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Aynda S. Coyle, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis
(IPFP), filed a gender discrimnation suit pursuant to 42 U S.C 8§
2000e et seq., against the Air Force in connection wth her civil
service enploynent. The nagistrate judge conducted a bench tri al
and determned that Coyle failed to show any discrimnatory or

retaliatory acts. Coyle then noved for a transcript at governnent

"Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



expense. The district court found that she failed to present a
substantial question for review and therefore denied the notion.

On appeal, this Court revoked her |IFP status and denied her
request for atranscript at governnent expense, concluding that her
financial affidavit reflected that she had the resources to afford
the costs of her appeal w thout undue hardshi p.

Coyl e argues that the magi strate judge's factual findings are
clearly erroneous. However, Coyl e has not provided this Court with
a transcript of the trial in accordance with Rule 10(b)(2) of the
Federal Rul es of Appellate Procedure. Consequently, we are unable
to determine whether the findings are clearly erroneous. See

Marshall v. Neptune Maritine, Inc., 838 F.2d 737, 739 (5th Gr.

1987); Archie v. Christian, 812 F.2d 250, 252 (5th Cr. 1987).

Additionally, to support her argunent that the magistrate judge
erred, she refers to her trial notes, which she has included in the
record excerpts. Those notes are not contained in the record on
appeal, and therefore, we are barred fromconsidering them Galvin

v. Occupational Safety & Health Adm nistration, 860 F.2d 181, 185

(5th Gr. 1988).

Coyle al so argues that certain Equal Enploynment Opportunity
(EEQO or mlitary regulations were violated. In his nmenorandum
the magistrate judge stated that Coyle failed to identify the
specific regulations. WMreover, the violations alleged woul d not
establish that the magistrate judge clearly erred in concl uding
that there was "nothing to indicate that any actions taken were
nmotivated by any discrimnatory intent or in retaliation for

plaintiff's EEO activity."



Accordingly, the district court's judgnent is AFFI RVED.



