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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois denied Stanton Sillas’s fourth
motion for recruitment of counsel in his action alleging deliberate indifference to medical needs,
retaliation, and medical malpractice. Applying the Seventh Circuit’s two-part standard for recruiting
counsel for indigent civil litigants, the court found that Sillas’s filings demonstrated sufficient
competence and that he had not shown materially changed circumstances or discovery-related
obstacles warranting appointment of counsel.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, an incarcerated pro se litigant asserting claims concerning
medical care, retaliation, and medical malpractice, filed a fourth
motion for recruitment of counsel under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(1).
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PRACTICE AREAS

Civil procedure Prisoner civil rights Access to counsel

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should recruit counsel for an indigent incarcerated plaintiff who had made efforts to
obtain counsel but whose filings demonstrated an ability to litigate the case pro se.

2. Whether Sillas's fourth motion materially changed the circumstances supporting his previously denied
requests for recruited counsel.

HOLDINGS

1. An indigent civil litigant has no constitutional or statutory right to counsel; recruitment of counsel under
28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(1) is discretionary and depends on the two-part inquiry concerning the plaintiff's
reasonable efforts to obtain counsel and competence to litigate the case given its difficulty.

2. Recruitment of counsel was unwarranted because Sillas's fourth motion did not materially differ from
his third motion and did not show that changed circumstances prevented him from conducting discovery
or litigating the case.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There is no constitutional or statutory right to counsel for a civil litigant, however.”

“In determining whether to recruit counsel, the Court is directed to make a two-fold inquiry: “(1) [H]as the
indigent plaintiff made a reasonable attempt to obtain counsel or been effectively precluded from doing so;
and if so, (2) given the difficulty of the case, does the plaintiff appear competent to litigate it himself?””

“Sillas’s fourth motion does not materially differ from his third, and he does not make any attempt to explain
how his situation has changed.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stanton Sillas is an Illinois Department of Corrections inmate proceeding on eight claims against eight
defendants relating to his medical care while incarcerated. Discovery was ongoing and scheduled to end in
March 2026, and Sillas had successfully amended his complaint to add two claims. He asserted that he lacked
legal training, had limited access to a law library, had been transferred, and had unsuccessfully contacted law
firms, but he did not identify new discovery problems or explain why the court's previously suggested
alternatives were inadequate.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court had previously denied three requests for recruitment of counsel, while finding that Sillas had met the
threshold requirement of attempting to obtain counsel and was competent to proceed pro se. In this fourth
motion, Sillas cited his lack of legal training, limited law-library access, transfer to another institution, and
unsuccessful efforts to obtain counsel. The court concluded that the motion did not materially differ from the
prior request and denied it.
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