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Chaderick A. Ingram appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment
dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging various claims against municipal,

judicial, and private entities, among others, related to insurance and other

transactions. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a
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dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), Barren v. Harrington, 152 F.3d 1193,
1194 (9th Cir. 1998) (order), and we affirm.

The district court properly dismissed without prejudice Ingram’s action as
frivolous because the complaint contains indecipherable facts and unsupported
legal assertions. See Jackson v. Arizona, 885 F.2d 639, 640-41 (9th Cir. 1989) (a
complaint may be dismissed as frivolous if it lacks an arguable basis in law or
fact), superseded by statute on other grounds as stated in Lopez v. Smith, 203 F.3d
1122, 1130 (9th Cir. 2000).

The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying Ingram’s motion
for appointment of counsel because, notwithstanding his mental impairments,
Ingram failed to demonstrate exceptional circumstances. See Palmer v. Valdez,
560 F.3d 965, 970 (9th Cir. 2009) (setting forth standard of review and explaining
grounds that warrant appointment of counsel under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)).

AFFIRMED.
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