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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals the district court's order adopting the
recomendati on of the magi strate judge and di sm ssing Appel lant's
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 (1988) action without prejudice pursuant to 28
US C 8§ 1915(d) (1988). W have reviewed the record and the
district court's opinion and find no reversible error. Al though we
find that the record does not support the dism ssal of the suit

under Heck v. Hunphrey, UusS _ , 62 US LW 4594 (U S. June

24, 1994) (No. 93-6188), we find that Appellant's action is tine
barr ed.

There are no federal statutes of |imtation for § 1983
actions. Thus, the court nust ook to state |law to determ ne the

applicabletinelimtation period. Burnett v. Grattan, 468 U. S. 42,

49 (1984). In Wlson v. Grcia, 471 U S. 261, 279 (1985), the

Suprenme Court held that the state statute governing personal injury
clainms should be applied to all § 1983 clainms. In South Carolina,
for personal injury actions accruing on or after April 5, 1988, the
limtations period is three years. S.C. Code Ann. § 15-3-530(5)
(Law. Co-op. Supp. 1995).

Appel | ant al | eges that his cause of action arose in Decenber
of 1991; he filed this claimin Septenber of 1995. Therefore,
Appel lant's 8 1983 action is barred, and the district court did not
abuse its discretion in dismssing Appellant's suit under 8§

1915(d). See Adans v. Rice, 40 F.3d 72, 74 (4th Gr. 1994), cert.

deni ed, US __, 63 US LW 3690 (US. Mr. 20, 1995) (No.

94-7733). Accordingly, we affirmthe order of the district court on
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those nodi fi ed grounds. W di spense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-
rials before the court and argunment would not aid the decisional

Process.

AFFI RVED AS MODI FI ED




