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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals the fromthe jury's verdict in favor of the
Def endant on his Title VIl clai mof sexual discrimnation. In sup-
port of this appeal, he alleges several trial errors and requests
provision of a transcript at governnent expense to aid himin the
devel opnent of issues raised by these errors. W find a transcri pt
to be unnecessary in determning the validity of Appellant's
asserted trial errors, but note that even were such a transcri pt
necessary, Appellant has failed to denonstrate a substanti al
gquestion warranting its preparation and provision at governnent
expense. See 28 U. S.C. A 8 753(f) (West 1995) (providing standard

for provision of transcript at governnent expense); Ml oney v. E.

| . DuPont de Nenmpurs & Co., 396 F.2d 939, 940 (D.C. Cir. 1967)

(expl ai ning that appellant bears the burden of denobnstrating a

substantial question), cert. denied, 396 U S. 1030 (1970). W

therefore deny Appell ant's notion. W al so find that none of Appel -
lant's allegations of error entitle himto either reversal of the
judgnment or a newtrial. Accordingly, we affirmthe jury's verdi ct
in favor of the Defendant.” W di spense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented i n the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

Process.

AFFlI RVED

" W al so deny Appellant's notion for appoi nt ment of counsel .
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