UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 99-2412

M NG CHI ANG LI,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

JOHN H. DALTON, as an individual in his offi-
cial capabilities as the Secretary for Depart-
ment of the Navy; JOHN A. MONTGOMERY; HERBERT
W ZWACK; FRANCI S J. KLEMM JANET R DESCHAK;
JANET C. HEATER, as individuals in their offi-
cial and individual capacities; DEPARTMENT OF
THE NAVY,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Geenbelt. Alexander WIllianms, Jr., District Judge.
(CA-97-3651- AW

Subm tted: WMarch 20, 2000 Decided: My 12, 2000

Bef ore WDENER and WLKINS, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

M ng- Chi ang Li, Appellant Pro Se. Lynne Ann Battaglia, United
States Attorney, Al bert David Copperthite, OFFICE OF THE UN TED
STATES ATTORNEY, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appellees.



Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

M ng- Chi ang Li appeals the district court’s order granting
sumary judgnent to representatives of his prior enployer, the De-
partment of the Navy, and di sm ssing his enpl oynent discrimnation
conplaint. W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
menor andum opi ni on and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See Li v. Dalton,

No. CA-97-3651-AW (D. Md. July 28, 1999)." W deny Appellees

notion to dismss and Li’s notion on scheduling. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contenti ons are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

" Although the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
July 27, 1999, the district court’s records showthat it was marked
as entered on the docket sheet on July 28, 1999. 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.
Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cir. 1986).




