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PER CURI AM

Jasm ne Phillips seeks to appeal the district court’s orders
denying her notion for production of transcripts at governnent
expense (No. 98-7803), and construing her notion filed under 28
US. C 8§ 2241 (1994) as one filed under 28 U . S.C. A § 2255 (\West
1994 & Supp. 1998), and dism ssing that notion as tinme-barred (No.
99- 6608) . W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opinions and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmas
to appeal No. 98-7803, and deny a certificate of appealability and
dism ss as to appeal No. 99-6608, on the reasoning of the district

court. See United States v. Phillips, No. CR-93-130 (E.D. Va. Nov.

4 & Dec. 29, 1998)." W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

process.

AFFI RVED |N PART, DI SM SSED | N PART

" The order fromwhich Phillips appeals was filed on Decenber
28, 1998, and entered on the district court’s docket sheet on De-
cenber 29, 1998. 1In accordance with Fed. R Civ. P. 58 and 79(a),
Decenber 29, 1998 is therefore the effective date of the district
court’s deci sion. See WIlson v. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35
(4th Cr. 1986).




