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PER CURI AM *

Wodie Sorrells, Texas prisoner # 801754, appeals from the
magi strate judge’'s orders dismssing his clains against various
defendants in his 42 U S C § 1983 action. Sorrells noves for
injunctive relief; that notion is DEN ED. Sorrells noves to

suppl enent the record on appeal; that notion also is DEN ED.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Sorrells <contends that the mgistrate judge erred by
dismssing his clains against Allan Westnoreland for failure to
effect service of process; that the nmgistrate judge erred by
di sm ssing his clains against six other defendants for failure to
exhaust prison admnistrative renedies; and that the nagistrate
judge erred by finding for the remaining defendants on his
substantive clains of deliberate indifference to his serious
medi cal needs and by finding that the defendants were entitled to
qualified imunity. As wll be discussed, Sorrells’s contentions
are unavail i ng.

Additionally, Sorrells lists as issues whether the nmagi strate
j udge exceeded the scope of this court’s mandate on renmand; whet her
the state-entity defendants were entitled to Eleventh Amendnent
immunity; whether the nmagistrate judge erred by prejudging
Sorrells’s case; and whether district courts should be reluctant to
dismss clains solely on procedural grounds. Sorrells does not
devel op those issues beyond nerely listing them he has failed to

brief the issues for appeal. Bri nkmann v. Dallas County Deputy

Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987).

The di sm ssal of the clains agai nst Westnorel and pursuant to

FED. R Qv. P. 4(n) was not an abuse of discretion. See Lindsey V.

United States R R Retirenment Bd., 101 F.3d 444, 445 (5th CGr.

1996). Neither the Ofice of the Attorney General (OAG nor the
Marshal was able to |locate Westnorel and and effectuate service

bet ween August 30, 2002, and March 6, 2003.
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Sorrells does not <contend that he actually exhausted
adm ni strative grievances agai nst the six defendants who obt ai ned
dismssal of his clains against them for failure to exhaust
adm nistrative renedi es. Exhaustion is required under 42 U. S.C. 8§
1997e(a) before a prisoner may proceed in federal court. Inform
attenpts at resol ution outside of the official grievance system or
inconplete attenpts within the official system do not serve to

exhaust prison admnistrative renedies. See Al exander v. Tippah

County, Mss., 351 F.3d 626, 629-30 (5th CGr. 2003), cert. denied,

124 S. C. 2071 (2004); Wight v. Hollingsworth, 260 F.3d 357, 358

(5th Gr. 2001). Sorrells’s argunents that exhaustion was
unnecessary; that other grievances should have put the defendants
on notice; and that exhaustion would have been futile are w thout
merit.

“Dismssal under 8 1997e is made on pl eadi ngs w thout proof.
As long as the plaintiff has alleged exhaustion with sufficient
specificity, lack of adm ssible evidence in the record does not

formthe basis for dismssal.” Underwood v. WIlson, 151 F. 3d 292,

296 (5th Cr. 1998). Sorrells alleged in his anmended conpl ai nt
that he had exhausted his grievance procedure, but he alleged no
details regardi ng exhaustion. The magistrate judge inposed no
hi gher pl eading standard on Sorrells than is required by 42 U S. C
§ 1997e(a).

Sorrells’s assertion that the dismssal for failure to exhaust

was equivalent to a dismssal for failure to state a claimis
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facially frivolous. The exhaustion requirenent has nothing to do
wth the nerits of a prisoner’s clains.

Sorrells has not shown that the magistrate judge’s
determ nation that the defendants were not deliberately indifferent

to his serious nedi cal needs was erroneous. See Estelle v. Ganbl e,

429 U.S. 97, 106 (1976). The evidence at trial supported the
determnation that the defendants attenpted to renedy the
circunstances that nade Sorrells’s conpliance with his nedication
schedul e difficult.

AFFI RVED.



