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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at R chnond. Robert R Merhige, Jr., Senior
District Judge. (CA-94-871)
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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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torney General, Jill Theresa Bowers, OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF VIRG@NIA, Richnond, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's judgnent, pursuant to
a jury verdict, that he recover nothing in his 42 U S.C. § 1983
(1994) action. The record does not contain a transcript of the
trial. Appellant has the burden of including in the record on ap-
peal a transcript of all parts of the proceedings material to the
I ssues rai sed on appeal. Fed. R App. P. 10(b)(2); 4th Cr. Local
R 10(c). Appellants proceeding on appeal in forma pauperis are
entitled to transcripts at governnent expense only in certain
circunstances. 28 U. S.C. 8§ 753(f) (1994). By failing to produce a
transcript or to qualify for the production of a transcript at
gover nment expense, Appellant has waived review of the issues on
appeal which depend upon the transcript to show error. Powell v.

Estelle, 959 F.2d 22, 26 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 506 U S. 1025

(1992); Keller v. Prince George's Co., 827 F.2d 952, 954 n.1 (4th

Cir. 1987). W have reviewed the record before the court and find
noreversibleerror. Wetherefore affirmthe district court's order
entering judgnment for the Appell ees. W deny Appellant's notion to
appoi nt counsel and di spense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.
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