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PER CURI AM *

Franci sco Gonez, Texas prisoner #742398, appeals fromthe
dismssal of his civil-rights lawsuit, filed pursuant to 42
U S C § 1983, for failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedies.
On appeal, Gonez asserts that he was not required to exhaust

adm ni strative renedi es because: (1) he was seeking nonetary
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damages, which were not available fromthe adm nistrative
process; (2) he should be excused fromfulfilling the exhaustion
requi renent due to the fact that his adm nistrative grievance was
erroneously denied as untinely; and (3) he fulfilled the
exhaustion requirenent by submtting informal conplaints to
various prison officials. W reviewthe district court’s

di sm ssal under 42 U S.C. 8§ 1997e(a) de novo. See Powe v. Ennis,

177 F.3d 393, 394 (5th Gr. 1999).
Gonez’s first two argunents |ack nerit under applicable

precedent. See Booth v. Churner, 532 U S. 731, 740-41 (2001)

(exhaustion is required even where noney danmages are sought); id.
at 741 n.6 (“we wll not read futility or other exceptions into
statutory exhaustion requirenents”). Hs third argunent relies

solely upon Watt v. Leonard, 193 F.3d 876, 878 (6th Cr. 1999),

which is not applicable to the instant case because, unlike in
Watt, the instant alleged constitutional violation did not occur
prior to passage of the Prison Litigation Reform Act of 1995.
Gonez al so contends that the district court erred by
dismissing his instant |awsuit w thout conducting a Spears!?
heari ng. Because additional factual devel opnment woul d not have
aided Gonez in fulfilling the exhaustion requirenent, the
district court did not abuse its discretion by dismssing his
lawsuit w thout conducting a Spears hearing.

Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED

! Spears v. MCotter, 766 F.2d 179 (5th Cr. 1985).




