UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 99-7156

CRAI G O COPLEY,
Petiti oner,

ver sus

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Respondent .

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of North Carolina, at Raleigh. W Earl Britt, Senior D s-
trict Judge. (CA-90-47-HC
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Bef ore NI EMEYER and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Senior Cr-
cuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Craig O Copley, Petitioner Pro Se. Bar bara Di ckerson Kocher,
OFFI CE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Ral ei gh, North Carolina, for
Respondent .

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Craig O Copley appeals the district court’s order denying his
notion for reconsideration. W have reviewed the record and the
district court’s opinion and find no reversible error. According-

ly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See United

States v. Copley, No. CA-90-47-HC (E.D.N.C. Aug. 6, 1999)." W

deny Copley’'s notion to expedite as noot. W dispense with oral
argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

" Although the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
July 29, 1999, the district court’s records show that it was en-
tered on the docket sheet on August 6, 1999. Pursuant to Rules 58
and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, it is the date
that the order was physically 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).




