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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

In No. 99-1778, Angela G MKenzie appeals fromthe district
court’s order dismssing her civil action pursuant to Fed. R G v.
P. 12(b)(6). In Nos. 99-1933 and 99-1934, the Defendants in the
underlying action appeal fromthe district court’s order denying
relief on their notions for sanctions, Fed. R GCv. P. 11. Qur
reviewof the record and the district court’s opinions discloses no
reversi ble error and no abuse of discretion. Accordingly, we af-

firmon the reasoning of the district court. See MKenzie v. SETA

Corp. No. CA-99-381-A (E.D. Va. May 18, 1999; June 15, 1999)." W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

*

Al t hough the district court’s orders are marked as “filed”
on May 17, 1999, for No. 99-1778, and June 11, 1999 for Nos. 99-
1933/1934, the district court’s records showthat these orders were
entered on the docket sheet on May 18, 1999, for No. 99-1778 and
June 15, 1999, for Nos. 99-1933/1934. 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. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).



