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PER CURI AM

Petitioners have filed a petition for wit of prohibition and
mandanmus seeki ng an order directing authorities toreturn materials
they seized during an allegedly illegal search. A wit of prohi-
bition is a drastic renmedy which should be granted only when the
petitioner’s right to the requested relief is undisputable. Inre

Vargas, 723 F.2d 1461, 1468 (10th Gr. 1983); In re Mssouri, 664

F.2d 178, 180 (8th Cr. 1981). A wit of prohibition should be
granted only when the petitioner has no other adequate neans of

relief, Inre Banker’s Trust Co., 775 F.2d 545, 547 (3d G r. 1985),

and may not be used as a substitute for the normal appell ate proc-

ess. In re Mssouri, 664 F.2d at 180. Petitioners have failed to

establish their right to such relief.
Simlarly, mandamus is a drastic renmedy to be used only in

extraordinary circunstances. Kerr v. United States Dist. Court, 426

U S. 394, 402 (1976). Mandanus relief is only avail able when there
are no ot her neans by which the relief sought could be granted, In
re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826 (4th Cr. 1987), and may not be used as

a substitute for appeal. Inre United Steelwrkers, 595 F.2d 958,

960 (4th Cir. 1979). The party seeki ng mandanus relief carries the
heavy burden of showi ng that he has “no other adequate neans to
attain the relief he deserves” and that his right to such relief is

“clear and indisputable.” Allied Chem Corp. v. Daiflon, Inc., 449

US 33, 35 (1980). Petitioners have not nade such a show ng.



Accordi ngly, we deny their petitions for a wit of prohibition and
a wit of mandanus. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-

rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

process.

PETI TI ON DENI ED




