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ver sus

BOBBY SI MPSON; PATRI CK ENGLADE; CHRI'S CRANFORD; M KE PONDER; CARL
JACKSON, DElI DRE ROBERT; VI CKY JONES; CITY OF BATON ROUGE,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 3:03-CV-67
USDC No. 3:04-CV-443

Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and GARZA, G rcuit Judges,

PER CURI AM *

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Nor man Mapes appeal s the dism ssal of two consolidated civil
rights actions brought under 42 U S.C. § 1983 in which he all eged
that police officers, the police chief, the City of Baton Rouge
(CGty), and enpl oyees of the parish attorney’s and prosecuting
attorney’s offices violated his constitutional rights by fal sely
arresting himand nmaliciously prosecuting himon a charge of
soliciting a prostitute.

In No. 3:03-CV-67, the district court concluded that Mapes’s
fal se-arrest claimagainst the Gty and police-officer defendants
Janeson Bi shop, Patrick Wenneman, and Ken Stelly was barred by
the applicabl e one-year Louisiana statute of limtation for
personal injury actions. The district court reasoned that the
statute of limtation had begun to run when Mapes was arrested on
April 13, 2001, and as a result, had expired before Mapes filed
his conplaint on January 27, 2003.

Mapes’ s sol e argunent on appeal is that the district court
erred in dismssing the fal se-arrest clai magainst these
defendants as barred by limtations on the ground that his claim
did not accrue until the prosecution termnated in his favor on
January 25, 2002. W review de novo a district court’s

conclusion that a claimis tine-barred. Price v. City of San

Antonio, Tex., 431 F.3d 890, 892 (5th Cr. 2005).

A fal se-arrest claimunder 8 1983 does not accrue until a
crimnal prosecution that stens fromsuch arrest termnates in

the plaintiff’s favor. See Price, 431 F.3d at 894; Heck v.
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Hunphrey, 512 U. S. 477, 486-87 (1994). Because Mapes filed his
8§ 1983 conpl aint exactly one year after his false-arrest claim
accrued, we vacate and remand for further proceedings as to this
claim!?

Mapes briefs no argunent with respect to the clains that
were dismssed in No. 3:04-CV-443. He also fails to brief any
claimin No. 3:03-CV-67 other than his fal se-arrest claim
Al t hough pro se briefs are afforded |iberal construction, see

Hai nes v. Kerner, 404 U S. 519, 520 (1972), even pro se litigants

must brief argunents in order to preserve them See Yohey v.

Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993); FED. R APP.

P. 28(a)(9). Accordingly, Mapes’s renmaining clains are

effectively abandoned. Yohey, 985 F.2d at 224-25.
VACATED AND REMANDED AS TO FALSE- ARREST CLAIM I N

NO. 3:03-CV-67;, AFFIRMED AS TO ALL OTHER CLAI MS.

! Because January 25 and 26, 2003, were a Saturday and
Sunday, Mapes had until|l Monday, January 27, 2003 to file his
claim See FeED. R Cv. P. 6(a).



