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

No. 95-20531
Conf er ence Cal endar

MARI O C. MARTI NEZ,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
D. JACKSQN,
D. SHELBY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CA-H 94-2627
Decenber 19, 1995

Before DAVI S, STEWART, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Mario C. Martinez appealed the district court's denial of
his notion for appointnent of counsel. An interlocutory order
denyi ng the appoi ntnent of counsel in a civil rights action may

be i medi ately appeal ed. Robbins v. Mggio, 750 F.2d 405, 413

(5th Gr. 1985). A trial court is not required to appoint
counsel for an indigent plaintiff asserting a clai munder 42

U S C 8§ 1983 unless there are exceptional circunstances. U ner

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of
opinions that nerely decide particular cases on the basis of
wel | -settled principles of | aw i nposes needl ess expense on the
public and burdens on the legal profession.” Pursuant to that
Rul e, the court has determ ned that this opinion should not be
publ i shed.
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v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209, 212 (5th Cr. 1982). A district

court has the discretion to appoint counsel for a plaintiff
proceeding pro se if doing so woul d advance the proper
admnistration of justice. |1d. at 213.

G ven the district court's careful and specific
consi deration of each of the four Uner factors, the record on
appeal, and Martinez's brief, the district court did not abuse
its discretion by refusing to appoint counsel for himin this
case.

AFFI RVED.



