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Affirmed in part and dismssed in part by unpublished per curiam
opi ni on.
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Attorney Ceneral, doria WIson Shelton, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF MARYLAND, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Al bert Curtis MIls appeals the district court’s orders
denying his notions for prelimnary injunctions. W have revi ewed
the record and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. See MIls v. Kavanagh, No. CA-98-3961-DKC (D. M. Aug. 10

& 26, 1999).2 W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED | N PART; DI SM SSED | N PART

! He also attenpts to appeal his unanswered opposition to
Def endants’ notion for summary judgnent. W dismiss this portion
of the appeal as interlocutory.

2 Al'though the district court’s orders are narked as “fil ed”
on August 4 and 25, 1999, the district court’s records show that
they were entered on the docket sheet on August 10 & 26, 1999.
Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of G vil
Procedure, it is the date the order was entered on t he 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) .




