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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

John Carl Roes appeals the order of the district court dismissing his
civil action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2000). The document received
in the district court was addressed to the United States District Court
for the District of Delaware and named the State of Maryland and the
United States District Court for the District of Maryland as defen-
dants. Therefore, it appears Roes intended the document to constitute
service of process on the district court as a defendant rather than the
filing of a lawsuit in that court. The district court, however, treated
the document as a filing and dismissed the action. 

The district court’s confusion is understandable, given the vague
and conclusory nature of the document and Roes’ history of litigation
in the District of Maryland. Nevertheless, exercise of jurisdiction and
disposition of a "case" the plaintiff apparently did not intend to bring
in the District of Maryland was erroneous. We therefore vacate the
judgment of the district court and remand with instructions that the
case be dismissed without prejudice because it was opened in error.
We express no opinion on the merits of Roes’s claims or the propriety
of any other court’s exercise of jurisdiction in the matter. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.
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