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PER CURI AM

El i zabeth House Janes petitions for wit of nmandanus.
She seeks an order directing the district court to act on her
notion for recusal of Judge Raynond A. Jackson, which she all eges
she filed on or about June 6, 2004.

Mandarus relief is avail able only when the petitioner has

a clear right to the relief sought. See In re First Fed. Sav. &

Loan Assn., 860 F.2d 135, 138 (4th Cr. 1988). Further, nandanus
is a drastic remedy and should only be used in extraordinary

ci rcunst ances. See Kerr v. United States Dist. Court, 426 U S

394, 402 (1976); In re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826 (4th G r. 1987).

Mandamus may not be used as a substitute for appeal. See In re

United Steelwrkers, 595 F.2d 958, 960 (4th Cir. 1979).

The district court has no record of receiving a notion
for recusal of Judge Jackson from Janes. Al t hough the court
received a notion for recusal fromher codefendant on May 6, 2004,
Janes did not joinin the notion. Janes, therefore, |acks standing
to challenge the district court’s inaction on it.

Janes has al so submtted a copy of a notion for recusal
of the Assistant United States Attorney she all eges she submtted
on June 25, 2004. The district court has no record of receiving
Janes’s notion, and Janes has not denonstrated it was properly
filed. The district court did receive a “renewed” notion for the

recusal of the Assistant United States Attorney on Decenber 1,



2004. We concl ude, however, that the district court has not unduly
del ayed ruling on this notion.

Accordi ngly, although we grant | eave to proceed in form
pauperis, we deny the petition for wit of mandamus. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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