IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 94-60570
Conf er ence Cal endar

J. L. JOHNSON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
PORTER ROBERTS, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 1:93-CV-191-D-D
March 21, 1995

Bef ore GARWOOD, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

The district court correctly dism ssed Janes L. Johnson's

civil rights suit for false arrest as tine-barred. See Pete v.

Metcalfe, 8 F.3d 214, 217 (5th Gr. 1993). Had Johnson sued for
mal i ci ous prosecution, the suit mght not have been tine-barred.

See Brummet v. Canble, 946 F.2d 1178, 1184 (5th G r. 1991), cert.

denied, 112 S. . 2323 (1992); Heck v. Hunphrey, 114 S. O

2364, 2370 (1994).
Johnson argues in this court that he did sue for malicious
prosecution. Johnson, however, did not claimnalicious

prosecution in his original conplaint or in his two suppl enental

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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conpl ai nts.

Pro se pleadings nust be liberally construed. Haines v.
Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520 (1972). Nevertheless, we do not
address issues not considered by the district court. "[l]ssues
raised for the first tinme on appeal are not reviewable by this
court unless they involve purely | egal questions and failure to

consider themwould result in manifest injustice." Varnado v.

Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th G r. 1991). Johnson's argunent
that he sued for malicious prosecution is without nerit.
Johnson's ot her argunents are also unavailing. A
plaintiff's pro se status is no bar to a statute of |imtations
defense. E.g., Pete, 8 F.3d at 217. In the district court,
Johnson stated no date nor referred to any continui ng event that
could give the inpression that any defendant persisted in
violating his rights any later than the specific events all eged.

See Varnado, 920 F.2d at 321. Johnson presented no excepti onal

ci rcunstances that would have entitled himto appointed counsel.

See Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209, 212 (5th Gr. 1982).

W have reviewed the disn ssal of Johnson's action de novo.

Jackson v. City of Beaunont Police Dep't, 958 F.2d 616, 618 (5th

Cr. 1992). The judgnent of the district court is
AFFI RVED.



