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PER CURI AM

Dej oun R Johnson seeks to appeal the district court’s order
dismssing as untinely his petition filed under 28 U.S.C A § 2254
(West 1994 & Supp. 1999). On appeal, Johnson clains that he is en-
titled to relief because his attorney did not file a response to
t he Commonweal th’s notion to dismss. This claimis not cognizabl e
because there is noright to the effective assi stance of counsel in

habeas proceedi ngs. See Weks v. Angelone, 176 F.3d 249, 273-74

(4th Cir. 1999) (noting that a claimof ineffective assistance of
counsel in a state habeas proceedi ng does not nerit federal habeas
relief). We have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opi nion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a cer-
tificate of appealability and dism ss the appeal on the reasoning

of the district court. See Johnson v. Saunders, No. CA-99-162-A

(E.D. Va. May 5, 1999)." W deny Johnson’s notion for appoi nt nent
of counsel. W 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 decisional process.

DI SM SSED

" Although the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
May 4, 1999, the district court’s records showthat it was entered
on the docket sheet on May 5, 1999. Pursuant to Rules 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. See WIlson v. Miurray, 806
F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).




