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a duty owed to a petitioner. However, this Court has no mandamus jurisdiction over county or

state employees, including the respondent in this case. See generally Gurley v. Superior Court of

Mecklenburg County, 411 F.2d 586, 587 (4th Cir. 1969).

Siddha also filed a Motion to Appoint Counsel, ECF No. 5, and a motion styled "Motion

to Grant Plaintiff Relief Under Mandamus Rules," which appears to reiterate the issues raised in

the initial filing, ECF No. 7. As the case shall be dismissed, these motions will be denied as moot.

A separate Order follows.
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