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Chavez D. Price, Texas prisoner # 821134, appeals fromthe
dism ssal of his 28 U S.C. § 2254 petition in which he challenged
the 1997 revocation of his probation, which had been i nposed
follow ng his 1995 conviction for aggravated assault. The
district court dismssed Price's petition as tine-barred under

the Antiterrorismand Effective Death Penalty Act ("AEDPA"), 28

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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U S C 8§ 2244. The district court issued Price a certificate of
appeal ability ("COA") on the tineliness of his petition. W
review de novo a district court's denial of a federal habeas

petition on procedural grounds. See Lookingbill v. Cockrell, 293

F.3d 256, 260 (5th Cr. 2002), cert. denied, 123 S. C. 878

(2003) .

The district court held that Price's conviction becane
final, and the federal |limtations period began, upon the
expiration of the 30-day period under state lawto file a tinely
petition for discretionary review ("PDR') wth the Texas Court of
Crim nal Appeals. Price argues that his conviction did not
becone final until nuch | ater when the Texas Court of Appeals
issued its mandate. He argues further that after the state
appel l ate court denied his direct appeal, it issued a notice to
di sregard the decision and permtted himto file a suppl enental
brief.

Price's conviction becane final at the conclusion of the 30-
day period for filing a PDR, not when the state court issued its

mandate. See Roberts v. Cockrell, 319 F.3d 690, 694-95 (5th Cr

2003). Based on our review of the state record, we concl ude that
the district court did not err in finding Price's petition tine-
barred. See 28 U S.C. 8§ 2244(d). Price's notion to suppl enent
the record is DEN ED

AFFI RVED.  MOTI ON DENI ED



