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OPINION

PER CURIAM

William Jones appeals the District Court’s order granting Appellees’ motion for
summary judgment. For the reasons below, we will affirm.

The procedural history of this case and the details of Jones’s claims are well
known to the parties, set forth in the District Court’s opinion, and need not be discussed
at length. Briefly, Jones filed a civil rights complaint alleging, inter alia, that Appellees
unlawfully confined him in state prison, denied him medical care, denied him access to
the courts, and verbally threatened him.* After the District Court granted Appellees’
motion for summary judgment, Jones filed a timely notice of appeal.

We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. 8 1291. We exercise plenary review over
the District Court’s order granting Appellees’ motion for summary judgment. Gallo v.

City of Philadelphia, 161 F.3d 217, 221 (3d Cir. 1998). A grant of summary judgment

will be affirmed if our review reveals that “there is no genuine issue as to any material

! We note that when Jones filed his application to proceed in forma pauperis in the

District Court, he did not divulge that he had “three strikes” and could only proceed in
forma pauperis if he was in imminent danger of serious physical injury. Jones’s lack of

candor is unacceptable. If, while a prisoner, he files a civil action or appeal in a federal

court, he must inform the court that he has had three cases dismissed as frivolous and that

he is required to demonstrate imminent danger of serious physical injury in order to
proceed in forma pauperis.




fact and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” Fed. R. Civ. P.
56(c)(2009) (amended Dec. 1, 2010). We review the facts in a light most favorable to the

party against whom summary judgment was entered. See Coolspring Stone Supply, Inc.

v. American States Life Ins. Co., 10 F.3d 144, 146 (3d Cir. 1993).

We agree with the District Court that the only claim that Jones properly exhausted
was his allegation that Captain Grainey threatened to “bury him in the hole.” See

Woodford v. Ngo, 548 U.S. 81, 90-91 (2006) (PLRA requires compliance with

procedural rules of grievance process). The District Court was correct that verbal abuse
is not a constitutional violation, and Jones has not challenged the District Court’s
resolution of this claim on appeal.

For essentially the reasons given by the District Court, we will affirm the District

Court’s judgment. Jones’s motions for the appointment of counsel, to proceed in forma

pauperis, to strike the Appellees’ letter filed pursuant to Fed. R. App. P. 28(j), and for

transmission of the District Court record are denied.



