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Per Curiam Appellant Scott W Veale brought a

civil rights action, based on 42 U.S.C. 88 1983 and 1985(3),
agai nst the state of New Hanpshire and David A. Giffin, a
New Hanpshire state trooper. Appellant also listed clains
under state |aw. The district court dism ssed the action on
the grounds that it had no jurisdiction over the § 1985(3)
claim and that the clainm under § 1983 and state |aw were
barred by the applicable statute of limtations. The court
al so determ ned that appellant's clainms agai nst the state of
New Hampshire and agai nst Trooper Giffin in his official
capacity were barred by the Eleventh Anendnent. Appell ant
contests only the dismssal of his 88 1983 and 1985(3)
claims. For the followi ng reasons, we affirmthe district
court judgnent.

1. The § 1985(3) Claim Even assum ng that the

amended conplaint stated sufficient allegations of a
conspiracy, it is obvious that appellant cannot show that
defendants' acts were "propelled by some racial, or perhaps
ot herwi se cl ass-based, invidiously discrimnatory aninus.”

See Aulson v. Blanchard, 83 F.3d 1, 3 (1st Cir. 1996)

(internal quotation marks and citation omtted). That is,

al t hough appel |l ant uses the phrase "cl ass-based,” it seens



plain that he is clainmng that the defendants' alleged
discrimnation was premsed on the activities he has
undertaken in an effort to obtain title to the land in
Mar | bor ough. However, "a class, to be cognizable, nust be
identifiable by reference to something nmore than the
menbers' desire to engage in conduct that the § 1985(3)
def endant disfavors." 1d. at 5 (internal punctuation and
citation omtted).
In other words, the line drawn by the

substantive characteristic nust divide
i ndi vidual s into distinct, separate, and

i dentifiable groups. This means, for
exanple, "white" as opposed to "non-
white," "femal e" as opposed to "male,"

or, if political classes are includable

-- a matter on which we do not opine --

"regi stered Republicans" as opposed to

ot her voters.
Id. at 5-6 (citations omtted). Plainly, the class
descri bed by appell ant does not neet this requirenent.

Further, to the extent that appellant is claimnng
that he belongs to some kind of econom c class of persons
who own land, this claimalso is unavailing. The Suprene
Court has mde clear that 8§ 1985(3) does not reach

“conspiracies notivated by bias towards others on account of

their econonm c views, status, or activities.” See Uni t ed

Bhd. OF Carpenters v. Scott, 463 U S. 825, 837-38 (1983)

(enmphasi s added). Since appellant plainly cannot make out
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a 8 1985(3) claim and anmendnment would be futile, the
dism ssal of this claimis affirmed. See Smth v. Boyd, 945

F.2d 1041, 1043 (8th Cir. 1991); Baker v. Dy rector, U.S.

Parole Commin, 916 F.2d 725, 726 (D.C. Cir. 1990) (per

curianm; Shockley v. Jones, 823 F.2d 1068, 1072-73 (7th Cir.

1987).

2. The 8§ 1983 Claim As the district court found,

appellant, in his original conplaint and throughout the
district court proceedings, focused on a claim of false
arrest. The court held that this claimwas untinely. W
agr ee.

A claimunder 8§ 1983 accrues "when the plaintiff
knows or has reason to know of the injury which is the basis

of the action." Calero-Colon v. Betancourt-Lebron, 68 F. 3d

1, 3 (1st Cir. 1995) (internal quotation marks and citation
omtted). Appellant's arrest in this case was warrantl ess.
Thus, his claim in relation to the |lack of probable cause
to arrest, is akin to one for false arrest. See id. at 4
("wrongful warrantless arrests typically resenble the tort
of false arrest”). Because the allegedly illegal search was
a part of appellant's arrest, we consider the search claim

as a conponent of the false arrest claim See Beck v. City

of Muskogee Police Dep't, 195 F.3d 553, 557-59 (10th Cir.
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1999) (where the search and the arrest occurred during the
sane time period, the court treated plaintiff's illegal
search and seizure claimand fal se arrest clai mas one cause
of action for the purpose of determning the tineliness of
plaintiff's § 1983 action).

A claimfor false arrest usually begins to run at

the time of arrest. Calero-Colon, 68 F.3d at 4 (Lynch, J.,

concurring). See also Rose v. Bartle, 871 F.2d 331, 350 (3d

Cir. 1989) (a & 1983 claimbased on false arrest accrues on
the date of the arrest). |If the usual rule applies, then,
appellant's cause of action for illegal search and false
arrest accrued on October 23, 1994 — the date of the search
and the arrest. Thus, appellant's conplaint, filed over
three years later on March 13, 1998, would be tine-barred.

We see no reason why the usual rule should not
apply in this case. Although appellant attenpts to argue
that his arrest and the search were part of an ongoing
conspiracy — the last act of which was the allegedly
mal i ci ous prosecution — there is no support in the record
for such a finding. Specifically, appellant does not
all ege, and there is no evidence, that Trooper Giffin went

| ooking for appellant with the already-formed purpose of

causi ng appellant to be arrested and prosecuted for drug
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possessi on. Thus, this is a case where the arrest was a
di screte occurrence, rather than a part of a continuing

conspiracy, and the false arrest claim as the district

court found, is tinme-barred. Conpare Robinson v. Maruffi,

895 F.2d 649 (10th Cir. 1990).

Finding no nmerit in the remining argunents
appel l ant raises on appeal, the judgnment of the district

court is affirned.



