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

No. 94-60152
Conf er ence Cal endar

EDWARD CHARLES NEAL

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
Rl P STRI NGER

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 93-CV-96
(Cct ober 17, 1995)
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Edward Charl es Neal asserts that the district court abused
its discretion in denying his notion for leave to file an anended
conplaint. The record does not show that Neal nade such a
nmotion. This issue has no nerit.

Neal contends that the district court erred in denying his

nmotion for appointnment of counsel. On appeal, Neal asserts that

he is unable to represent hinself because he is under the care

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that this opinion should not be published.
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and supervision of a psychiatrist. He did not nention his
psychiatric condition in his notion for appointnment of counsel
before the district court. That he is under the care of a
psychiatrist would not in itself destroy his ability to proceed
inthe lawsuit. The district court did not err in refusing to

appoi nt counsel in this case. See Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d

209, 212-13 (5th Gr. 1982).

Neal asserts that the district court erred in dismssing his
conplaint with prejudice. Mst of Neal's argunent addresses
di sm ssal s under 28 U.S.C. § 1915. The mmgi strate judge did not
dism ss any of Neal's conplaint pursuant to 8 1915(d). Neal does
not state to which part of the district court's action he
objects. "Although we liberally construe briefs of pro se
litigants and apply less stringent standards to parties
proceeding pro se than to parties represented by counsel, pro se
parties nust still brief the issues and reasonably conply with

t he standards of Rul e 28. Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524

(5th Gr. 1995) (footnote omtted). In Gant, the pro se
litigant appealed fromthe 8 1915(d) dism ssal of a single-issue
excessive-force claimleaving the appellees to specul ate whet her
it was dism ssed for lack of a factual or a legal basis. [|d. at
524-25. In this case, there is nmuch nore roomfor specul ation
and as such, Neal has defaulted this claimby failing to conply
wth Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(6).

AFFI RVED.



