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LEW S CASTRO,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
M CHAEL CRAWFQOOT, as Sargeant Individually and Oficial Capacity;
LOUI'S SOLI Z, as Sargeant Individually and Oficial Capacity;
GLENN OVNENS, Correctional Oficer IV Individually and Ofici al
Capacity; CHRI STOPHER GASPAR, as Sargeant Individually and
O ficial Capacity; M CHAEL WEBB, Correctional Oficer |V
Individually and Oficial Capacity; BOBBY MORRI' S, Lieutenant,
I ndividually and O ficial Capacity,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:01-Cv-215

Bef ore BARKSDALE, DeMOSS, and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Lew s Castro, Texas prisoner # 752284, appeals the district
court’s dismssal wthout prejudice of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 civil
rights conplaint for failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedies.
“No action shall be brought with respect to prison conditions

under section 1983 . . . by a prisoner confined in any jail,

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



No. 03-11233
-2

prison, or other correctional facility until such adm nistrative
renmedi es as are available are exhausted.” 42 U S. C. 8§ 1997e(a).
This court reviews de novo the dism ssal of an innate’'s 42 U. S. C
8§ 1983 suit for failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedies.

Ri chardson v. Spurlock, 260 F.3d 495, 499 (5th Gr. 2001).

Castro admts that he did not file a Step 2 grievance before
he filed his civil rights conplaint. Castro asserts that he did
not file a Step 2 grievance because he was unaware of the
requirenments of 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1997e(a) and because the Interoffice
Comruni cation fromthe Internal Affairs Division (“1AD’) was a
decision fromthe highest authority in the grievance system and,
as a result, Castro was not required to file a Step 2 grievance.

First, ignorance of the lawwill not relieve Castro of his
obligation to exhaust the available adm nistrative renedies. See

Fi sher v. Johnson, 174 F.3d 710, 712-14 (5th Cr. 1999). Second,

the adm nistrative decision to the Step 1 grievance i nforned
Castro that his conplaint was mandatorily referred to the | AD and
that if he was “dissatisfied with the Step 1 response, [he] may
submt a Step 2 (1-128) to the Unit Gievance Investigator within
15 days fromthe Step 1 response.” There was no indication on
the Step 1 adm nistrative decision that Castro shoul d not appeal,
did not have the right to appeal, or should wait for IAD s
response to appeal. Castro has not shown that the district court

erred inits ruling. See also Crain v. Prasifka, 97 S.W3d 867,
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870 (Tex. App. 2002) (Step 2 grievance still mandatory even
though Step 1 grievance forwarded to the | AD)

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.



