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

No. 93-7186
Conf er ence Cal endar

HOSEY B. JOHNSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
Kl RK FORDI CE
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. CA 92-637-WC
© June 22, 1993
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, WENER, and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Hosey B. Johnson is an inmate at the Southern M ssissipp
Correctional Institution (SMCl), Leakesville, M ssissippi.

Proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, Johnson filed the

i nstant conplaint seeking "equitable relief."”

The gravanmen of Johnson's conpl ai nt appears to be a
chal l enge to Governor Fordice's Executive Order No. 721, which
states that as a condition of parole, the Parole Board "may

require" that inmates pass a literacy exam nation before being

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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granted parole. Johnson's conplaint argues that there are 400
inmates at SMCI who | ack education, and that the facilities,
books, and instructors there are inadequate, and requests that
t he executive order be set aside until the educational prograns
at SMCI are inproved.

The right to bring an action under the Gvil R ghts Act is
personal in nature. Brunfield v. Jones, 849 F.2d 152, 154 (5th

Cir. 1988) (citing Coon v. Ledbetter, 780 F.2d 1158, 1160 (5th

Cir. 1986)). Johnson has neither alleged nor argued how he has
been personally affected by the executive order he chall enges.
He has also failed to allege the deprivation of any federal

constitutional right. See Fyfe v. Curlee, 902 F.2d 401, 403 (5th

Cr.), cert. denied, 498 U S. 940 (1990) (section 1983 plaintiff

must all ege that he was deprived of a constitutionally protected
right by a person acting under color of state law). Therefore,
the district court's dismssal of Johnson's conplaint is
AFFI RVED,

Johnson's notion for |eave to proceed |FP on appeal is also

DENI ED as noot.



