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Before SM TH, GARZA, and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

| an David Sheffield, Texas prisoner # 1130389, appeals the
dism ssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 claim The district court
correctly dism ssed Sheffield s Eighth Anendnent claim because
Sheffield failed to allege nore than a de mnims injury, which

IS necessary to support a claimof excessive force. See Siglar

v. Hi ghtower, 112 F.3d 191, 193 (5th Gr. 1997); 28 U S.C

8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii). The district court also properly dism ssed

Sheffield s claimthat his due process rights were violated

" Pursuant to 5THOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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during a disciplinary proceeding on the basis that such a claim

may not be brought pursuant to 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983. See darke v.

Stalder, 154 F.3d 186, 189 (5th Cr. 1998).

However, to the extent that Sheffield contends that he may
bring a First Arendnent claimthat the disciplinary proceeding
was brought in retaliation for his seeking to conplain about

Oficer Twaddl e’ s conduct, the dism ssal was in error. See Wods

v. Smth, 60 F.3d 1161, 1164 (5th Cr. 1995). Sheffield's
conplaint sufficiently alleges facts that support a claimthat
the filing of a disciplinary conplaint against himwas in
retaliation for his seeking to conplain about Oficer Twaddl e’ s
conduct. See id. As we reverse the dismssal of the retaliation
claim we |ikew se reverse the dism ssal of the supplenenta

state | aw cl ai is. See 28 U. S.C. § 1367; City of Chicaqgo V.

International College of Surgeons, 522 U S. 156, 164-65 (1997).

Accordingly, we AFFIRM the dism ssal of Sheffield s Eighth
Amendnent excessive force claimand his clains that the
procedures enployed during the disciplinary hearing violated his
due process rights. W REVERSE the dismssal of his claimfor
retaliation. Because we reverse the dism ssal of the federa
retaliation claim we |likew se reverse the dism ssal of the state

| aw cl ai ns. See Goodson v. City of Corpus Christi, 202 F.3d 730,

741 (5th Cr. 2000). W REMAND for further proceedings
consistent with this opinion.

AFFI RVED | N PART, REVERSED | N PART, REMANDED



