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

No. 99-60901
Summary Cal endar

TOMW LEE NELSCN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA; DEPARTMENT OF
VETERANS AFFAI RS; DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
(3:99-CV-6- W5)

Sept enber 15, 2000
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Tonmy Lee Nel son appeal s, pro se, fromthe di sm ssal, pursuant
to FED. R Qv. P. 8(a) and 12(b)(6), of his conplaint. Nelson does
not mintain that the district court erroneously found his
conpl aint deficient under the Federal Rules of Cvil Procedure.
Instead, he sinply repeats sone of the allegations from his
conplaint. (The sane docunent that fails to satisfy Rule 8(a).)
Al t hough Nelson’s pro se brief is accorded liberal construction,

“argunents nust be briefed to be preserved”. Yohey v. Collins, 985

Pursuant to 5THGQR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993) (quoting Price v. D gital Equip.
Corp., 846 F.2d 1026, 1028 (5th GCr. 1988)). Nelson fails to do
so. |d. at 224-25.

Nel son does raise one issue: whet her the magi strate judge
erred by denying his notion for appointnent of counsel. W find,
however, that Nelson failed to nmake a showi ng of the exceptional
ci rcunst ances necessary for such appointnent. See Jackson .

Dal | as Police Dep't, 811 F.2d 260, 261-62 (5th Cr. 1986).

AFFI RVED



