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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
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PER CURIAM:*

Lindy Ray Matthews, a federal prisoner (# 97243-079), appeals
the district court’s order granting the defendants’ motion for
summary judgment, based on the applicable two-year Texas
limitations statute, in this 42 U.S.C. § 1983 civil rights action
challenging Matthews’s prior state custody. 

In his pro se complaint, which was filed in April 2003,
Matthews alleged that he was falsely imprisoned for 10 months
during 1996 and 1997, after the defendants failed to notify him of
the revocation of his “blue warrant,” which had been issued an
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executed in 1996 based on Matthews’s alleged violation of the terms
of his state parole.  

The district court did not err in granting summary judgment to
defendants on the ground that Matthews’s claim was barred by the
applicable Texas limitations statute.  The summary-judgment
evidence reflected that Matthews’s claim had accrued by late 1998,
by which time Matthews’s parole officer had informed him that the
blue warrant had actually been revoked in May 1997, 10 months
before Matthews was initially informed of the revocation and
released on bond.  See Jacobsen v. Osborne, 133 F.3d 315, 319 (5th
Cir. 1998); Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 325 (1986).
The limitations period expired two years after the claim accrued in
late 1998.  Hitt v. Connell, 301 F.3d 240, 246 (5th Cir. 2002).
Matthews was not entitled to state-law tolling for “fraudulent
concealment,” because he was aware of the facts necessary to know
that the claim existed.  See Booker v. Real Homes, Inc., 103 S.W.3d
487, 493 (Tex. Ct. App. 2003).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying
Matthews’s motion for appointment of counsel, see Jackson v. Dallas
Police Dep’t, 811 F.2d 260, 261 (5th Cir. 1986); his motion to
compel discovery, see King v. Dogan, 31 F.3d 344, 346 (5th Cir.
1994); and his motion for leave to amend his complaint.  See Ashe
v. Corley, 992 F.2d 540, 542 (5th Cir. 1993).

The judgment of the district court is AFFIRMED.


