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

No. 02-50465
Summary Cal endar

ARTHUR M FLORES
Plaintiff - Counter Defendant - Appell ant
V.

BEXAR COUNTY ADULT DETENTI ON CENTER; RALPH LOPEZ, Sheriff;
ARVANDO ORTI Z; PATRI CK SKI LLMAN;, M CHAEL VALDEZ

Def endants - Counter C aimants - Appell ees

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-01-Cv-148-EP

© January 3, 2003
Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and WENER and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Arthur M Flores, Texas prisoner # 1038426, appeals the
district court's dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 civil rights
conplaint in which he alleged that the defendants' practice of
housi ng known violent inmates along with inmates in protective
custody proximately caused himto be assaulted. Flores raises

three issues on appeal. He first argues that the district court

erred in denying himdiscovery. Based on our review of the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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record, we conclude that Flores has failed to show that the
district court abused its discretion in its discovery rulings.

See Moore v. WIlis Indep. Sch. Dist., 233 F.3d 871, 876 (5th

Cir. 2000); Richardson v. Henry, 902 F.2d 414, 417 (5th G

1990).

Fl ores next argues that the district court erred by denying
his notions for the appointnent of counsel. There is no
automatic right to counsel in civil rights cases absent

exceptional circunstances. Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209,

212 (5th Gr. 1982). Flores primarily argues that exceptiona

ci rcunst ances exi st because he is visually inpaired as a result
of the assault on him However, Flores's case does not present
novel or conplex |legal or factual questions, and he has been able
to conduct his litigation in the district court despite his

i npai rment, having filed nunmerous pleadings and notions. W
concl ude that there was no abuse of discretion in denying

Fl ores's notions for counsel. See id. at 213; Jackson v. Dall as

Police Dep't, 811 F.2d 260, 261 (5th Cr. 1986).

Finally, Flores argues that the district court erred by
dismssing his conplaint. In his appellate brief, Flores asserts
only the general |egal standards for summary judgnent and for
di sm ssal under FED. R CQv. P. 12(b)(6) w thout presenting any
argunent that the district court erred in determning that his
clains were barred by qualified immunity. Failure of an

appellant to identify any error in the district court's analysis
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or application to the facts of the case is the sane as if the

appel I ant had not appeal ed that judgnent. Brinknmann v. Dallas

County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Because Fl ores does not address the basis of the district court's

di sm ssal, he has abandoned the issue on appeal. See Yohey v.

Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993).

AFFI RVED.



