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

No. 01-30045
Conf er ence Cal endar

W LLI AM MARTI N,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
UNKNOWN SCHOTT, Captain; EDDI E VEAL, Lieutenant;
DAVI D BONNETTE, Warden; UNKNOWN WASHI NGTON, Li eut enant;
NORRI S BONTQN, Sergeant; UNKNOMN HUNT, Sergeant,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 96- CV-3342- M

~ Cctober 25, 2001
Bef ore W ENER, BENAVIDES, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Wllie Martin (“Martin”), Louisiana prisoner # 111528,
appeal s fromthe judgnent entered in favor of defendants Eddie
Veal (“Veal”) and WIlie Washi ngton (“Washington”) follow ng a
jury trial on his excessive-force clains in his 42 U S.C. § 1983
action. He argues that: (1) the jury erred because it did not

find that the nedical records were sufficient proof that he was

beat en by Veal and Washington; and (2) the district court erred

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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because it did not grant hima directed verdict on the grounds of
contradi ctory testinony.

Martin had a responsibility to provide a trial transcript to
resol ve both issues because both issues challenge findings or
concl usi ons nmade on the basis of evidence adduced at a hearing or

trial. See Powell v. Estelle, 959 F.2d 22, 26 (5th Gr. 1992).

Hs failure to provide a trial transcript prevents this court

fromreview ng his argunents. See Richardson v. Henry, 902 F.2d

414, 415-16 (5th Cr. 1990). Accordingly, Martin's appeal is
DI SM SSED. See id. at 416; 5th Gr. R 42.3.2.
APPEAL DI SM SSED



