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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Scott Meadows Reed, PRESTON & REED, P.L.C., Virginia Beach, Virgin-
ia, for Appellant. Lawence P. Postol, SEYFARTH SHAW Washi ngton,
D.C., for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Nancy C. Morris filed suit against her fornmer enployer, Waste
Managenment of Virginia, Inc., d/b/a Waste Minagenent of Hanpton
Roads (“Enpl oyer”), all egi ng sexual discrimnation, inviolation of
Title VI1 of the Gvil R ghts Act of 1964, and age di scrim nation,
in violation of the Age Discrimnation in Enploynment Act (“ADEA”).
She now appeal s the magi strate judge’ s order enforcing a settl enent
agreenent, rel easing her discrimnation clains, and di sm ssing the
action.?

On appeal, Mrris argues that the magistrate judge erred in
finding that Morris know ngly and voluntarily waived and rel eased
her age discrimnation claimand that the nagi strate judge i nprop-
erly concluded that an enforceable settlenent agreenent existed
bet ween the parties. W have reviewed the magi strate’ s opi ni on and
the submtted materials in light of Mrris clains, and find no
reversible error.? Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the

magi strate judge. Mrris v. Waste Mynt. of Virginia, No. CA-99-

! This case was decided by a magi strate judge upon consent of
the parties under 28 U.S.C. A. 8 636(c)(1) (West 1993 & Supp. 2000).

2 W note that Mrris did not present her argunent that the
“CGeneral Release and Settlenent Agreenent” proposed by Enployer
violates the prohibition against the waiver of future clains
contained in 29 U.S.C A 8 626(f)(1)(C (West 2000) to the district
court. We therefore do not address this argunent on appeal. Mith
v. United States, 1 F.3d 246, 250 (4th G r. 1993).




385-2 (E.D. Va. May 22, 2000).® W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci -

si onal process.

AFFI RVED

3 Although the magi strate judge's order is marked as filed on
May 19, 2000, the district court’s records showthat it was entered
on the docket sheet on May 22, 2000. Pursuant to Rules 58 and
79(a) of the Federal Rules of Cvil Procedure, it is the date that
the order was entered on the docket sheet that we take as the
effective date of the district court’s decision. See Wlson v.
Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cir. 1986).




