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PER CURI AM

Errol Dougl ass Fulford-El appeals the district court’s order
dism ssing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2000) conpl ai nt wi t hout prejudice.
The district court dismssed the conplaint because Ful ford-El did
not conply wwth Fed. R Cv. P. 8, requiring a short and plain
statenent of his clains. Because Fulford-El may cure this defect
by anmending his conplaint, the dism ssal w thout prejudice is not

a final, appeal abl e order. See Dom no Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Wrkers

Local Union 392, 10 F.3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th Cr. 1993). e

therefore dismss the appeal.” W deny Fulford-El's notion for
transfer to another institution. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED

To the extent Fulford-El attenpts to appeal orders from
Ful ford-El v. Robbins, No. CA-03-1200-1, this appeal was separately
docketed, and Fulford-El filed a notion to dismss, which was
granted. Therefore, we do not consider those orders.




