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PER CURI AM *

Appar aj an Ganesan, Texas inmate # 904088, chall enges the
district court’s dismssal of his 28 U S.C. § 1361 nandanus
petition requesting an order conpelling various federal agencies
to initiate crimnal and deportation proceedi ngs agai nst his ex-

wife. The district court’s refusal to issue the wit is reviewd

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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for an abuse of discretion. See United States v. Denson,

603 F.2d 1143, 1146 (5th Gr. 1979) (en banc).
“[Mandanus is not avail able to review the discretionary

acts of officials.” Gddings v. Chandler, 979 F.2d 1104, 1108

(5th Gr. 1992). A U S Attorney exercises absolute discretion
regardi ng whether to initiate a crimnal prosecution. United

States v. Cowan, 524 F.2d 504, 507-08 (5th Cr. 1975); United

States v. Cox, 342 F.2d 167, 171 (5th Cr. 1965) (en banc).

The court may not interfere wwth the free exercise of that
di scretionary power. Cox, 342 F.2d at 171. Simlarly, the
Attorney General has the discretion to decline to comence

deportation proceedi ngs, which discretion is not subject to

judicial interference. See Al vidres-Reyes v. Reno, 180 F.3d 199,
205 (5th Gr. 1999). Moreover, even assumng federal officials
owed a duty to prosecute or to initiate crimnal proceedi ngs,
that duty was not owed to Ganesan, and he | acks standing to

chall enge the officials’ alleged failure to act. See G ddings,

979 F.2d at 1110. D smssal of the petition was proper, and the

district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



