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PER CURI AM *

These consol i dated appeal s arise out of an action by Roberto
Hi noj osa against his supposed attorney, Christian Mayer, |oca
counsel for Hinojosa, Gssie Brown, then-district attorney of
Cal casi eu Pari sh, Louisiana, R chard | eyoub, and ot her i ndi vi dual s.
Hi noj osa appeal s the district court’s grant of summary judgnent to
Brown and | eyoub, the remaining defendants in the action.

Hi noj osa was stopped by Louisiana police and his car and
$140, 000 were seized. On June 20, 1989, Mayer and | ocal counsel
hired by Mayer, Ossie Brown, entered into a settlenent agreenent
wth the district attorney, R chard leyoub, for the return of
$77,000. The funds were to be distributed with $25,000 going to
Brown and a $52, 000 check nade out jointly to Hi nojosa and Mayer.

As it turns out, Myer was not actually an attorney and
apparently nmade off wth the joint check. Six years |later,
Hi nojosa filed suit agai nst various individual s i ncl udi ng Brown and
| eyoub for his |ost nonies. Brown and leyoub filed separate
summary judgnent notions, which the district court granted: Brown’s
on prescription grounds, and | eyoub’s notion on El eventh Anmendnent
and official immunity grounds.

We affirmthe judgnent as to both defendants on prescription

grounds. Louisiana’ s prescription statute requires that suit be

"Pursuant to 5THCR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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brought within one year of the alleged wongful action.! Hinojosa
seeks an exception to Louisiana’ s prescription |aw under the
doctrine of contra non valentum? He presents no valid reason

however, why he could not have pursued his action earlier than six
years after Mayer absconded. Hi s assunption that he coul d not sue,
either due to a statenent of Mayer’s assistant in 1989 or the “no
clains” stipulation in the settlenment agreenent,?® does not justify
an exception; these beliefs were not outside factors preventing
Hi nojosa fromfiling suit. Further, H nojosa' s actual know edge of
a viable claimis irrelevant; the fact was “reasonably knowabl e”
under an objective standard.*

AFFI RMED AS TO JUDGMENTS | N FAVOR OF BOTH BROWN AND | EYOUB

1See LA. STAT. ANN. C.C. Art. 3492.

2See Art. 3467 cnt. (d); Corsey v. State, 375 So.2d 1319 (La.
1979) .

3This argunent is new on appeal .

‘See Corsey, 375 So.2d at 1321-22.
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