IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 92-4206
Conf er ence Cal endar

TI MOTHY BLEDSOE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
CLI NT MCALLEN
DAVI D SHELBY,

ERI C NOONAN
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:90-CV-542
March 18, 1993
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and DAVIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Ti not hy Bl edsoe has not provided this Court with a trial

transcript. W have no way to review the sufficiency of the

evi dence adduced at trial. Ri chardson v. Henry, 902 F.2d 414,

416 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 111 S. . 260 (1990).

Bl edsoe had four opportunities to state a substanti al
question on appeal and denonstrate a particular need for a
transcript at governnent expense. He tw ce noved for a

transcript in the district court. He once noved in this Court,

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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whi ch del ayed di sposition of the notion to all ow Bl edsoe to pl ead
wth nore specificity. He did not avail hinself of that
opportunity. Had he done so, a transcript nmay have been granted.
Id. Even at this |ate stage, Bledsoe has still provided this
Court with no specific reason to order a transcript.

APPEAL DI SM SSED.



