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PER CURI AM

Gary DeTenple has filed a petition for a wit of nandanus
requesting that this court recuse the district court judge acting
in his 28 US CA 8 2255 (West Supp. 2000) notion and severa
bankruptcy actions, grant him rel ease pending resolution of his
8§ 2255 notion, and reverse the district court’s orders di sm ssing
specified civil actions. He also noves for stay and to conpel the
Bureau of Prisons to conply with the | aw.

The wit of mandanus is a drastic renedy to be used only in

extraordinary circunstances. |In re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826 (4th

Cr. 1987) (citing Kerr v. United States Dist. Court, 426 U S. 394,

402 (1976)). It is avail able only when there are no ot her neans by
which the relief sought could be granted. 1d. The party seeking
mandanus relief thus carries the heavy burden of show ng that he
has no other adequate neans to attain the relief he desires and
that his entitlenent to such relief is clear and indisputable.

Allied Chem Corp. v. Daiflon, Inc., 449 U. S 33, 35 (1980).

Addr essi ng DeTenpl e’ s requests for recusal, while mandanus is
a proper avenue to seek judicial recusal, Beard, 811 F.2d at 826-
27, we find no facts warranting recusal. As to DeTenple’ s request

that this court reverse several of the district court’s orders man-

danmus is not a proper substitute for appeal. 1n re Catawba |ndian
Tribe, 973 F.2d 1133, 1135 (4th Gr. 1992). Turning to DeTenple’s

request that he be granted rel ease on bond pending the resolution



of his § 2255 notion, we deny the request because ot her avenues of
relief remain available him Accordingly, we deny DeTenpl e’ s peti -
tion for mandanus and all pending notions. W dispense with oral
argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

PETI TI ON DENI ED




