I N THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 94-20342
(Summary Cal endar)

CHARLES YOUNG,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

WAYNE SCOTT, ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromUnited States District Court
fromthe Southern District of Texas
(CA- H 94-513)

(Novenber 22, 1994)

Bef ore DUHE, W ENER and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

On February 17, 1994, Charles Young filed a 42 U S.C. 8§
1983 conpl ai nt agai nst several officials enployed by the Hughes
Unit of the Texas Departnent of Crimnal Justice where he is
i ncar cer at ed. The conplaint alleged constitutional violations
occurring from Decenber 27, 1991 through January 17, 1992. The

district court correctly applied Texas' two-year statute of

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases
on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess
expense on the public and burdens on the |legal profession.
"Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



[imtations,! and dism ssed the conplaint as frivol ous, pursuant to
28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(d), because it was tinme-barred. Young appeal s.
W review a district court's 8 1915(d) dism ssal for

abuse of discretion. Denton v. Hernandez, us _ , 112 s.C

1728, 1734, 118 L. Ed. 2d 340 (1992). Accrual of the cause of action
begi ns when the plaintiff knows or has reason to know of the injury

which is the basis of the action. Burrell v. Newsone, 883 F.2d

416, 418 (5th Cr. 1989). The district court found that copies of
grievances which he had filed with prison authorities on Decenber
30, 1991 indicated that Young was fully aware of the critical facts
of his clainms at that tinme. Young did not file his conplaint until
February 17, 1994, nore than two years after he knew of the basis
for the action. Accordingly, we find that the district court did
not abuse its discretion when it dism ssed Young's conpl ai nt under
§ 1915(d). This judgnment is affirned.

After the district court dismssed his conplaint, Young
filed a notion for leave to file an anended conplaint and a notion
for reconsideration. The district court denied both notions. On
appeal, Young challenges the denial of his notion to anmend his
conplaint. Young's notice of appeal specifies the judgnment which
di sm ssed his conplaint but does not refer to the notion for | eave
to anend the conplaint. Thus, Young's challenge to the district
court's notion for leave to file the anmended conplaint is not

properly before this court. See Fed. R App. P. Rule 3(c); CA

1 See Ali_v. Hggs, 892 F.2d 438, 439 (5th Cir. 1990)
(Federal courts borrow the forum state's general personal injury
limtations period). In Texas, this period is two years. Tex.
Civ. Prac. & Rem Code § 16.003(a).




May Marine Supply Co. v. Brunswi ck Corp., 649 F.2d 1049, 1056 (5th

Cir. 1981), cert. denied, 454 U S. 1125, 102 S.Ct. 974, 71 L. Ed. 2d

112 (1981).
AFFI RVED.



