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PER CURI AM *

Regi nal d Wayne Quil lory, Texas prisoner # 797253, appeals
the dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 conplaint as timne-barred.
GQuillory argues that the district court erred in determ ning that
the factual predicate for his clains was discovered in late 1999
and, further, that the limtations period should be tolled
because the defendants fraudulently interfered with his ability

to file a state claimto recover his property.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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W review the district court’s disnm ssal de novo.

See Hughes v. The Tobacco Inst., Inc., 278 F.3d 417, 420

(5th Gr. 2001). The relevant |imtations period for Guillory’s

civil rights action is two years. See Omens v. Ckure, 488 U. S

235, 249-50 (1989); Tex. CQv. Prac. & REM CobE ANN. 8§ 16. 003(a)
(West 2003). His cause of action accrued when he knew or had
reason to know of the injury which fornmed the basis of his

action. See Pete v. Metcalfe, 8 F.3d 214, 217 (5th Cr. 1993)

(internal quotations and citation omtted).

We hold that the record supports the district court’s
finding that Guillory knew of the factual predicate for his
clains in late 1999 and, therefore, that his 2002 conpl aint was
filed beyond the two-year |imtations period. W further hold
that GQuillory is not entitled to tolling of the limtations
period, because under Texas’'s doctrine of fraudul ent conceal nent,
a defendant is no | onger estopped fromrelying on the statute
of limtations when the plaintiff discovers facts which woul d
lead to the discovery of the conceal ed cause of action, which in

Quillory' s case was late 1999. See Borderlon v. Peck, 661 S. W 2d

907, 909 (Tex. 1983). WMdreover, the record controverts Quillory’s
assertion that his ability to access the Texas court system was
interfered wth.

AFFI RVED.



