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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:03-Cv-221

Before JONES, EM LIO M GARZA, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Levi Jones, Texas prisoner # 835295, appeals the
28 U. S. C. 88 1915A and 1915(e)(2)(b) dism ssal for failure to state
a claimof his 42 US C 8§ 1983 civil rights conplaint against
various prison officials, asserting that they subjected himto
excessive force and failed to intervene in the assault, in
violation of his Ei ghth Anmendnent rights. The district court’s

dismssal is reviewed de novo. Harris v. Hegnann, 198 F.3d 153,

"Pursuant to 5THCGR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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156 (5th Gr. 1999); Ruiz v. United States, 160 F.3d 273, 275

(5th Gr. 1998).

Jones argues that he shoul d have been all owed to proceed
on his excessive-force claim contending that because the
guards used force to punish him his injuries give rise to a
constitutional violation even though they were not otherw se
significant. Although the facts of the instant case have not been
fully devel oped, on the face of his conplaint Jones alleges no nore
than bruising requiring no nedical treatnent as a result of the
application of the force. Because he has alleged no norethan de

mnims injury, hisclaimfails. See Siglar v. H ghtower, 112 F. 3d

191, 193 (5th Gr. 1997).
The district court’s judgnent is AFFIRMED. The district
court’s dismssal of his conplaint counts as a “strike” for

pur poses of 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d

383, 388 (5th Cr. 1996). Consequently, Jones is CAUTI ONED t hat,
if he accunulates three strikes, he nmay not proceed in fornma
pauperis in any civil action or appeal while he is incarcerated or
detained in any facility unless he is under inmmnent danger of
serious physical injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(g).
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