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GREGORY ROLAND,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
NURSE HAVEN, Estelle Unit Medical Departnent; Warden S. RI CH
Estelle Unit; J. CHAVES, Adm nistrator of Medical Departnent;
DI RECTOR TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE DOUG DRETKE

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:03-CV-5028

Bef ore REAVLEY, WENER and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Gregory Rol and, Texas prisoner # 1125992, filed a 42 U S.C
8§ 1983 conplaint alleging that he blacked out and suffered a
light stroke due to a denial of nedical care by prison officials.
The district court granted the defendants’ summary judgnent
nmoti on and di sm ssed Roland’s conpl aint on the basis that Rol and
had failed to exhaust his adm nistrative renedies. Roland filed

a tinely notice of appeal.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.
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Rol and argues that the district court erred in finding that
he had failed to exhaust his adm nistrative renedi es through the
use of the prison grievance procedure. Roland filed a Step One
grievance form nunbered 2033222407. He did not, however, file a
Step Two grievance form He contends that he fil ed another Step
One grievance formthat he intended to serve as his Step Two
form It is undisputed that the second Step One form was
returned to Rol and unprocessed. Roland has not shown that the
district court erred in dismssing his conplaint. See 42 U S. C
1997e(a).

Rol and al so argues that the district court abused its
di scretion when it denied his requests for appointnment of
counsel. W have considered the relevant factors and concl ude
that there were no exceptional circunstances to warrant the

appoi ntment of counsel. See U ner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209,

212-13 (5th Gir. 1982).
AFFI RVED.



