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PER CURI AM

Jerry Lee Jenkins seeks to appeal the district court’s order
denying relief on his petition filed under 28 U. S.C. AL § 2254 (West
1994 & Supp. 2000), and a subsequent order denying his notion for
reconsi deration construed as a notion to alter or anend judgnent
under Fed. R GCv. P. 59(e). W have reviewed the record and the
district court’s opinion and orders and find no reversible error.?
Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and disni ss the

appeal on the reasoning of the district court. See Jenkins v.

Corcoran, No. CA-98-2409 (D. Md. Aug. 6, 1999 & Mar. 9, 2000).2 W
di spense 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

1 Al though the district relied upon G een v. French, 143 F. 3d
865 (4th Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 523 U S. 1090 (1999), in its
initial denial of Jenkins’ 8§ 2254 petition, the denial of relief
was also correct under the standards announced in WIllians v.
Tayl or, Uus _ , 120 S. C. 1495, 1523 (2000).

2 Al'though the district court’s orders are narked as “fil ed”
on August 5, 1999 and March 8, 2000, the district court’s records
show that they were entered on the docket sheet on August 6, 1999
and March 9, 2000, respectively. Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of
the Federal Rules of Gvil 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. Mirray, 806 F.2d
1232, 1234-35 (4th Gr. 1986).




