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

No. 94-41096
Summary Cal endar

LEONARD R. CROQOMVS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

JAMES A. COLLINS, Director, Texas
Departnent of Crim nal Justice,
Institutional D vision, ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Eastern District of Texas
(6:93-CV-772)

(January 31, 1995)

Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, GARWOOD and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Leonard R Croons, a Texas state i nmate, appeals the 28 U. S. C
8§ 1915(d) dismssal of his civil rights action against the Texas
Departnent of Crimnal Justice. Concluding that the trial court

correctly found an absence of standing, we affirm

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



Croons conpl ai ns about the inadequacy and adverse effects of
the TDCJ field-1abor and forfeiture-of-good-tine policies. Croons
is not in the field-labor crew and he has not |ost any good tine
credits. The record fails to denonstrate that the field-Iabor
assigned inmates, or the inmates directly affected by the good tine
policy, are not available to initiate this action.?

As courts of limted jurisdiction, federal courts, at both the
trial and appellate levels, nmust constantly inquire about the
exi stence of jurisdiction. A federal court my exercise the
judicial authority granted by Article Il of the Constitution only
if there is a cognizable case or controversy.? The Suprene Court
has held that the party filing the action nust have the standing to
do so. To establish standing, the litigant nust show

[1] that he personally has suffered sone actual or

threatened injury as a result of the
putatively illegal conduct of the defendant

[2] that the injury "fairly can be traced to the
chal | enged action"; and

[3] [that the injury] "is likely to be redressed
by a favorabl e decision."?

In addition, the Suprene Court has established three prudentia

consi derations for determ ni ng t he exi stence of standi ng, including

1See Singleton v. Wil ff, 428 U. S. 106 (1976).

2Val l ey Forge Christian Coll ege v. Anericans for Separation of
Church and State, 454 U S. 464 (1982).

Cramer v. Skinner, 931 F.2d 1020, 1024 (5th Cr. 1991)
(quoting Valley Forge, 454 U S. at 472, in turn quoting Sinon v.
Eastern Kentucky Wl fare Rights Og., 426 U S. 26, 38, 41 (1976)
(brackets in Craner).



"whet her the plaintiff is asserting his or her own | egal rights and
interests rather than the legal rights and interests of third
parties."*

It is clear that Croons does not have the requisite standing
to bring the subject action. The federal courts, therefore, do not
have jurisdiction to entertain this litigation and the trial court
correctly dism ssed the conplaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(d).

The di sm ssal is AFFI RVED

“Cramer, 931 F.2d at 1024, quoting Saladin v. Gty of
edgeville, 812 F.2d 687, 690 (11th Cr. 1987) (citing Allen v.

Il
ight, 468 U S. 737, 751 (1984).
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