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DOCKET ENTRY TEXT:

The plaintiff's motion for appointmerdf counsel [72] is denied.

B [For further details seetext below.] Docketing to mail notices.

STATEMENT

The plaintiff, an lllinois state prisoner, has brought gnisse civil rights action pursuant to 42 U.SJC.
§ 1983. The plaintiff claims that the defendants, coweatiofficials and health care providers, violate’j the
plaintiff's constitutional rights by acting with deliberatelifference to his serious medical needs. This Ltter
is before the court for ruling on the plaintiff's motion for appointment of counsel.

The motion is denied. There is no constitutional or statutory right to counsel in federal civil|cases.
Romanelli v. Suliene, 615 F.3d 847, 851 (2010¥e also Johnson v. Doughty, 433 F.3d 1001, 1006 (7th G
2006). Nevertheless, the district court has disametinder 28 U.S.C. 8 1915(e)(1) to request counsel fpr an
indigent litigant. Pruitt v. Mote, 503 F.3d 647, 654 (7th Cir. 200¢€iting Johnson, 433 F.3d at 1006. Whenja
pro se litigant submits a request for appointment of courteelcourt must first consider whether the indigent
plaintiff has made reasonable attempts to secure coumbed own, or conversely, if he has been precluded(from
doing so. Pruitt, 503 F.3d at 654. Next, the court must evaltla¢ecomplexity of the case and whether|fthe
plaintiff appears competent to litigate it on his owldl. at 654-55. Another consideration is whetherf|the
assistance of counsel would provide a substantial beodfie court or the parties, potentially affecting|the
outcome of the casdd. at 654,Gil v. Reed, 381 F.3d 649, 656 (7th Cir. 2004¥e also Local Rule 83.36((Jr
(N.D. 1II.) (listing the factors to be taken into account in determining whether to appoint counsel).
(CONTINUED)
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STATEMENT (continued)

After considering the above factors, the court cades that appointment of counsel is not warrantg¢d in
this case. Although the amended complaint sets foghizable claims, the plaintiff has alleged no physical or
mental disability that might preclude him from adequatehgstigating the facts givirmse to this action. Neith@r
the legal issues raised in the complaint nor the evidi¥atenight support the plaifits claims are so compl
or intricate that a trained attorney is necessarye gihintiff is a highly experienced and savvy litigator; fis
submissions to date have been coherent and articlageplaintiff appears moredh capable of presenting fjis
case, notwithstanding the limitations imposed by his cenfent in segregation. It should additionally be nfpted
that the court grants o selitigants wide latitude in the handling of thiwsuits. Therefore, the plaintiff’'s motign
for appointment of counsel is denied at this time. Shthé case proceed to a point that assistance of coufpsel is
appropriate, the court may revisit this request.
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