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PER CURI AM

Richard E. Whitaker, a debtor under Chapter 7 of the Bank-
ruptcy Code, appeals a final order of the district court, affirmng
t he judgnment of the bankruptcy court, which held that $77,041 of a
j udgnent debt \Wiitaker owes to appel |l ee Design & Production, Inc.,
i s nondi schargeabl e under 11 U.S.C. A. 8 523(a)(4) (West 1993). W
have exam ned the record and consi dered the argunents presented in
the parties’ briefs, and we now affirmthe judgnent of the district
court for the reasons given by that court in its menorandum opin-

ion. Witaker v. Design & Production, Inc., Nos. 98-1085-A; BK-94-

14858- DOT; AP-95-1024 (E.D. Va., Cct. 20, 1998)." W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
|y presented in the materials before the court and oral argunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

" Although the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
Cctober 19, 1998, the district court’s records show that it was
entered on the docket sheet on Cctober 20, 1998. 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 t he docket sheet that we take as
the effective date of the district court’s decision. Wl son v.
Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).



