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PER CURI AM

Robert V. MLenore appeals a district court order granting
Defendants’ notion to dismss on the grounds of res judicata and
col l ateral estoppel, and a subsequent order inposing sanctions on
Plaintiffs’ attorneys and prohibiting MLenore from filing any
action or proceeding in district court arising fromthe sanme facts
i nvol ved in the underlying proceeding. W have revi ewed the record
and the district court’s opinions and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See

McLenore v. Branch Banking Trust, Nos. CA-97-396-3; BK-94-30421;

AP-94-3108 (WD.N. C. Sept. 30, 1998; Feb. 26, 1999)." To the ex-
tent that MlLenore challenges the district court’s inposition of

sanctions on Plaintiffs attorneys, we find that he | acks standi ng

on appeal. See MItier v. Downes, 935 F.2d 660, 663 n.1 (4th Gr.
1991) (noting that only plaintiff’s counsel, the party adversely
affected by court’s ruling, entitled to bring appeal). W dispense

with oral argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are

" Although the district court’s orders are marked as “filed”
on Septenber 24, 1998, and February 25, 1999, the district court’s
records show that they were entered on the docket sheet on
Sept enber 30, 1998, and February 26, 1999, respectively. Pursuant
to Rules 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of Cvil Procedure, it
is the dates that the orders were entered on the docket sheet that
we take as the effective dates of the district court’s decisions.
See Wlson v. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th G r. 1986).




adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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