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PER CURI AM

Vasu D. Arora filed a petition for a wit of mandanus
requesting this court to either: (1) direct the district court to
enforce its Decenber 2001 order—which Arora contends requires the
United States to rel ease certain records to him or (2) direct the
United States to conply with the Decenber 2001 order.

Mandamus is a drastic renmedy, which will only be granted in

extraordinary circunstances. See In re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826

(4th Gr. 1987) (citing Kerr v. United States Dist. Court, 426 U. S.

394 (1976)). The party seeki ng mandanus relief has the heavy burden
of showi ng that he has no ot her adequate avenues of relief and that
his right tothe relief sought is “clear and indi sputable.” Allied

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

omtted); In re First Fed. Sav. & lLoan Ass’'n, 860 F.2d 135, 138

(4th Cr. 1988). W find that Arora has not net his burden of
proving that mnmandanus is the proper renmedy in this situation.
Further, Arora filed a notion in the district court seeking
conpliance with the court’s Decenber 2001 order, and the district
court denied this notion. Arora did not file an appeal fromthe
denial of this notion, and the tinme for filing an appeal has
expired. A mandanus petition may not be used as a substitute for

appeal. See In re United Steelwrkers of Am, 595 F.2d 958, 960

(4th Gr. 1979).



Accordingly, while we grant Arora’s notion for this court to
take judicial notice of our opinion in his prior appeal and a
letter sent fromour Cerk’s office, and while we grant |eave to
proceed in forma pauperis, we deny Arora’s petition for a wit of
mandanus. We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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