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OPINION®
PER CURIAM
Pennsylvania inmate Richard Edward Weber initiated in the District Court a pro se
civil rights action related to the seizure of his computer. The District Court entered an
order granting Weber leave to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP). That same day, Weber’s

amended complaint was filed on the docket. The defendants responded to the amended

“ This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to 1.0.P. 5.7 does not
constitute binding precedent.



complaint with a dispositive motion. The June 27, 2025 deadline for filing an opposition
to the defendants” motion came and went; the only document Weber has filed with the
District Court in the last several months is a change-of-address notice.

Between the filings of Weber’s amended complaint and the defendants’
dispositive motion, see Pet. 13, Weber filed in this Court a pro se petition for a writ of
mandamus. In that petition, Weber requested that we order the District Court “to rule on
the pending IFP motion and/or deem the complaint filed to allow the petitioner to litigate
his case[.]” Pet. 1.”

Because the District Court had already taken the action his petition now seeks to
compel, Weber does not satisfy any part of the standard for mandamus relief. See

Hollingsworth v. Perry, 558 U.S. 183, 190 (2010) (per curiam) (requiring “that (1) no

other adequate means [exist] to attain the relief he desires, (2) the party’s right to issuance
of the writ is clear and indisputable, and (3) the writ is appropriate under the
circumstances”) (citation and internal quotation marks omitted). We will deny his

petition, accordingly.

“ Weber also sought an order directing the District Court to “Rule on all outstanding
motions.” Pet. 3. Weber drafted the mandamus petition before the defendants had filed
their dispositive motion, so that motion is not fairly included in the scope of the relief
requested in Weber’s petition.



