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PER CURI AM *

Karen Gray appeals the district court’s order granting the
defendants’ notion for summary judgnent and dism ssing her
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 conplaint. Gay argues that she was term nated
from her job, in which she had a Fourteenth Amendnent property
interest, without due process of law Gay alleges that she was

deni ed pre-term nation process and a post-term nation hearing.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Gray’'s allegations regarding the denial of pre-termnation
process are raised for the first time on appeal. Accordingly, they

w Il not be considered by this court. See Forbush v. J.C Penney

Co., 98 F.3d 817, 822 (5th Gr. 1996); Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F. 2d

320, 321 (5th Cir. 1991). The record reflects that Gay failed to
utilize the grievance procedure that was avail able to her foll ow ng
her term nation. The evidence does not support her contention that
requiring her to utilize the grievance procedure woul d have been
futile. Accordingly, Gay s due process rights were not viol at ed.

See Rathjen v. Litchfield, 878 F.2d 836, 838 (5th Gr. 1989). The

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



