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PER CURI AM

David Qutl aw seeks to appeal the district court’s order deny-
ing his nmotion filed under 28 U S.C. A § 2255 (West 1994 & Supp.
1998), and denying his notion for reconsideration. W have re-
viewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appeal-
ability and dism ss the appeal on the reasoning of the district

court. See United States v. CQutlaw, Nos. CR-95-3; CA-96-776-2

(E.D. Va. Dec. 12, 1996; Jan. 16, 1997)." W agree with the dis-
trict court that during the Fed. R Cim P. 11 hearing the court
sufficiently apprised Qutlaw of the essential elenents of the
“carrying” prong of 18 U S C A 8 924(c)(1) (West 1976 & Supp
1998), and that the governnent presented a sufficient factual basis
for Qutlaw s guilty plea to that offense. W dispense with ora
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.

DI SM SSED

" Al'though the district court’s order is narked as filed on
Decenber 10, 1996, the district court’s records show that it was
entered on the docket sheet on Decenber 12, 1996. 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. Miurray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Gr. 1986).
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