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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Richmond Division

JOSHUA CHARLES LOVELL MOSELEY,

Petitioner,
v.
Civil Action No. 3:19CV40
HAROLD W. CLARK,
Respondent.

MEMORANDUM ORDER
(Denying Miscellaneous Request)

By Memorandum Opinion and Order entered on September 5, 2019, the Court dismissed
Petitioner’s 28 U.S.C. § 2254 Petition and denied a certificate of appealability. (ECF Nos. 16, 17.)
By Memorandum Order entered on October 10, 2019, the Court denied Petitioner’s request for a
certificate of appealability. (ECF No. 22.) On January 28, 2020, the United States Court of
Appeals dismissed Petitioner’s appeal, and subsequently, on February 25, 2020, the Fourth Circuit
denied the petition for rehearing en banc. (ECF Nos. 23, 26.) On May 22, 2020, Petitioner filed
a petition for writ of certiorari in the Supreme Court. (ECF No. 28.)

On July 8, 2020, the Court received a submission from Petitioner titled “Writ of Certiorari
Motion under Rule 41” in which Petitioner asks this Court “to stay the mandate pending writ of
certiorari and request[s] the Court to set a reasonable bond for my release from custody.” (ECF
No. 29, at 1.) Petitioner also asks the Court to release him from custody. (Id. at 3-4.) Petitioner
fails to identify a procedural vehicle that would authorize this Court to take the action he seeks.
Accordingly, his request (ECF No. 29) is DENIED.

The Clerk is DIRECTED to send a copy of this Memorandum Order to Petitioner.

w_ )

. Roderick C, Young [ J)
D:ate. July 10,’ 2,0 2_0 United States Magistrate Judg
Richmond, Virginia

It is so ORDERED.
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FILED: July 9, 2020

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 19-7456
(3:19-cv-00040-REP-RCY)

JOSHUA CHARLES LOVELL MOSELEY
Petitioner - Appellant

V.

HAROLD W. CLARKE, Director of the Department of Corrections

Respondent - Appellee

ORDER

Upon consideration of the motion to stay the mandate, which the court
construes as a motion to recall the mandate, the court denies the motion.
For the Court--By Direction

/s/ Patricia S. Connor, Clerk
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT
1100 East Main Street, Suite 501, Richmond, Virginia 23219

July 9, 2020

LOCAL RULE 40(d) NOTICE

No. 19-7456, Joshua Moseley v. Harold Clarke
3:19-cv-00040-REP-RCY
TO: Joshua Charles Lovell Moseley

We are in receipt of your papers in this case.

This court's Local Rule 40(d) states that, except for timely petitions for rehearing
en banc, cost and attorney fee matters, and other matters ancillary to the filing of
an application for writ of certiorari with the Supreme Court, the office of the clerk
shall not receive motions or other papers requesting further relief in a case after the
court has denied a petition for rehearing or the time for filing a petition for
rehearing has expired.

Pursuant to the provisions of Local Rule 40(d), no further action will be taken in
this matter by this court. A petition for writ of certiorari may be filed in the Office
of the Clerk, Supreme Court of the United States, 1 First Street, NE, Washington,
DC 20543-0001, within 90 days of this court’s entry of judgment or, if a timely
petition for panel or en banc rehearing was filed, denial of rehearing. Additional
information on filing a petition for writ of certiorari is available on the Supreme
Court’s website, www.supremecourt.gov, or from the Supreme Court Clerk’s
Office at (202) 479-3000.

Ashley Brownlee, Deputy Clerk
804-916-2704



