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

No. 92-1990
Conf er ence Cal endar

EDWARD ALLEN MOORE

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
STEPHEN LEA ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:92-CV-294-K
My 7, 1993

Bef ore REAVLEY, KING and DAVIS, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Edward Al en Moore filed a pro se, in forma pauperis (IFP)
conplaint under 42 U S.C 8 1983 for an all eged conspiracy to
arrest and prosecute himon a fal se arson charge. More filed a
nmotion for appointnment of counsel. The district court denied
this notion noting that "[n]o conplex issues of |aw are involved
inthis case and trial will be arelatively sinple matter of

putting on evidence to support each party's version of the

i nci dent made the basis of this suit."”

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that this opinion should not be published.
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Orders denying appoi ntnment of counsel to IFP litigants in

8§ 1983 suits are appeal able as interlocutory orders. Robbins v.

Maggi o, 750 F.2d 405, 409-13 (5th Gr. 1985). A district court's
ruling in such a case is reviewed for abuse of discretion.

Jackson v. Dallas Police Dept., 811 F.2d 260, 261 (5th Gr.

1986) .

I n deci di ng whet her an appoi nt nent of counsel woul d advance
the proper admnistration of justice, a district court should
consider the type and conplexity of the case; whether the
i ndigent is capable of adequately presenting the case; whether
the indigent is in the position to investigate adequately the
case; and whet her the evidence would consist in |large part of
conflicting testinony requiring skill in the presentation of

evidence in a cross-exam nati on. U ner v. Chancellor, 691 F. 2d

209, 213 (5th CGr. 1982). In Jackson, the Court encouraged
district courts to nake specific factual findings on each of the
factors, but upheld the denial of appointnent of counsel w thout
such specific factual findings "due to the clarity of the record"
on appeal. 811 F.2d at 262. 1In this case, the record is clear
that the district court did not abuse its discretion in denying
Moor e appoi nted counsel. Moore has not denonstrated that the
case is conplex beyond his abilities to either investigate it or
present it to the courts. As a result, there are no exceptional
ci rcunstances requiring appointnent of counsel in this civil

case. See Richardson v. Henry, 902 F.2d 414, 417 (5th Cr

1990), cert. denied, 111 S. Ct. 789 (1991).

AFFI RVED.



