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

No. 94-50780
Conf er ence Cal endar

ROBERT E. VI LLEGAS
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
RAUL S. CANTU, Dr.,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Texas
(USDC No. SA-92- CA-1079)
~ June 28, 1995

Before JONES, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Robert E. Villegas, proceeding pro se, has filed an appeal
fromthe district court's dism ssal of his suit; neverthel ess,
Villegas has failed to brief any issue related to the district

court's dismssal of his suit. Although this court construes pro

se pleadings liberally, pro se litigants nust abide by the

Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure. See United States V.
Wlkes, 20 F.3d 651, 653 (5th Cr. 1994). The Rules require that
the appellant's argunent contain the reasons he deserves the

requested relief "with citation to the authorities, statutes, and

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that 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that this opinion should not be published.
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parts of the record relied on." FeD. R App. P. 28(a)(6). A
statenent of the applicable standard of review is also required.
Id. Failure to conply with the court's rules regarding the
contents of briefs can be grounds for dismssing a party's
clains. 5THCQR R 42.3.2. Because Villegas has failed to brief
the only viable issue in this appeal, the appeal has no arguabl e
merit and is therefore frivolous. Because the appeal is
frivolous, it is DISMSSED. 5THCR R 42.2.
Villegas has al so noved this court to appoint counsel on
appeal. No general right to counsel in civil rights actions

exists. Branch v. Cole, 686 F.2d 264, 266 (5th Gr. 1982).

"This court may appoint counsel in civil rights suits presenting

“exceptional circunstances.'" Cooper v. Sheriff, Lubbock County,

Tex., 929 F.2d 1078, 1084 (5th Gr. 1991)(quoting U ner v.
Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209, 212-13 (5th Gr. 1982)). Villegas's
suit is essentially a disagreenent with doctors concerning the
necessity of testicular surgery. A nere disagreenent with one's
medi cal treatnment is not sufficient to state a cause of action

under 42 U . S.C. § 1983. Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321

(5th Gr. 1991). This case is not exceptional; Villegas's notion
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