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PER CURI AM

M chael Ernest Hopper appeals the district court’s order deny-
ing relief on his 42 U S.C A 8§ 1983 (West Supp. 1998) conplaint.
We affirm though on different reasoning than that enpl oyed by the

district court. See Hopper v. Easley, No. CA-98-285-3-1-MJ

(WD.N.C. Cct. 29, 1998)." Hopper clained that his habitual of-
fender conviction was invalid because he was not infornmed that a
previ ous nol o contendere pl ea woul d count toward habitual offender
status. However, because the conviction has not been overturned,

Hopper’s 8§ 1983 claim has not yet accrued. See Heck v. Hunphrey,

512 U. S. 477, 489-90 (1994); Preiser v. Rodriguez, 411 U. S. 475,

500 (1973). 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

" Although the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
Cctober 7, 1998, the district court’s records show that it was
entered on the docket sheet on Cctober 29, 1998. 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 t he docket sheet that we take as
the effective date of the district court’s decision. See WIlson v.
Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).




