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Bef ore W DENER and GREGORY, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Joshua Smith, Appellant Pro Se. John Joseph Curran, Jr., Attorney
Ceneral, Stephanie Judith Lane Wber, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF MARYLAND, Baltinmore, Maryland, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Joshua Smith appeals the district court’s order denying
relief on his 42 US CA 8§ 1983 (2000) conplaint. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we grant Smth’s notion to protect
hi s appeal fromdefault, deny Smth s notion to appoi nt counsel and

affirm on the reasoning of the district court. See Smth v.

Warden, No. CA-02-4123-1-WDQ (D. Md. Dec. 1, 2004). W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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