UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

LOUISIANA

Jonathan Payton v. Lamarque Ford

Payton - No. 25-1481 - Decided January 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana denied Jonathan Payton’s motion

for appointment of counsel under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(1). The court found that Payton had not shown

exceptional circumstances or efforts to obtain private counsel and that his complaint appeared to lack a

cognizable claim or subject-matter jurisdiction because the Federal Trade Commission Act does not

provide a private right of action. The court ordered Payton to show cause by February 25, 2026, why

the complaint should not be dismissed.
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Plaintiff proceeding in forma pauperis moved for appointment of
counsel while the court screened his complaint and ordered him to
show cause why the action should not be dismissed as frivolous and

for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

The court applied the exceptional-circumstances standard governing
appointment of counsel under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(1) and the statutory
screening standard under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Payton established exceptional circumstances warranting appointment of counsel under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(1).

2. Whether the complaint appeared to state a cognizable claim and establish federal subject matter

jurisdiction sufficient to proceed past in forma pauperis screening.

3. Whether Payton's failure to respond to the prior show-cause order warranted immediate dismissal or

instead justified allowing another opportunity to respond.

HOLDINGS

1. A civil litigant has no constitutional right to court-appointed counsel, and indigence alone does not
warrant appointment; the plaintiff must establish exceptional circumstances under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)
.

2. Appointment of counsel was not warranted because Payton failed to establish exceptional circumstances,
failed to show that the case was particularly complex or that he could not adequately investigate and

present it, and did not identify efforts to obtain private counsel.

3. The complaint appeared to fail to state a cognizable claim and to lack a basis for federal subject matter

jurisdiction because 15 U.S.C. § 45 does not provide a private cause of action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A litigant has no constitutional right to a court-appointed attorney in a civil case.” (11.A)
“It is only those extraordinarily complex cases that require such extraordinary measures.” (111.B)

“Plaintiff s failure to respond in writing as directed herein may result in the dismissal of his complaint.” (IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Payton alleged that Lamarque Ford stated his 2013 Ford Taurus was operating without issue after a full-service
oil change and car wash, but that the vehicle began leaking water and coolant within two weeks. He asserted a
deceptive-practices claim under the Federal Trade Commission Act. Payton alleged limited financial resources
and sought appointed counsel, but did not identify efforts to obtain private counsel or facts showing that the case

was unusually complex.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Payton filed a complaint asserting a deceptive-practices claim under the Federal Trade Commission Act. The
court granted in forma pauperis status but withheld issuance of summons pending screening and ordered Payton
to show cause why the complaint should not be dismissed. Payton did not timely respond, apparently because he
changed addresses without promptly notifying the clerk. The court gave him another opportunity to respond by



February 25, 2026, denied his motion for appointment of counsel, and warned that failure to respond could result

in dismissal.
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