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PER CURI AM *

Gary Mbawad, M ssissippi prisoner # 31272, chall enges the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 action for
failure to state a clai mupon which relief can be granted. He
has noved for leave to file a supplenental brief. This notion is
DENI ED.

Moawad contends that the defendants failed to send two | egal
docunents to the courts. He has not established or alleged that

his position as a litigant was prejudiced by the clained failure.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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VWal ker v. Navarro County Jail, 4 F.3d 410, 413 (5th Gr. 1993).

Moawad al so contends that the district court erroneously
dismssed a lawsuit that he had filed in 1990, despite the fact
that the case was not before the court at this tinme. Nothing in
the district court’s order purports to settle the proceedings in
the 1990 acti on.

Moawad contends that the magi strate judge inproperly refused
to recuse hinself from Mbawad’ s case, despite Mawad’' s assertions
of bias. He has not established that the magi strate judge abused

his discretion in  refusing to wwthdraw. See Liteky v. United

States, 510 U. S. 540, 555 (1994); United States v. MVR Corp., 954

F.2d 1040, 1044 (5th Gr. 1992).

Moawad mai ntains that the magi strate judge erred in not
appoi nting himcounsel in the district court. He has not shown
that the magi strate judge abused his discretion, as he has not
est abl i shed “exceptional circunstances” warranting the

appoi ntment of counsel in a civil action. See Jackson v. Dallas

Police Dep’'t, 811 F.2d 260, 261 (5th Gr. 1986)(citation and
internal quotations omtted).

Mbawad has not established that the district court erred in
dismssing his in forma pauperis civil rights action for failing

to state a claim See Black v. Warren, 134 F.3d 732, 733-34 (5th

Cir. 1998). The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



