 
courts in furthering the economy and 
efficiency afforded by the New Mexico 
class action procedure is absent. This 
Court has been presented no reason to 
believe that New Mexico would or should 
toll the statutory period under these 
circumstances”).  

New York YES 

Singer v. Eli Lilly & Co., 549 N.Y.S.2d 
654, 660 (N.Y. App. Div. Jan. 4, 1990) 
(recognizing class-action tolling and 
explaining that “when a plaintiff invokes 
American Pipe in support of a separate 
lawsuit, the district court should take care 
to ensure that the suit raises claims that 
‘concern the same evidence, memories, 
and witnesses as the subject matter of the 
original class suit,’ so that 'the defendant 
will not be prejudiced’”); Cullen v. 
Margiotta, 811 F.2d 698, 719 (2d 
Cir.1987) (“New York courts have ... long 
embraced the principles of American Pipe” 
(collecting cases)). 

YES 

Chavez v. Occidental Chemical Corp., 
2020 N.Y. Slip Op. 05839 (N.Y. Ct. App. 
Oct. 20, 2020) (“[A] determination that 
tolling is not available cross- 
jurisdictionally would subvert [CPLR] 
Article 9—the primary function of which 
is to allow named plaintiffs to bring truly 
representative lawsuits without 
necessitating a multiplicity of litigation 
that squanders resources and undermines 
judicial economy, while still ensuring that 
defendants receive fair notice of the 
specific claims advanced against them.”). 

North 
Carolina 

UNCLEAR 

Cacha v. Montaco, Inc., 554 S.E.2d 388, 
393 (N.C.App. 2001) (refusing to apply 
American Pipe to toll a statute of repose, 
but leaving open the question of whether 
American Pipe would toll North Carolina’s 
statutes of limitations). 

UNCLEAR  
 

(FED 
COURT 

REFUSES 
TO 

IMPORT) 

In re Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. 
Cheese Antitrust Litig., 2015 WL 
3988488, *31 (N.D.Ill. June 29, 2015) 
(North Carolina has not considered the 
issue of cross-jurisdictional tolling, and 
the court "refuses to import cross-



jurisdictional tolling into the laws of a 
state that has not addressed the issue”). 

North 
Dakota 

UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

Ohio YES 

Vaccariello v. Smith & Nephew Richards, 
Inc., 94 Ohio St.3d 380, 382-83 (2002) 
("the filing of a class action, whether in 
Ohio or the federal court system, tolls the 
statute of limitations as to all asserted 
members of the class who would have 
been parties had the suit been permitted to 
continue as a class action”).  

YES 

Vaccariello v. Smith & Nephew Richards, 
Inc., 763 N.E.2d 160 (Ohio March 6, 
2002); In re Enron Corp. Securities 
Derivative and ERISA Litig., 465 F. 
Supp.2d 687 (S.D. Tex. 2006); Thornton 
v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co., 2006 
WL 3359448 (N.D. Ohio 2006) 

Oklahoma YES 
Brashears v. Sign 'N Sound Appliance 
Centers, Inc., 981 P.2d 1270, 1272-73 
(Okla.Ct.Civ.App. 1999) 

UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

Oregon YES 
Bergquist v. Int'l Realty, Ltd., 537 P.2d 
553, 561 (Ore. 1975) 

 
UNCLEAR  

 
(FED 

COURT 
REFUSES 

TO 
IMPORT)  

In re Dynamic Random Access Memory 
(Dram) Antitrust Litigation, 516 F. 
Supp.2d 1072 (N.D.Cal. 2007) 

Penn. YES 

Cunningham v. Ins. Co. of North America, 
530 A.2d 407, 409-10 (Pa. 1987) ("…the 
statute of limitations is normally tolled 
upon the filing of a class action" but "the 
principle of tolling, as it has developed 
under applicable precedents and under 
Pa.R.C.P. 1701, supra, contemplates that 
tolling will occur in cases like the present 
one, where the lack of standing of the class 
representative in the prior action ... was 
apparent upon the fact of the complaint 
filed therein"). 

NO 
Ravitch v. Pricewaterhouse, 793 A.2d 
939, 943-44 (Pa.Super.Ct. Feb. 25, 2002) 

Puerto Rico YES 

In re Vioxx Prod. Liab. Litig., 522 
F.Supp.2d 799, 811 (E.D.La. 2007) (citing 
Rivera Castillo v. Municipio de San Juan, 
130 P.R. Dec. 683, 1992 WL 755604 (P.R. 
June 9, 1992). 

 
UNCLEAR  

 
(FED 

COURT 
REFUSES 

TO 
IMPORT)  

In re Vioxx Prod. Liab. Litig., 522 
F.Supp.2d 799, 811 (E.D.La. 2007) 
(noting Puerto Rico has not explicitly 
adopted cross-jurisdictional tolling and, 
therefore, the district court will not import 
the doctrine). 

