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Daniel Harper, a California state prisoner, appeals pro se from the district

court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging that defendants

violated his constitutional rights by issuing him a false disciplinary violation.  We
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have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo.  Serra v. Lappin,

600 F.3d 1191, 1195 (9th Cir. 2010).  We affirm.

Harper’s action was properly dismissed because his disciplinary violation,

and the associated penalties, were reversed through the prison’s administrative

appeal procedure, and because Harper did not allege facts suggesting that his

resulting administrative segregation imposed an atypical and significant hardship. 

See Ramirez v. Galaza, 334 F.3d 850, 860 (9th Cir. 2003) (under the Due Process

Clause, a prisoner may challenge a state disciplinary action only if it “deprives or

restrains a state-created liberty interest in some ‘unexpected manner’” or “imposes

some ‘atypical and significant hardship on the inmate in relation to the ordinary

incidents of prison life’” (quoting Sandin v. Connor, 515 U.S. 472, 484 (1995)).

Harper’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

AFFIRMED.


