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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC Nos. 5:00-CVv-232-BrS; 5:00-CV-325-BrS

Bef ore JONES, W ENER, AND BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ray A. Ransom federal prisoner # 27525-004, appeals the
sunmar y-j udgnent dism ssal of his Bivens™ actions against the
above-naned parties. A grant of summary judgnent is reviewed de
novo and wi Il be upheld if the pleadings and the evidence show
that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and the
moving party is entitled to judgnent as a matter of |law.  FED.

R Qv. P. 56(c) and (e); Resolution Trust Corp. V.

Sharif-Minir-Davidson Dev. Corp., 992 F.2d 1398, 1401 (5th Cr

1993).

In dismssing Ransomi s suits, the district court determ ned
that he failed to exhaust his adm nistrative renedies, as is
required by 42 U.S.C. §8 1977e(a). Ransom concedes that he failed
to exhaust the third and final |evel of the adm nistrative
grievance process with respect to his clains. However, Ransom

contends that the defendants interfered with his attenpts to

Pursuant to 5THGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.

" Bivens V. Six Unknown Naned Agents of Fed. Bureau of
Nar cotics, 403 U. S. 388 (1971).
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pursue his adm nistrative renedies by placing himin
adm nistrative detention and intercepting his mail, and that “the
exhaustion requirenent should [therefore] be deened satisfied.”
Ransom asserts that the defendants’ actions raised a disputed
i ssue of material fact that precluded sunmary judgnment di sm ssal
of his conplaints. Ransom goes on the argue that, in any event,
the defendants’ summary judgnent evidence was insufficient to
show that he failed to neet the exhaustion requirenent.

The defendants presented conpetent sunmmary-judgnent evi dence
denonstrating that Ransom did not pursue all levels of the
adm nistrative renedies process prior to filing his suits, as is
required by 42 U.S.C. § 1997e. Ransonis assertion that the
def endants prevented himfromconpleting the admnistrative
grievance process i s unsubstantiated and conclusional, and is
based on little nore than his own belief that the defendants
intercepted his third-l1evel admnistrative conplaint. Little v.

Liguid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1075 (5th Cr. 1994) (en banc).

Ransom of fers no evidence that he ever attenpted the third and
final level of admnistrative review. Under these circunstances,
the district court’s dismssal of Ransomis civil rights actions
for failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedi es was proper. See
42 U . S.C. 8 1997e; FeD. R Qv. P. 56(c).

AFFI RVED.



