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JOHN W CABE, H'S WAY | NTERNATIONAL M NI S-
TRIES; RI VERSI DE | NDEPENDENT BAPTI ST CHURCH,
JRS M NI STRI ES,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,
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LEONARD V. KOPERNA;, PAUL LEE;, DEAN EI CHEL-
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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Colunbia. Dennis W Shedd, District Judge.
( CA- 98- 3698- 19BD)

Subm tted: Decenber 16, 1999 Deci ded: Decenber 27, 1999

Bef or e MURNAGHAN and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior Cr-
cuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

John W Cabe, Appellant Pro Se. John Berkley Ginball, Il, OFFICE
OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Colunbia, South Carolina, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM
John W Cabe and related organi zations appeal the district

court’s order denying relief on their Bivens v. Six Unknown Naned

Agents of Fed. Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U. S. 388 (1971) action. W

have revi ewed the record and the district court’s opinion accepting
the recommendation of the nagistrate judge and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm substantially on the reasoning of

the district court.? See Cabe v. Koperna, No. CA-98-3698-19BD

(D.S.C. July 26, 1999).2 W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.

AFFI RVED

! The district court’s dismssal under 28 U S.C.A 8§ 1915A is
m spl aced because Cabe was neither a prisoner nor applied to pro-
ceed in forma pauperis. See 28 U.S.C. A 88 1915, 1915A (West Supp.
1999).

2 Al though the district court’s order is narked as “filed” on
July 23, 1999, the district court’s records show that it was
entered on the docket sheet on July 26, 1999. Pursuant to Rules 58
and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, it is the date
the order was entered on the docket sheet that we take as the
effective date of the district court’s decision. See Wlson v.
Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cir. 1986).




