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California state prisoner James L. Jefferson appeals pro se from the district

court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging First and Eighth

Amendment claims. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de
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novo the dismissal of an action for failure to exhaust administrative remedies, Sapp
v. Kimbrell, 623 F.3d 813, 821 (9th Cir. 2010), and we affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Jefferson’s action because Jefferson
failed to exhaust his administrative remedies as to the conduct underlying his
claims 1n this action, and failed to establish either that administrative remedies
were unavailable or that he was otherwise excused from exhausting. See id. at
821-24 (describing standard for proper exhaustion as a prerequisite to an inmate’s
civil rights action; discussing limited circumstances under which administrative
remedies are deemed unavailable or exhaustion is excused; and explaining that, for
proper exhaustion, an inmate’s grievance must provide enough information to alert
the prison to the nature of the wrong for which redress is sought).

Because we affirm the dismissal of Jefferson’s action for failure to exhaust,
we do not consider Jefferson’s arguments concerning the alleged merits of his
underlying claims.

Jefferson’s second and third opening briefs, received on May 8 and May 30,
2013, are treated as supplemental briefs, and, along with the opening brief filed on
March 28, 2013, will be considered as one complete opening brief. Accordingly,
the Clerk is directed to file the second and third opening briefs.

AFFIRMED.
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