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PER CURI AM

Jean A. Apanda appeals from the district court's! order granting
judgnent as a matter of law following a bench trial to lowa Beef
Processors, Inc. (IBP), in this enploynent discrimnation action. W
affirm

In June 1993, after exhausting his administrative renmedies and with
t he assi stance of appoi nted counsel, Apanda, a black nmale Anerican citizen
originally from Zaire, filed an anended conplaint, clainmng that |BP
discrimnated against himon the basis of his race and national origin in
violation of 42 U S. C. 8§ 2000e-2 and the Nebraska Fair Enpl oynent Practice
Act, Neb. Rev. Stat. 88 48-1101 to -1126 (1993). Apanda, who worked at
IBP's neat processing plant, alleged that on Novenber 7, 1990, substitute
f orenan Bob

1The Honorable Thomas M Shanahan, United States District
Judge for the District of Nebraska.



Cherkas twi ce showed himinproperly trimred products, threatened himwth
termnation, and later told himto go hone. After deternining that Apanda
had voluntarily left the job, the personnel nmanager term nated him Apanda
all eged that Anericans who are not black were treated differently than him
in simlar situations.

In February 1995 Apanda noved to anend his conplaint to add a claim
under 42 U . S.C. § 1981 and request a jury trial. Concluding the anmendnent
was untinmely and would unfairly prejudice IBP, the magi strate judge? denied
t he noti on.

After a two-day bench trial, the district court issued a thirteen-
page deci sion granting judgnent as a matter of | aw under Federal Rul e of
Civil Procedure 52(c) to IBP. The district court concluded that Apanda
failed to show, by a preponderance of evidence, any inference of unlawful
di scrimnation, and granted judgnent to IBP on both the Title VIl and
Nebr aska state | aw cl ai ns.

On appeal Apanda raises four general argunents: (1) the district
judge was bi ased agai nst himand required he give only "yes or no" answers;
(2) the district court should have wei ghed the evidence differently and
considered that witnesses had lied at trial; (3) his appointed counsel was
i neffective; and (4) he should have had a jury trial. Apanda has not
supplied a transcript on appeal

Absent a trial transcript, we cannot review Apanda's argunents that
the district court was biased, erred in requiring Apanda to answer only yes
or no, and failed to properly weigh the evidence in light of the |ack of
sone witnesses' credibility. See Schmd v. United Bhd. of Carpenters &
Joiners of Am, 827 F.2d 384, 386 (8th

2The Honorable Kathleen Ann Jaudzenms, United States
Magi strate Judge for the District of Nebraska.
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CGr. 1987) (per curiam (claimof judicial bias and verdi ct agai nst wei ght

of evidence not preserved for review without transcript), cert. denied, 484
U S. 1071 (1988); see also Davis v. Arkansas Dep't of Hunman Servs., 862
F.2d 173, 175 (8th Cir. 1988) (court of appeals will not reverse sinply
because it woul d wei gh evidence differently).

Apanda's claim that his appointed counsel was ineffective fails
because there is no statutory or constitutional right to effective
assi stance of counsel in a civil case. See dick v. Henderson, 855 F.2d
536, 541 (8th Cir. 1988). Finally, we find no error in the denial of a
jury trial

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
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