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

No. 97-60400
Conf er ence Cal endar

CLI FTON E. LAWRENCE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JEANNE PACI FI C; WYATT COLLI NS;
MARK W NDHAM

Def endant s,
and

MAURI CE HOCKS; LAFAYETTE NELSON

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 2:93-CV-12PG

“June 16, 1998
Before DAVIS, PARKER, and DENNIS, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Followng a jury verdict in favor of the defendants, Cifton
E. Lawence argues: (1) that the magistrate judge erred by

excusing a juror who stated that she could not renmai n unbi ased;

(2) that the magistrate judge abused his discretion denying

Pursuant to 5TH QR 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR 47.5. 4.
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Law ence's notion for the taking of depositions on witten
questions; (3) that the magi strate judge erred by denying

Law ence's request for interrogatories; (4) that the nmagistrate

j udge abused his discretion by disallowng the adm ssion of
docunent ary evidence for the purpose of inpeachnent; (5) that the
evi dence was insufficient to support the jury verdict; and

(6) that the magistrate judge abused his discretion by denying
Lawence's notion for a new trial. Law ence's issues nunbered
four, five, and six are unreviewable as Lawence has not included
the trial transcript in the record or asked this court to provide
it at governnent expense. See FED. R App. P. 10(b)(2);

Ri chardson v. Henry, 902 F.2d 414, 416 (5th G r. 1990).

Regar di ng Lawr ence's di scovery-based al | egati ons, nunbered one

t hrough three, Lawence has not shown that the nagistrate judge
abused his discretion. See Richardson, 902 F.2d at 417.

AFFI RVED.



