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PER CURI AM

Henry Harnel, |11, appeals the nagistrate judge s! order
granting the Commi ssioner’s notion for summary judgnent in his
action challenging the Conm ssioner’s denial of social security
benefits. We have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm on

the reasoning of the district court. Harnmel v. Apfel, No. CA-99-

33-DKC (D. Md. Jan. 14 & 19, 2000).2 We dispense with oral argu-
ment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not aid

t he deci sional process.

AFFI RVED

! The parties consented to the jurisdiction of the nagistrate
judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(c) (1994).

2 Al t hough the orders fromwhich Harnel appeals were filed on
January 12, 2000, and January 18, 2000, respectively, they were
entered on the district court’s docket sheet on January 14, 2000,
and January 19, 2000, respectively. January 14, 2000, and January
19, 2000 are therefore the effective dates of the nmgistrate
j udge’ s deci si ons. See Fed. R Cv. P. 58 and 79(a); see also
Wlson v. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).




