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FI RST MOUNT VERNON, I.L. A,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus
PRI NCE GEORGE' S COUNTY, MARYLAND, A Body Cor -
porate and Politic,

Def endant - Appell ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Deborah K. Chasanow, District Judge. (CA-
97- 3190- DKC)
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Before WLLIAMS and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and PHI LLIPS, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Mar | bor o, Maryl and, for Appell ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

First Mount Vernon, |.L.A , appeals fromthe district court’s
order granting Prince George’'s County’'s notion to dismss and
dismssing its conplaint in which it alleged that the County vio-
| ated its due process rights by failing to provide notice to it
prior to the denolition of property in which First Mount Vernon had
acquired an interest. Because we find that Prince George’ s County
provi ded adequate notice of the proceeding at the tinme of the com
mencenent of the proceeding and that further additional notice to
persons acquiring an interest after the comencenent of the pro-
ceedi ngs was not required here, where Prince George’ s County was
not aware of First Munt Vernon's interest, we affirm on the

reasoning of the district court. See First Mount Vernon, |.L. A V.

Prince George’s County, Maryland, No. CA-97-3190-DKC (D. M. Cct.

2, 1998);" see also Miullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co.,

339 U. S. 306, 317 (1950) (finding notice by publication sufficient
for those whose interests are contingent, future, or not likely to
cone to trustee’s attention in normal course of business). W dis-

pense with oral argunment because the facts and |egal contentions

" Although the district court’s order was signed on Septenber
28, 1998, the district court’s records showthat it was entered on
t he docket sheet on October 2, 1998. Pursuant to Rules 58 and
79(a) of the Federal Rules of Cvil Procedure, it is the date that
t he judgnment or order was entered on the docket sheet that we take
as the effective date of the district court’s decision. See WIson
v. Miurray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th GCr. 1986).



are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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