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PER CURI AM *

This court affirmed on alternate grounds the dismssal of a
42 U.S.C. § 1983 lawsuit filed by Karsten G ant Kennedy, Texas

prisoner # 1036345. Kennedy v. Texas Pardons and Paroles, 111

Fed. Appx. 219 (5th G r. Aug. 18, 2004)(No. 04-10428) (per
curianm). The Suprene Court vacated and remanded for further

consideration in light of WIlKkKinson v. Dotson, 125 S. Q. 1242

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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(2005). Kennedy v. Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles, 125

S. &. 1637 (2005).

In WIKinson, the Suprene Court repeated its |ong-held
conclusion that prisoners nust chall enge parole proceedings in
habeas if “they seek to invalidate the duration of their
confinenent--either directly through an injunction conpelling
speedier release or indirectly through a judicial determ nation
that necessarily inplies the unlawful ness of the State’'s
custody.” 125 S. . at 1247. |In the instant case, Kennedy
requested that the courts “force conpliance of rel ease, through
injunctive relief, as well as declaratory relief.” Because
Kennedy is requesting i medi ate or speedier release to mandatory
supervision, his clains are properly presented in habeas. See

Wl kinson, 125 S. C. at 1247; see also Cook v. Texas Dep’'t of

Crim Justice Transitional Planning Dep’t, 37 F.3d 166, 169 (5th

Cir. 1994). The judgnent of the district court dism ssing

Kennedy’s 42 U. S.C. 8 1983 action is AFFI RVED



