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Federal prisoner Celafoi Doly appeals pro se from the district court’s
judgment denying his 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition challenging a prison
disciplinary hearing. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review

the denial of a section 2241 petition de novo, see Tablada v. Thomas, 533 F.3d
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800, 805 (9th Cir. 2008), and we affirm.

Doly contends that the district court erred by failing to hold an evidentiary
hearing to determine whether two inmate affidavits, presented for the first time in
the district court, established that he did not commit the charged offense. Even
considering these affidavits, the record reflects that Doly’s disciplinary hearing
comported with due process and “some evidence” supports the disciplinary
officer’s findings. See Superintendent v. Hill, 472 U.S. 445, 455 (1985)
(requirements of due process are satisfied if “some evidence” supports disciplinary
decision); Wolff'v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539, 563-71 (1974) (setting forth due
process requirements for prison disciplinary proceedings). Because the record
conclusively shows that Doly was not entitled to relief under section 2241, no
evidentiary hearing was required. See Anderson v. United States, 898 F.2d 751,
753 (9th Cir. 1990).

AFFIRMED.
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