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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

No. 18-2139

IN RE: LARRY CHARLES,
Petitioner

On a Petition for Writ of Mandamus from the 
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania 

(Related to D.C. Civ. Nos. 2-13-cv-07548 & 2-14-cv-00189)

Submitted Pursuant to Rule 21, Fed. R. App. P.
June 28,2018

Before: MCKEE, VANASKIE and SCIRICA, Circuit Judges

JUDGMENT

This cause came to be considered on a petition for writ of mandamus submitted on

June 28, 2018. On consideration whereof, it is now hereby

ORDERED and ADJUDGED by this Court that the petition for writ of mandamus 

be, and the same is, denied. All of the above in accordance with the opinion of the Court.

ATTEST:

s/ Patricia S. Dodszuweitcov>V..°/y/,
Clerk

DATED: October 19, 2018

A True Copy:

Patricia S. Dodszuweit, Clerk
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

No. 18-2139

IN RE: LARRY CHARLES, 
Petitioner

(Related to D.C. Civ. Nos. 2-13-cv-07548 & 2-14-cv-00189)

SUR PETITION FOR REHEARING

Present: SMITH, Chief Judge. MCKEE, AMBRO, CHAGARES, JORDAN, 
HARDIMAN, GREENAWAY, JR., SHWARTZ, KRAUSE, RESTREPO, BIBAS, 
PORTER, SCIRICA*, VANASKIE **, Circuit Judges

The petition for rehearing filed by appellant in the above-entitled case having been 

submitted to the judges who participated in the decision of this Court and to all the other 

available circuit judges of the circuit in regular active service, and no judge who

* As to panel rehearing only.
** The Honorable Thomas I. Vanaskie, a member of the merits panel that considered this 
matter, retired from the Court on January 1, 2019. The request for panel rehearing has 
been submitted to the remaining members of the merits panel and the request for 
rehearing en banc submitted to all active members of the Court who are not recused.
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concurred in the decision having asked for rehearing, and a majority of the judges of the 

circuit in regular service not having voted for rehearing, the petition for rehearing by the

panel and the Court en banc, is denied.

BY THE COURT,

s/Anthony J. Scirica
Circuit Judge

Dated: January 11, 2019 
JK/cc: Larry Charles

Max C. Kaufman, Esq.
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