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PER CURI AM

Janes Dickey petitions this court for a Wit of Mandanus
directing that his action under 42 U S. C. 8§ 1983 (1988), be re-
assigned from Judge Patrick Duffy to Judge Mat hew Perry, who was
originally assigned to his case. He al so requests that the district
court clerk be prohibited fromfurther reassigning his case until
sone "random sel ection process” can be enployed, and asks that
Judge Duffy al so be directed to vacate every order he has entered
in his case. Dickey's petition follows Judge Duffy's denial of
Di ckey's notion requesting that Judge Duffy recuse hinself.

A party seeki ng mandanus relief nust showthat he has no ot her
nmeans of relief and that hisright tothe relief he seeks is "clear

and indisputable.” See In re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826 (4th Gr.

1987). We find that Dickey has failed to provide any legitimte
basis for his contentions that Judge Duffy should not be permtted
to decide his case. D ckey asserts that the reassignnment of his
case to Judge Duffy has prejudiced himand results in the appear-
ance of inpropriety. If heis claimng that Judge Duffy i s sonmehow
bi ased agai nst him he has not identified any extrajudicial source
for that bias, as he nust do in order to obtain nmandanus relief.
1d. at 827.

Di ckey al so cl ai ns that the reassi gnnment was adm ni stratively
| nproper. He contends that the district court clerk |acked the
authority to reassign his case, that the reassi gnnent process was
not random and that reassignnent to Judge Duffy is problematic

because Judge Perry had already issued pretrial rulings in his
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case, the basis for which Judge Duffy was unfam liar. D ckey, how
ever, has provided no authority to support his clainms of inpro-
priety, and we declinetointerfere with the district court's case

managenent practices.

Accordingly, the petition for a Wit of Mandanus is deni ed.
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