UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 98-1700

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

OLUDARE OGUNDE,
Def endant - Appel | ant,

and

ONE 1989 FORD ECONCLI NE VAN, VI N:
1FT3E34X3KHA20562; ONE 1992 HONDA ACCORD, VI N:
1HGCB7143NA033977; VARI OQUS | TEMS OF ELECTRONI C
EQUI PMENT AND JEVELRY DESCRI BED | N ATTACHVENT
“A’; $6450 | N TRAVELERS CHECKS, MONEY ORDERS
AND UNI TED STATES CURRENCY IN THE AMOUNT OF
$5, 100; ONE 1983 JAGUAR, VI N:
SAJAV134XDC363714,

Def endant s.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Al exandria. Claude M Hilton, Chief
District Judge. (CA-97-1382-A)

Submitted: Decenber 8, 1998 Deci ded: Decenber 30, 1998

Bef ore MURNAGHAN and NI EMEYER, Circuit Judges, and HALL, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.



Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

A udare Ogunde, Appellant Pro Se. Gordon Dean Kronberg, OFFI CE OF
THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Al exandria, Virginia, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

A udare Ogunde appeals the district court’s orders granting
the Governnent’s notion for sunmary judgnent on count three of its
conplaint for forfeiture and civil penalties, denying Appellant’s
notions to hold the notion for summary judgnent i n abeyance and for
return of property, and ordering forfeiture. W 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. United States v. Ogunde, No. CA-97-1382-A (E.D. Va. Apr. 3

& 29, 1998). W deny Appellant’s notions for sumrmary di sposition
and appoi nt ment of counsel. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.

AFFI RVED

“ Although the district court’s judgnent or order is nmarked as
“filed” on April 2, 1998, the district court’s records showthat it
was entered on the docket sheet on April 3, 1998. 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) .




