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PER CURI AM

Andrew V. Kirkman seeks to appeal the district court’s order
denying relief on his petition filed under 28 U. S. C. AL § 2254 (West
1994 & Supp. 1999). W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion accepting the recomendation of the nmgistrate
judge and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a cer-
tificate of appealability and dism ss the appeal on the reasoning

of the district court. See Kirkman v. North Carolina Att’'y Gen.

No. CA-97-947-1 (MD.N. C Feb. 10, 1999)." 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 decisional process.

DI SM SSED

"Al though the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
February 9, 1999, the district court’s records show that it was
entered on the docket sheet on February 10, 1999. Pursuant to
Rul es 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil 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 Cr. 1986).
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