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

No. 02-20064
Summary Cal endar

C. ELI JAH HAKEEM MUHAMVAD,
al so known as Christopher H jrah Mtchell,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
BUREAU OF PRI SONS; ET AL.,

Def endant s,

BUREAU OF PRI SONS; R THOVPSON

SCRO Regional Director; N H ADLER
Warden; AW OQUTLAW MR SM TH, K. SANDERS
E. BENGSTQN, Lieutenant; K. JOHNSON,

H L. FRANKLIN, sued in their individual
and official capacities,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 00-Cv-2310

~ October 16, 2002
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM SM TH, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~
C. Elijah Hakeem Muhammad, al so known as Chri stopher Hijrah

Mtchell (“Mihanmad”), federal prisoner #02791-088, appeals the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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sunmary-j udgnent dism ssal of his Bivens™ action against the
United States Bureau of Prisons and several of its enployees. A
grant of summary judgnent is reviewed de novo and will be upheld
if the pleadings and the evidence show that there is no genui ne
issue as to any material fact and the noving party is entitled to
judgnent as a matter of law Feb. R CQv. P. 56(c) and (e);

Resol ution Trust Corp. v. Sharif-Minir-Davidson Dev. Corp., 992

F.2d 1398, 1401 (5th CGr. 1993).

The district court’s judgnent gave several alternative
grounds for dismssal, including that Muhammad had not exhausted
his adm nistrative renedies, as is required by 42 U S. C
8§ 1977e(a). Regarding exhaustion, Muhammad contends that he was
deli berately denied the ability to exhaust his admnistrative
remedi es, that there were no adequate admi nistrative renedi es
i medi ately available to him and that he should not be required
t o exhaust because exhaustion discourages litigants with
legitimate cl ai ns.

The record on appeal, including the postjudgnent pleadings
subm tted by Muhammad, establishes that he did not exhaust his
admnistrative renedies prior to filing suit, as is required by

42 U.S.C. § 1997e(a); see Booth v. Churner, 532 U S. 731, 739-41

& n.6 (2001). Mihammad has not shown that he qualifies for any

of the narrow exceptions to the exhaustion requirenent. See

" Bivens V. Six Unknown Naned Agents of Fed. Bureau of
Nar cotics, 403 U. S. 388 (1971).
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Underwood v. WIlson, 151 F.3d 292, 296 (5th Cr. 1998). @G ven

the | ack of exhaustion, review of the other grounds given for the

district court’s dismssal is unnecessary. The district court’s

j udgnent i s AFFI RVED



