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Frontrell Y. Edwards, M ssissippi prisoner # 65470, pro-

ceeding pro se and in forma pauperis (“IFP"), appeals the district

court’s sua sponte dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 conpl aint.
Edwards argues that the district court abused its dis-
cretion by dism ssing his conpliant sua sponte w thout any other

action or proceedings. The district court is required to dismss

"Pursuant to 5THCGR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



an | FP conplaint at any tine that the court determ nes that the
complaint is frivolous. 28 U S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(i). Because it
was clear fromthe face of the conplaint that Edwards’ clains were
barred by the applicable statute of limtations, they |acked an

arguable basis in law and, thus, were properly dismssed as

frivolous. See Berry v. Brady, 192 F.3d 504, 507 (5th Cr. 1999);

Gonzales v. Watt, 157 F.3d 1016, 1019-20 (5th Gr. 1998).

Edwards argues that the district court should have
applied a federal six-year statute of limtations to his clains
whi ch were based on breach of contract. The Suprene Court has hel d
that the forum state’s personal-injury statute of limtations
should be applied to all 42 U S C 8§ 1983 clains. Wlson v.
Garcia, 471 U. S. 261, 280 (1985). The district court did not err
in applying Mssissippi’s three-year statute of [imtations. See

Janes by Janes v. Sadler, 909 F.2d 834, 836 (5th Cr. 1990); Mss.

CooE. ANN. 8§ 15-1-49(1) (1995). Additionally, the district court
properly gave effect to Mssissippi’s tolling provisions for

i nfancy. See Gartrell v. Gaylor, 981 F.2d 254, 256 (5th Cr.

1993). Thus, the limtations period for all causes of action which
had accrued on or before Edwards’ twenty-first birthday expired
three years after that date. See Mss. CobeE ANN. 88 1-3-21, 15-1-59.

Edwards al so argues that the district court should have
det erm ned when he di scovered his latent injuries and their causes
and should have applied Mss. Cobe. ANN. 8§ 15-1-49(2) to determ ne
when his causes of action accrued. Federal |aw determ nes when a
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cause of action accrues. Pete v. Metcalfe, 8 F.3d 214, 217 (5th

Cr. 1993). A cause of action for 42 U S.C. §8 1983 accrues when
the plaintiff knows or has reason to know of the injury and its
causation “that is, the connection between the injury and the

defendant’s actions.” Piotrowski v. Cty of Houston, 51 F. 3d 512,

516 (5th G r. 1995). Even assum ng that Edwards did not know of
the existence of hisilliteracy and violent, anti-social, hardened-
crimnal behavior until 1996, as he asserts in his brief, he knew
or should have known at that tine that these injuries were (or
coul d have been) caused by the defendants’ actions. That is, his
illiteracy was caused by the lack of education services in the
jail, and his behavioral problens were caused by his placenent in
adult facilities, instead in of youth facilities. Thus, the cause
of action for these injuries accrued in 1996, and the limtations
period expired three years after Edwards reached 21 years of age.

Edwards’ clainms in his conplaint about two convictions
when he was 17 have not yet accrued and are barred by Heck v.
Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477, 486-87 (1994). Accordingly, they |lack an
arguable basis in law and, thus, are frivolous. See Berry, 192
F.3d at 507.

Accordi ngly, the judgnent is AFFI RMED. The di sm ssal of
Edwards’ conplaint counts as a strike for purposes of 28 U S C

8 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 387 (5th Gr.

1996) . Edwards is cautioned that once he accunulates three



strikes, he may not proceed IFP in any civil action or appeal filed
while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is
under inmm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28 US. C
8§ 1915(09).
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