IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 97-11374
Conf er ence Cal endar

HENNESSEY HUNT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
DR. ANDERSON, Doctor at the Beto I Unit,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{e; ﬁsﬂrict Court

for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 5:97-CVv-379

“June 16, 1998
Before DAVIS, PARKER, and DENNIS, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Hennessey Hunt, Texas prisoner # 619672, appeals the
district court’s dismssal as frivolous of his pro se, in forma
pauperis civil rights lawsuit, 42 U S.C. § 1983, as barred by the

statute of limtations. W reviewthe district court’s di sm ssal

for an abuse of discretion. Siglar v. H ghtower, 112 F.3d 191,

193 (5th Gr. 1997).
The district court dismssed Hunt’s conplaint as tinme barred

after determ ning, based on the allegations in Hunt’'s conpl ai nt,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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that Hunt’s surgeries were perfornmed in 1992 and Hunt becane
aware of his injury in 1992 or 1993. A district court may
dismiss a § 1983 clai msua sponte under 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i) when
the conpl aint denonstrates that the clains asserted are barred by

the applicable statute of limtations. See Mwore v. MDonald, 30

F.3d 616, 620 (5th Gr. 1994). Because there is no federal
statute of limtations for § 1983 actions, the federal courts
borrow the forumstate's general personal injury |[imtations
period. 1d. Texas’ general personal injury limtations period
is two years. See id. Hunt’s cause of action accrued, at the
|atest, in 1993 when he knew or had reason to know of the injury
whi ch forned the basis of his conplaint. See id. at 621. Hunt
filed his conplaint in 1997. The district court did not abuse
its discretion in dismssing Hunt's civil rights conplaint as
barred by the statute of limtations.

AFFI RVED.



