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

No. 01-10529
Conf er ence Cal endar

THEODORE FLANAGAN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
K. WALKER, Correctional
Oficer IV, G J. CAWHORN,
Capt ai n,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:01-CV-24
© August 23, 2001
Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and POLI TZ and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Theodor e Fl anagan, Texas prisoner # 734335, appeals the
district court’s dismssal wthout prejudice of his 42 U S. C
8§ 1983 conplaint for failure to exhaust his adm nistrative
remedi es. Flanagan argues that the district court erred in
di sm ssing his conplaint because he exhausted his adm nistrative

remedies prior to the district court’s dism ssal, because he had

properly anended his conplaint to include the relief section, and

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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alternatively without allowing himto anmend his conplaint to
dismss the injunctive relief section.
This court reviews a district court’s dismssal of a

prisoner’s conplaint for failure to exhaust de novo. See Powe V.

Ennis, 177 F.3d 393, 394 (5th Cr. 1999). “No action shall be
brought with respect to prison conditions under section 1983 of
this title, or any other Federal law, by a prisoner confined in
any jail, prison, or other correctional facility until such
adm ni strative renedies as are avail able are exhausted.” 42
U.S.C. § 1997e(a).

Regar dl ess whet her Fl anagan properly anended his relief
request or should have been allowed to drop his request for
injunctive relief, the district court did not err in dismssing
t he conpl ai nt because Fl anagan adm ttedly conpleted the grievance

procedures after he filed the conplaint. Booth v. Churner, 121

S. . 1819, 1825 (2001); Underwood v. WIlson, 151 F.3d 292, 296

(5th Gr. 1998). Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court
i s AFFI RVED.



