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PER CURI AM *

GoriaJ. WIllianms appeals froma sumary judgnent di sm ssing
her clainms against the Cty of Dallas. Construing liberally her
brief, she clains that the district court erred in considering the
Texas Wrkforce Conm ssion’s determnation that she was not
di scharged for msconduct, the district court erred in not

permtting her to address the court follow ng the adverse ruling on

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



the summary judgnent notion, and that the nmagistrate erred in
initially declining to appoint counsel for the prosecution of her
case. W find no nerit in her argunents.

The deci si on of the Texas Workforce Conm ssi on was not part of
a response to the sunmary judgnent notion and was therefore not
properly before the district court. In any event, under express
Texas law, the findings of the Texas Wrkforce Comm ssion have no
col |l ateral estoppel effect and are not adm ssi bl e evi dence i n ot her
proceedi ngs. Tex. Lab. Code Ann. 8§ 213-007. Having ruled on the
nmotion for summary judgnent, the district court had no duty to hear
oral argunent from the appellant who had appointed counsel;
nmor eover, appell ant has not shown prejudice fromthe deni al of oral
argunent as the district court properly granted summary judgnment
based on the sunmary judgnment record. Finally, the conplaint
related to the denial of appointed counsel fails because she was
appoi nted counsel prior to the disposition of her claimby summary
judgnent; further, she did not tinely appeal fromthe nmagi strate’s
initial determnation to deny her request for appointed counsel.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



