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

No. 99-41147
Conf er ence Cal endar

GEORGE RAY LATSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

UNI DENTI FI ED FLASOAMBKI , Li eut enant ;
B. SCEARCE, Correctional Oficer |11,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 9:99-Cv-114

~ August 23, 2000
Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and POLITZ and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ceorge Ray Latson, Texas prisoner # 541078, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S . C § 1983 lawsuit for
failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedies, pursuant to 42 U S. C
8§ 1997e(a). He urges that dismssal was error, that he should
not have been required to exhaust his adm nistrative renedies
because the officer handling his Step One grievance was bi ased

against him and that, rather than dism ss his case, the district

court should have granted a continuance to enable himto exhaust.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Latson’ s conclusional allegations that the officer handling
his Step One grievance was biased is no defense for failing to

exhaust his adm nistrative renedies. See Wendell v. Asher, 162

F.3d at 887, 890-91 (5th Gr. 1998). H s argunent that the
district court should have granted a continuance is based on the
former, no |longer effective version of 8§ 1997e and is thus

W thout nmerit. See Underwood v. WIlson, 151 F. 3d 292, 293 (5th

Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 526 U. S. 1133 (1999). Because Latson

had not exhausted his adm nistrative remedies at the tine he
filed the instant 8§ 1983 lawsuit, the district court was required

to dismss the case, pursuant to 8 1997e(a). See Wendell, 162

F.3d at 890-92; Underwood, 151 F.3d at 293, 296. Accordingly,
its judgnment is AFFIRMED. Latson’s notion for the production of
docunents i s DEN ED.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DENI ED.



