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PER CURI AM
Johnny Mul | appeals the district court’s order denying relief
on his 42 U S.C A 8§ 1983 (West Supp. 1999) conplaint. W have

reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion. See Mull v.

Henspat h, No. CA-99-373-5-HO (E.D.N.C. Aug. 10, 1999). W affirm
the order on the reasoning of the district court but nodify it to
provide that the dismssal of Mill’'s conplaint is wthout
prejudice. |In addition, we deny Miull’s notions for appoi ntnent of
counsel . We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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