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 * * The Honorable Barrington D. Parker, United States Circuit Judge for
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Aureliano Galvez appeals the district court’s order granting Defendants

summary judgment on his claim that they discriminated against him based on

his disability.  Reviewing de novo, we affirm.  See Jones v. Royal Admin. Servs.,

Inc., 887 F.3d 443, 447 (9th Cir. 2018).  

A plaintiff alleging discrimination under Title III of the Americans with

Disabilities Act must show that (1) he is disabled; (2) the defendant is a private

entity that owns, leases, or operates a place of public accommodation; (3) the

defendant employed a discriminatory policy or practice; and (4) the defendant

discriminated against the plaintiff based upon his disability by (a) failing to make a

requested reasonable modification that was (b) necessary to accommodate the

disability.  Fortyune v. Am. Multi-Cinema, Inc., 364 F.3d 1075, 1082 (9th Cir.

2004); see 42 U.S.C. § 12182 (a), (b)(2)(A)(ii).

For reasons including those given by the district court, Galvez has not

offered sufficient evidence to establish a prima facie case of discrimination.  For

example, he failed to identify what injunctive relief he sought, including whether

he sought a policy change or whether Defendants’ written policy was acceptable

but not implemented.  Without this threshold information, we (like the district

court) cannot determine whether the relief Galvez sought was reasonable and

necessary.  Therefore, on the record here, Galvez did not carry his burden to show
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that Defendants failed to make a requested reasonable modification that was

necessary to accommodate his disability.  See Fortyune, 364 F.3d at 1082.  

AFFIRMED.
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