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PER CURI AM *
Robert Donal d Bonner, Texas innmate #782313, proceeding pro

se and in forma pauperis, appeals the dism ssal of his 42 U S. C

8§ 1983 conplaint for failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedi es.
Bonner asserts that in response to his Step One grievance, Texas
Departnent of Crimnal Justice (“TDC)”) officials stated that the
case had been dism ssed and the grievance resolved. He contends

t hat exhaustion was unnecessary and woul d have been futile

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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because the TDCJ was powerless to grant the relief that he
sought .
We review the district court’s dismssal of a prisoner’s

42 U.S.C. § 1983 conplaint for failure to exhaust de novo. Powe

v. Ennis, 177 F.3d 393, 394 (5th Gr. 1999). A prisoner nust
exhaust available adm nistrative renedies prior to bringing a
awsuit under 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983. 42 U S.C. 8 1997e(a). The
pertinent inquiry is not whether the prisoner has pursued his
adm ni strative renedi es reasonably and in good faith, but whether
he has exhausted all renedies that are available. Underwood

v. Wlson, 151 F.3d 292, 294 (5th G r. 1998). The Suprene Court

has rejected a futility exception to the 42 U S.C. 8§ 1997e(a)

exhaustion requirenent. Booth v. Churner, 532 U S. 731, 741 n.6
(2001).

We have rejected Bonner’s argunent that he need not exhaust
because the prison adm nistrative grievance procedure was unabl e

to grant the renedy sought. Wight v. Hollingsworth, 260 F.3d

357, 358 (5th Gr. 2001). Accordingly, the district court’s

j udgnent i s AFFI RVED



