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PER CURIAM:*

Mitchell L. Boren, Texas inmate #463913, filed a civil rights lawsuit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

The suit alleged that defendants Bradley Tanner and Joe Hawthorn, both of the Texas Department

of Criminal Justice, had violated Boren’s  rights during a disciplinary hearing against the plaint iff.

Boren contends that the evidence produced at the hearing was insufficient to find him guilty. He

further contends that the procedures used at this hearing were in violation of prison policy.  The

district court dismissed the suit as failing to state a claim upon which relief could be granted.2  We

affirm.

This court reviews a dismissal under §1915 (e)(2)(B)(ii) de novo, applying the same standard
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used to review a dismissal under  Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12 (b)(6).3  Viewing the allegations

in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, “the dismissal may be upheld only if it appears that no relief

could be granted under any set of circumstances that could be prove[d]  consistent with the

allegations.”4

Boren’s claim of insufficient evidence is without merit.  “Federal courts will not review the

sufficiency of the evidence at a disciplinary hearing; a finding of guilt requires only the support of

‘some facts’ or ‘any evidence at all.’”5  Boren does not deny possessing the wire.  Boren further

admits that the defendants produced testimonial and photographic evidence against him.  These facts

are sufficient to defeat a claim of insufficient evidence at a disciplinary hearing.

Boren’s allegation that the defendants did not follow prison policy is not sufficient to afford

him relief under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.  The failure of prison administrators to follow prison rules and

regulations does not, without more, give rise to a constitutional violation.6

The ruling of the district court is AFFIRMED.


