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PER CURIAM:*

Ronald X. Gordon appeals the district court’s dismissal for lack of subject-matter

jurisdiction of his petition for a writ of mandamus directing United States Attorney John

Braddock to prosecute the officers of Texas First Bank - Texas City (“Texas First Bank”). 

Gordon has also filed several motions that are presently pending before this court.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1361, a federal district court is vested with “original jurisdiction of any

action in the nature of mandamus to compel an officer or employee of the United States or any

agency thereof to perform a duty owed to the plaintiff.”  Jurisdiction is conferred only when the

defendant officer, employee, or agency owes a specific duty to the plaintiff that is “clear,
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ministerial, and non-discretionary.”  Kirkland Masonry, Inc. v. Comm’r of Internal Revenue, 614

F.2d 532, 534 (5th Cir. 1980) (internal citation omitted).  

The branches of government charged with the investigation of violations of the law and

with enforcement of the law have traditionally been afforded broad discretion in carrying out

those duties.  City of Seabrook v. Costle, 659 F.2d 1371, 1374 (5th Cir. Unit A Oct. 1981).  Law

enforcement decisions by United States Attorneys on when, where, and how to investigate, and

whether to prosecute, fall within the ambit of their discretionary powers.  See Sutton v. United

States, 819 F.2d 1289, 1293 (5th Cir. 1987).  

Gordon has failed to point to any authority supporting his assertion that Braddock is duty-

bound to prosecute Texas First Bank.  Accordingly, the district court’s judgment is AFFIRMED

and Gordon’s pending motions are DENIED AS MOOT.  


