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MEMORANDUM*  

 

Appeal from the United States District Court 

for the District of Nevada 

Andrew P. Gordon, District Judge, Presiding 

 

Submitted August 25, 2026**  

 

Before:   SILVERMAN, N.R. SMITH, and DE ALBA, Circuit Judges. 

 

 

  *  This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent 

except as provided by Ninth Circuit Rule 36-3. 

  

  **  The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision 

without oral argument.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2). 
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 Nevada state prisoner John Manuel Ruiz appeals pro se from the district 

court’s summary judgment for failure to exhaust in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action 

alleging deliberate indifference to his serious medical needs.  We have jurisdiction 

under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo.  Williams v. Paramo, 775 F.3d 1182, 

1191 (9th Cir. 2015).  We affirm.   

The district court properly granted summary judgment because Ruiz failed 

to submit a grievance relating to defendants’ actions prior to his surgery and thus 

failed to exhaust his administrative remedies.  See Woodford v. Ngo, 548 U.S. 81, 

85 (2006) (explaining that an inmate must exhaust all available remedies before 

bringing suit); Griffin v. Arpaio, 557 F.3d 1117, 1121 (9th Cir. 2009) (explaining 

that a grievance must “provide enough information . . . to allow prison officials to 

take appropriate responsive measures” (citation and internal quotation marks 

omitted)). 

The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying as moot Ruiz’s 

motions to supplement the record at summary judgment.  See Tritchler v. County of 

Lake, 358 F.3d 1150, 1155 (9th Cir. 2004) (setting forth standard of review for a 

district court’s evidentiary rulings and stating that an appellant is required to 

establish prejudicial error). 

We do not consider arguments or allegations raised for the first time on 

appeal.  See Padgett v. Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir. 2009).   
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The motion (Docket Entry No. 31) to submit copies of grievances and the 

motion (Docket Entry No. 61) for service of the reply brief are denied as 

unnecessary.  All other pending motions are denied. 

 AFFIRMED. 


