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

No. 02-40757
Conf er ence Cal endar

GEORGE BENJAM N ROBI NSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JERRY SCHI LLI NG DAVI D GNUSCHKE;, DOUG KAZ; GERARDI; J.
HADW N, ALEX PERREZ,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. C-00-Cv-238

February 19, 2003
Before WENER, EMLIO M GARZA, and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *
Ceorge Benjam n Robi nson, federal prisoner #16831-034,
appeal s the district court’s dismssal wthout prejudice of his

cl ai n8 under Bivens v. Six Unknown Naned Agents of Fed. Bureau of

Narcotics, 403 U. S. 388 (1971), following this court’s remand of
Robi nson’ s equal protection clains for further consideration.

Robi nson’s nmotion for records and sanctions i s DEN ED

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Robi nson contends that the district court erred in
di sm ssing his equal protection clains for failure to exhaust
adm ni strative renmedi es. Robinson clains to have filed
adm ni strative grievances on May 8, 1999, June 20, 1999, and
August 3, 1999; however, those grievances could not have rel ated
to Robinson’s equal protection clains, which arose fromthe
termnation of his prison job on or about May 2000. Robinson’s
vague and concl usi onal assertion that on sone ot her unspecified
date he filed admnistrative grievances is clearly insufficient
to all ege exhaustion. And Robinson’s allegations regarding his
filing of an August 7, 1999, grievance with the Deputy Attorney
Ceneral and a Septenber 12, 1999, clai munder the Federal Tort
Cl ains Act do not allege conpliance with the official
adm nistrative grievance process. See 28 CF.R 8§ 542.10 et.
seq. Robinson has thus failed to allege with sufficient
specificity that he exhausted his adm nistrative renedies with

respect to his equal protection clains. See Underwood v. W/ son,

151 F. 3d 292, 296 (5th Gr. 1998).

To the extent that Robinson is suggesting that he was not
required to exhaust his adm nistrative renedi es because the
grievances he did file were ignored, his argunent is wthout
merit. A prisoner nust exhaust all avail able adm nistrative
remedi es, regardl ess of whether those renedi es neet federal

standards or are plain, speedy, or effective. See Porter v.

Nussle, 534 U S. 516, 524 (2002). There is no futility exception
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to the exhaustion requirenent. See Booth v. Churner, 532 U S

731, 741 n.6. (2001).

Finally, Robinson’s assertions that he suffered continuing
retaliation after he was rehired to his prison job in Decenber
2000 and that his |legal papers were unconstitutionally
confiscated in January 2002 are beyond the scope of this court’s

remand order and thus will not be consi dered. See Burroughs V.

FFP Operating Partners, 70 F.3d 31, 33 (5th G r. 1995). The

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DEN ED.



