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PER CURI AM *

Lonnie Gunn, Jr., Texas prisoner # 644474, filed a 42 U S. C
8§ 1983 conpl ai nt agai nst several defendants whom he all eged
participated in his wongful conviction for failure to register
as a sex offender. That conviction was overturned in a judgnent

dated February 7, 2002. @nn v. State, No. 13-01-242-CR, 2002 W

189067, at *1 (Tex. App. Feb. 7, 2002). The defendants argued,

and the district court agreed, that Gunn’s conplaint, filed in

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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April 2004, was untinely because his cause of action accrued on
the date his conviction was overturned. @nn appeals the

di sm ssal of his conplaint, and he noves for the appointnment of
counsel and the entry of a noney judgnent in his favor.

Gunn argues that the two-year limtation period should have
been tolled from February 7, 2002, until June 10, 2002, when he
received a letter from appointed counsel informng himthat his
conviction had been overturned. W will not consider this
argunent, which is raised for the first tinme on appeal.

See Leverette v. Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th

CGr. 1999).

@nn has not shown that the district court erred in
dism ssing his conplaint as frivolous and for failure to state a
claimunder 28 U S.C. § 1915(e). The appoi ntnent of counsel in

this civil case is not warranted. See U ner v. Chancellor, 691

F.2d 209, 212 (5th Gr. 1982). @unn’s notions for the
appoi ntnent of counsel and his notion for the entry of a noney
judgnent in his favor are deni ed.

The judgnent of the district court is affirnmed. The
district court’s dismssal counts as a strike for purposes of 28

US C 8 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hanmmons, 103 F.3d 383, 388

(5th Gr. 1996). @unn is cautioned that if he accunul ates three
strikes, he may not proceed IFP in any civil action or appeal

filed while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility unless
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he is under inm nent danger of serious physical injury. See
1915(Q).
AFFI RVED; ALL OUTSTANDI NG MOTI ONS DENI ED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG

| SSUED



