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Washington state prisoner Tomas Afeworki appeals pro se from the district

court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. We have jurisdiction
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under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo. Wyattv. Terhune, 315 F.3d 1108,
1117 (9th Cir. 2003). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed the action against the Department of
Corrections defendants because Afeworki did not properly exhaust all available
administrative remedies before filing his complaint in federal court. See Woodford
v. Ngo, 548 U.S. 81, 90-91 (2006) (explaining that “proper exhaustion” under the
Prison Litigation Reform Act requires adherence to administrative procedural
rules); see also Brown v. Valoff, 422 ¥.3d 926, 935 (9th Cir. 2005) (“[T]he
obligation to exhaust available remedies persists as long as some remedy remains
available.”).

Afeworki fails to raise, and therefore waives, any challenge to the district
court’s judgment dismissing the action against defendant Comer. See Entm’t
Research Group, Inc. v. Genesis Creative Group, Inc., 122 F.3d 1211, 1217 (9th
Cir. 1997) (“We review only issues which are argued specifically and distinctly in
a party’s opening brief.”) (citations omitted).

We deny Comer’s request to impose a strike against Afeworki pursuant to
28 U.S.C. § 1915(g).

Afeworki’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

AFFIRMED.
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