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| Bl KUNLE SUNDAY FAYEM ,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus
MURIEL K OFFERMAN, in his i ndi vi dual
capacity; RON STARLING in his individual
capacity; DAVID J. ADINOLF, in his individual

capacity,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Raleigh. Terrence W Boyle, Chief
District Judge. (CA-03-680)

Submitted: April 19, 2004 Deci ded: June 2, 2004

Bef ore WLLI AMS5, GREGCRY, and DUNCAN, G rcuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

| bi kunl e Sunday Fayem , Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

| bi kunl e Sunday Fayem appeals from a district court
judgnment summarily dismssing as barred by the statute of
l[imtations his <civil rights action against North Carolina
officials charging that noney was seized in violation of his right
to due process. See 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) (2000). W agree
with the district court that the actionis barred by the statute of
[imtations. Accordingly, we affirm

W review a 8 1915(e)(2)(B) dismssal de novo

De’ Lonta v. Angel one, 330 F.3d 630, 633 (4th Cr. 2003). Thereis

no statute of limtations provided in 8 1983; rather, federa

courts apply the forum state's nost anal ogous” statute of
limtations, generally the statute applicable to personal injury

actions. See Onens v. kure, 488 U.S. 235 (1989); WIlson v.

Garcia, 471 U S. 261, 276 (1985). However, the date the cause of

action accrues is determ ned under federal |aw Nat i onal Adver

Co. v. City of Raleigh, 947 F.2d 1158, 1162 (4th Gr. 1991). In

North Carolina, the statute of limtations for actions under 42

U S . C 1983 (2000) is three years. Love v. Al amance County Bd. of

Educ., 757 F.2d 1504, 1506 (4th G r. 1985). Under federal law, a
cause of action accrues and the statute of limtations conmences
“when the plaintiff possesses sufficient facts about the harm done

to himthat reasonable inquiry will reveal his cause of action.”



See Nasimv. Warden, MJ. House of Corr., 64 F.3d 951, 955 (4th Gr.

1995).

We find the cause of action accrued at | east by July 15,
1999, if not earlier, when Fayem was informed by the district
court that the noney was turned over to the North Carolina
Department of Revenue. Because Fayemi’'s action was filed no
earlier than July 24, 2003, that action is barred by the three-year
statute of |imtations.

Accordingly, we affirm W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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