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PER CURI AM *

Lindy Ray Matthews, a federal prisoner (# 97243-079), appeals
the district court’s order granting the defendants’ notion for
summary judgnent, based on the applicable two-year Texas
[imtations statute, in this 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 civil rights action
chal l enging Matthews’s prior state custody.

In his pro se conplaint, which was filed in April 2003,
Matthews alleged that he was falsely inprisoned for 10 nonths
during 1996 and 1997, after the defendants failed to notify himof

the revocation of his “blue warrant,” which had been issued an

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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executed in 1996 based on Matthews’s all eged violation of the terns
of his state parole.

The district court did not err in granting sunmary judgnent to
def endants on the ground that Matthews’s claim was barred by the
applicable Texas I|imtations statute. The summary-j udgnent
evidence reflected that Matthews’s claimhad accrued by |ate 1998,
by which tinme Matthews’s parole officer had infornmed himthat the
bl ue warrant had actually been revoked in My 1997, 10 nonths
before Matthews was initially informed of the revocation and

rel eased on bond. See Jacobsen v. Gsborne, 133 F. 3d 315, 319 (5th

Cir. 1998); Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U S. 317, 325 (1986).

The limtations period expired two years after the claimaccrued in

| ate 1998. Htt v. Connell, 301 F.3d 240, 246 (5th Gr. 2002).

Matthews was not entitled to state-law tolling for *“fraudul ent

conceal nent,” because he was aware of the facts necessary to know

that the clai mexi sted. See Booker v. Real Hones, Inc., 103 S. W 3d

487, 493 (Tex. Ct. App. 2003).
The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying

Matt hews’ s notion for appoi ntnent of counsel, see Jackson v. Dallas

Police Dep't, 811 F.2d 260, 261 (5th Cr. 1986); his notion to
conpel discovery, see King v. Dogan, 31 F.3d 344, 346 (5th Cr.

1994); and his notion for |l eave to anend his conplaint. See Ashe
v. Corley, 992 F.2d 540, 542 (5th Cr. 1993).
The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



