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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Emilia Portillo appeals the district court’s order granting
sumary judgnment in favor of Appellees in Portillo s sex discrim
i nation action. We have reviewed the record and the district

court’s opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we af-

firm on the reasoning of the district court. See Portillo v.

Nordstrom Inc., No. CA-98-794-WW (D. Md. Feb. 28, 2000)." W deny

Appel l ee Jorge Silva's notion to strike portions of Appellant’s
brief. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

" Although the district court’s order is narked as “filed” on
February 25, 2000, the district court’s record shows that it was
entered on the docket sheet on February 28, 2000. Pursuant to
Rul es 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, it is
the date that the judgnment or order was entered on the docket sheet
that we take as the effective date of the district court’s
decision. See Wlson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Gr.
1986) .




