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PER CURI AM

Murel Holland appeals the district court's order granting
judgnent as a matter of lawto Defendants in his 42 U S.C A § 1983
(West Supp. 1999) action on the basis that the pain and/or injury

Hol l and suffered was de mnims and therefore insufficient to

sustain a viable claim
W review a district court's grant of judgnent as a matter of

| aw de novo. See Scheduled Airlines Traffic Ofices, lInc. v.

oj ective Inc., 180 F.3d 583, 588 (4th Gr. 1999). On review, the

facts are viewed and i nferences are drawn in a |ight nost favorable

to the nonnoving party. See Singer v. Dungan, 45 F.3d 823, 827

(4th Cr. 1995). W have reviewed the record in light of the
relevant case law and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmthe district court's order. See Holland v. Lanham No. CA-

96-1745-WWN (D. Md. May 5, 1999).° We dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the
deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

"Al though the district court's order of judgnent is nmarked as
"filed" on May 4, 1999, the district court's records show that it
was entered on the docket sheet on My 5, 1999. Pursuant to
Rul es 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of G vil Procedure, it is
the date that the judgnment or order was entered on the docket sheet
that we take as the effective date of the district court's
decision. See Wlson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Gr
1986) .




