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Darrell Garrett, a California state prisoner, appeals pro se from the district

court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging that defendants
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deprived him of food in violation of the Eighth Amendment. We have jurisdiction
under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a dismissal under 28 U.S.C.
§§ 1915A and 1915(e)(2). Resnick v. Hayes, 213 F.3d 443, 447 (9th Cir. 2000);
Barren v. Harrington, 152 F.3d 1193, 1194 (9th Cir. 1998) (order). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Garrett’s action because Garrett failed
to allege facts sufficient to show that the deprivation of food resulted in any pain or
injury to his health. See Hebbe v. Pliler, 627 F.3d 338, 341-42 (9th Cir. 2010)
(although pro se pleadings are to be liberally construed, a plaintiff still must
present factual allegations sufficient to state a plausible claim for relief); Foster v.
Runnels, 554 F.3d 807, 814 (9th Cir. 2009) (“The sustained deprivation of food can
be cruel and unusual punishment when it results in pain without any penological
purpose.”); LeMaire v. Maass, 12 F.3d 1444, 1456 (9th Cir. 1993) (“The Eighth
Amendment requires only that prisoners receive food that is adequate to maintain
health . ...”).

We reject Garrett’s contention concerning the three-strike law, 28 U.S.C.

§ 1915(g).

AFFIRMED.
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