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BARBARA HOOVER,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
DOLORES LI NDSEY; ET AL.,
Def endant s,
DOLORES LI NDSEY; FRI ENDS OF WAOZ, | NC.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 01-CVv-2926-1

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DAVI S and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Bar bara Hoover has noved for | eave to proceed in form
pauperis (IFP) and for preparation of hearing transcripts at
gover nnent expense, relative to her appeal of a judgnent for the
defendants in this enploynent-discrimnation and civil-rights
action. In her action, Hoover challenged the term nation of her

enpl oynent by WAMOZ, a New Ol eans not-for-profit radio station,

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.



No. 03-30208
-2

as an underwriter who sold air-tinme and as an on-air host. Also
made a defendant was appel | ee Dol ores Lindsey, who was WANOZ' s
underw i ting nmanager.

The district court dismssed the followi ng clains alleged by
Hoover: (1) sex discrimnation clains agai nst WAMOZ and Li ndsey;
(2) a race discrimnation claimagainst Lindsey; (3) an age
di scrim nation clai magainst Lindsey; (4) Fourteenth Amendnent
equal protection clains agai nst WM and Lindsey; (5) 42 U S. C
8§ 1983 clains against both, for mail fraud and/or tanpering; and
(6) clainms against both under the Equal pay Act, 29 U S. C
8§ 206(d). After a hearing, the court dism ssed Hoover’s
remai ni ng race and age discrimnation clains agai nst WAMOZ, on
grounds that the court |acked subject-matter jurisdiction. See

G eenlees v. Eidenmuller Enterprises, Inc., 32 F.3d 197, 198-99

(5th Gr. 1994).
To be entitled to proceed IFP in this court, Hoover nust
show that she is a pauper and that she will present a

nonfrivol ous issue on appeal. See Carson v. Polley, 689 F.2d

562, 586 (5th Cr. 1982). Although it appears that Hoover is
financially eligible to proceed I FP, she has not identified a
nonfrivolous issue for appeal. Nor has she set forth factual
all egations and | egal argunents to denonstrate that she wll

rai se nonfrivol ous issues on appeal. Accordingly, Hoover’'s |IFP

nmotion i s DEN ED
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Hoover is not entitled to transcripts at governnent expense
because she has not been granted | eave to proceed | FP and she has
not shown why she needs the transcript. See 28 U . S.C. 8§ 753(f);

Harvey v. Andrist, 754 F.2d 569, 571 (5th Cr. 1985).

Accordingly, her notion for transcripts at governnment expense is
DENI ED

Because we have concluded on this review that the appeal is
frivolous, IT IS FURTHER ORDERED t hat the appeal is DI SM SSED
See 5THAR R 42.2.

MOTI ONS DENI ED;, APPEAL DI SM SSED



