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IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-20359
Summary Cal endar

JED BAXTER HI GH,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
WAYNE SCOTT, Director, Texas Departnent
of Crimnal Justice; JOHN DOE; JANE DCE;
BOARD MEMBERS TDCJ- 1 D; VI CTOR RODRI QUEZ;
BOARD OF PARDONS AND PAROLES; WACKENHUT | NC. ;
PRESI DENT OF WACKENHUT, | NC.

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H-97-CV-4081

 March 15, 2000
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jed Baxter High, Texas prisoner # 320528, appeals fromthe
summar y-j udgnent dismssal of his 42 U . S.C. § 1983 action agai nst
Wayne Scott, the nmenbers of Texas’s Board of Pardons and Parol es,
t he menbers of Texas's Board of Crimnal Justice and Wackenhut,
Inc., and its president. Hi gh's action was predi cated upon
all eged violations of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA),
the Rehabilitation Act (RA), and the Equal Protection and Due

Process O auses of the Fourteenth Amendnent. Specifically, he

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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all eged that his rights under these provisions are violated when
the Board of Crimnal Justice adopted a policy which excl udes

di sabl ed parole violators fromconsideration for placenent in
Internedi ate Sanction Facilities (I1SFs). Hi gh argues that the
district court erred in several respects, including that it
erroneously dism ssed his clains agai nst defendant Scott, that it
incorrectly determned that he had failed to denonstrate a
violation of the ADA or the RA, and that it failed to adjudicate
his clainms against all the defendants.

We review a grant of summary judgnent de novo, applying the

sane standards as did the district court. Anburgey v. Corhart

Refractories Corp., 936 F.2d 805, 809 (5th GCr. 1991).

This action is, at bottom a challenge to the validity of
Hi gh’s confinenent resulting fromthe parole board’ s decision to
revoke his mandatory supervision. |nasnmuch as H gh does not
all ege that this decision has been overturned, expunged, or
otherwi se called into question, it is barred by the principle of

Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477 (1994). See id. at 486-87; see

al so Jackson v. Vannoy, 49 F.3d 175, 177 (5th Cr. 1995) (holding

that Heck extends to parole revocation hearings). Accordingly,

the dismssal of this action is affirned. See Sojourner T. V.

Edwards, 974 F.2d 27, 30 (5th Cr. 1992) (this court can affirma
district court's judgnent on any grounds supported by the
summar y-j udgnent record).

AFFI RVED.



