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PER CURI AM *

In this civil rights case, plaintiffs challenge the district
court’s orders setting aside an entry of default and denying
their notion for appointnment of counsel. Plaintiffs also
conplain of a denial of their summary judgnent notion, however,

no such notion was ever filed. Rather, it appears that

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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plaintiffs are challenging the order setting aside the entry of
defaul t judgenent.

We do not have jurisdiction to review the district court’s
order setting aside the entry of default or its order denying
plaintiffs’ notion for default judgnent, First, plaintiffs’
notice of appeal did not evince an intent to appeal the denial of
their nmotion for default judgnent. See FED. R Aprp. P. 4(a).
Second, neither of these orders is a final order or an appeal able
interlocutory or collateral order. See 28 U S.C. 88 1291, 1292;

see also Adult FilmAss'n of Anerica, Inc. v. Thetford, 776 F.2d

113, 115 (5th G r. 1985). Accordingly, plaintiffs’ appeal from
these orders are DI SM SSED for |ack of jurisdiction

An interlocutory order denying an application for the
appoi ntment of counsel in a 42 U. S.C. § 1983 case is immedi ately

appeal abl e. Robbins v. Mqggio, 750 F.2d 405, 409-13 (5th Cr

1985). However, a trial court is not required to appoi nt counsel
for an indigent plaintiff in a civil rights action unless there

are exceptional circunstances. Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d

209, 212 (5th Gr. 1982). This court will not reverse the
district court’s denial of such a notion unless the appellants
show that the ruling constituted a cl ear abuse of discretion.

Cupit v. Jones, 835 F.2d 82, 86 (5th Cr. 1987).

Plaintiffs have not shown that the district court’s order

denyi ng appoi nted counsel was a cl ear abuse of discretion.
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Cupit, 835 F.2d at 86. The district court’s denial of their

nmotion for appointnment of counsel is therefore AFFI RVED



