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

No. 01-40762
Summary Cal endar

XAVI ER CANTU
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JOHN CORNYN, ATTORNEY CENERAL OF
THE STATE OF TEXAS; ET AL,

Def endant s,

VANESSA MORALES- KNI GHT; OFFI CE OF

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, FOR THE STATE

OF TEXAS,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
(L-98-CV-124)

) January éof éOdZ-
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant Xavier Cantu appeals the district court’s
sua sponte grant of summary judgnent dismssing his 42 U S C 8§
1983 action wthout prejudice to his state |aw clains. Cantu
argues that the district court erred in denying his request to

order the Texas Ofice of the Attorney General to conduct an

admnistrative review of a child support arrearage order entered

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



against him Cantu asserts that this reviewis authorized under 42
U.S.C. 88 651 and 666, as well as under § 231.101 of the Uniform
Interstate Child Support Act adopted by Texas.

Cantu has not shown that these statutory provisions create a
private cause of action to force the Attorney General’s Ofice to
conduct an adm nistrative review of an arrearage order. Neither
has he provi ded evi dence supporting his assertion that he requested

such review and that it was deni ed. See Bl essing v. Freestone, 520

U S 329, 340-41 (1997). Cantu appeal ed the arrearage order in
state court, and he may not circunvent the state court’s judgnent
her e.

Cantu also asserts that Assistant Attorney Ceneral Vanessa
Mor al es- Knight infringed his right of access to the courts by
threatening himand intimdating himthrough the US. mil. This
allegationis not contained in Cantu’ s second anended conpl ai nt and
he has not adequately argued or supported it on appeal. See Yohey
v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1983).
AFFI RVED.



