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

No. 95-60012
Conf er ence Cal endar

JOSEPH WRI GHT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
EDDI E LUCAS, Conmi ssi oner,
M ssi ssi ppi Departnent of Corrections,
ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. CA 93-236

August 23, 1995
Before KING JOLLY, and WENER, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Joseph Wight argues that the magi strate judge abused his
di scretion by denying Wight's notion for the appointnment of
counsel. An interlocutory order denying the appoi ntnent of
counsel in a civil rights action may be i medi ately appeal ed.

Robbins v. Maggi o, 750 F.2d 405, 413 (5th Cr. 1985).

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that this opinion should not be published.
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There is no automatic right to the appoi ntnment of counsel in

a 42 U . S.C. 8 1983 case. Cupit v. Jones, 835 F.2d 82, 86 (5th

Cir. 1987). A district court is not required to appoint counsel
in the absence of "exceptional circunstances,"” which are
dependent upon the type and conplexity of the case and the
abilities of the individual pursuing that case. 1d. Absent a
cl ear abuse of discretion, this court will not overturn a
decision of the district court on the appointnent of counsel.
Id.

The magi strate judge considered the appropriate factors and
gave adequate reasons when he denied Wight's notion for the

appoi ntment of counsel. See Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209,

213 (5th Gr. 1982). Wight's conplaint is not conplex; he is
sinply challenging the conditions of his confinenent, alleging
that fellow inmates snoke cigarettes wapped in toilet paper
wrappers and that he is forced to inhale the second-hand snoke.
Wight's pleadings and nunerous notions show that he is literate
and capabl e of presenting coherent argunents to the court.
Because Wight's 8§ 1983 action relied on factual matters that
Wight is able to investigate and present to the court on his
own, he does not need legal skills or training to informthe

court adequately of his allegations. See Feist v. Jefferson

County Commirs Court, 778 F.2d 250, 253 (5th G r. 1985). Wi ght

has not presented exceptional circunstances warranting the
appoi ntment of counsel. The magistrate judge thus did not abuse
his discretion by denying Wight's notion.

AFFI RVED.



