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Stuart Sandrock, a California state prisoner, appeals pro se from the district

court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging deliberate

indifference to his serious medical needs and retaliation. 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) (dismissal for failure to exhaust); Nelson v. Heiss, 271 F.3d
891, 893 (9th Cir. 2001) (Fed.R.Civ.P. § 12(b)(6) dismissal). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Sandrock’s medical claims because
Sandrock failed to exhaust administrative remedies or demonstrate that he was
prevented from exhausting his administrative remedies as to these claims. See
Woodford v. Ngo, 548 U.S. 81, 85, 93-95 (2006) (holding that “proper exhaustion”
is mandatory and requires adherence to administrative procedural rules).

The district court properly dismissed Sandrock’s retaliation claims because,
even assuming he exhausted these claims, Sandrock failed to connect the alleged
acts of retaliation with the exercise of his First Amendment rights. See Rhodes v.
Robinson, 408 F.3d 559, 567-68 (9th Cir. 2005) (setting forth the elements of a
First Amendment retaliation claim).

Sandrock’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

AFFIRMED.
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