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

No. 95-30817
Conf er ence Cal endar

JOSEPH H. MCNEESE, |11

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
STATE OF LQUI SI ANA; SUPPORT ENF SVC SUPPCORT
ENFORCEMENT SERVI CES FOR THE 4TH JUDI Cl AL DI STRI CT;
DI STRI CT ATTORNEY 4TH JUDI Cl AL DI STRI CT COURT; 4TH
JUDI Cl AL DI STRI CT COURT; COURT OF APPEALS SECOND CIRCU T
COURT OF APPEALS; LOU SI ANA SUPREME COURT,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Louisiana
USDC No. CA-95-0394-M
March 1, 1996
Bef ore GARWOOD, JONES, and EMLIO M GARZA, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Joseph H MNeese, IIl, appeals the dismssal of his civil
rights conplaint as frivolous under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(d). MNeese
fails to challenge the district court's determ nation that the
def endants were imune fromsuit and that he | acked standing to
sue Support Enforcenent Services. Although this court liberally

construes pro se briefs, see Haines v. Kerner, 404 U S. 519, 520-

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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21 (1972), the court requires argunents to be briefed in order to

be preserved. Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th G

1993). Thus, these issues have been abandoned. See id.

McNeese al so argues that the district court erred in denying
his notions for appointnment of counsel. A trial court is not
requi red to appoint counsel for an indigent plaintiff asserting a
cl ai munder 8 1983 unl ess there are exceptional circunstances.

Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209, 212 (5th G r. 1982). This

case does not present exceptional circunstances and the district
court did not abuse its discretion by failing to appoint counsel.

AFFI RVED.