Rhode 
Island 

UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

South 
Carolina 

UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

UNCLEAR  
 

(BUT FED 
COURT 

PREDICTS 
YES AND 
IMPORTS)  

In re Linerboard Antitrust Litig., 223 
F.R.D. 335, 351 (E.D.Pa. 2004) (South 
Carolina’s rule is “drawn principally” 
from Fed.R.Civ.P. 23, and its antitrust 
law is similar to Sherman Act; the court 
concludes the Supreme Court of South 
Carolina would adopt cross-jurisdictional 



class action tolling for antitrust class 
actions filed in federal courts”). 

South 
Dakota 

UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED NO 
One Star v. Sisters of St. Francis, 752 
N.W.2d 668 (S.D. 2008) 

Tennessee YES 

Tigg v. Pirelli Tire Corp., 232 S.W.3d 28, 
34 (Tenn. 2007) (“Under the class action 
tolling doctrine, the statutes of limitations 
are tolled during the period in which the 
plaintiffs sought class certification;” 
Plaintiffs must show, however, that “all the 
prerequisites to utilize the class action 
procedure have been satisfied” (citations 
and quotations omitted)). 

NO 
Maestas v. Sofamor Danek Group, Inc., 
33 S.W.3d 805 (Tenn. Dec. 21, 2000) 

Texas YES 

Asplundh Tree Expert Co. v. Abshire, 517 
S.W.3d 320, 337-39 (Tex.Ct.App. 2017) 
(“…the statute of limitations for the 
putative class members was tolled pending 
a ruling on the class certification.”) 

NO 

Bell v. Showa Denko K.K., 899 S.W.2d 
749 (Tex.App. May 17, 1995) (Texas 
does not recognize cross-jurisdictional 
class action tolling); In re Enron Corp., 
465 F. Supp.2d 687 (S.D. Tex. 2006) 

Utah YES 

Am. Tierra Corp. v. City of W. Jordan, 840 
P.2d 757, 762 (Utah 1992) (adopting class 
action tolling “to avoid duplication of 
litigation, promote justice, do equity, and 
generally further the judicial efficiency and 
economy that class actions are designed to 
promote”); Ammons v. La-Z-Boy Inc., 
2009 WL 3460306, *2 (D.Utah Oct. 20, 
2009) (applying class-action tolling in case 
where individual plaintiffs brought suit 
after class certification denied). 

 
UNCLEAR  

 
(FED 

COURT 
REFUSES 

TO 
IMPORT)  

In re Dynamic Random Access Memory 
(Dram) Antitrust Litigation, 516 F. 
Supp.2d 1072 (N.D.Cal. 2007) 

Vermont YES 
Salatino v. Chase, 939 A.2d 482, 491-92 
(Vt. 2007) (Recognizing and applying 
American Pipe in state action). 

UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

Virginia NO 

Casey v. Merck & Co., Inc., 722 S.E.2d 
842, 846 (Va. 2012) (Virginia does not 
recognize class actions; “[c]onsequently, a 
putative class action cannot toll the 
running of the statutory period for 
unnamed putative class members who are 
not recognized under Virginia law as 
plaintiffs or represented plaintiffs in the 
original action"). 

NO 

Casey v. Merck & Co., Inc., 722 S.E.2d 
842, 846 (Va. 2012) (Virginia does not 
recognize class actions; “[c]onsequently, 
a putative class action cannot toll the 
running of the statutory period for 
unnamed putative class members who are 
not recognized under Virginia law as 
plaintiffs or represented plaintiffs in the 
original action"). 

Washington YES 

Pickett v. Holland America Line-Westours, 
Inc., 35 P.3d 351, 359 (Wash. 2001) (while 
American Pipe “tolls the limitations period 
on viable claims while the trial court 
determines the parameters of the class in 
any possible class action[,]” the doctrine 
does not revive stale claims; even under 
American Pipe, “many of the class 
members claims would be time barred”). 

UNCLEAR  
 

(FED 
COURT 

REFUSES 
TO 

IMPORT)  

Alexander v. Pella Corp., 2015 WL 
1798859, *5 (D.S.C. Apr. 21, 2015) 
(Washington has not adopted cross-
jurisdictional tolling). 

West 
Virginia 

UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED UNCLEAR 
NEVER ADDRESSED DIRECTLY   
 



But see In re West Virginia Rezulin 
Litigation, 585 S.E.2d 52, 66 n.10 (W. 
Va. July 3, 2003) (noting lower court 
erred by finding statutes of limitations 
would need to be applied to individual 
plaintiffs and citing cases that have 
recognized cross-jurisdictional tolling). 

Wisconsin UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

Wyoming UNCLEAR NEVER ADDRESSED 

UNCLEAR  
 

(FED 
COURT 

REFUSES 
TO 

IMPORT) 

In re Dynamic Random Access Memory 
(Dram) Antitrust Litig., 516 F. Supp.2d 
1072, 1102-03 (N.D.Cal. 2007) (declining 
to apply cross-jurisdictional tolling to 
Wyoming claims). 

 


