Filed: My 19, 2000
UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 00-6009
(CR-94-206-S, CA-97-61-95)

United States of Anerica,

Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

Ant hony D. Hawks,
Def endant - Apellant.

ORDER

The court anends its opinion filed April 20, 2000, as foll ows:

On page 1, section 3, lines 2-3, and page 2, line 7 of opinion
-- the district court case nunbers are corrected to read CR- 94-206-
S and CA-97-61-S.

For the Court - By Direction

/s/ Patricia S. Connor
Clerk




UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 00-6009

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

ANTHONY D. HAVKS,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Frederic N. Smal kin, District Judge. (CR
94-206-S, CA-97-61-95)

Subm tted: March 28, 2000 Decided: April 20, 2000

Bef ore NI EMEYER and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Ant hony D. Hawks, Appellant Pro Se. Jamie M Bennett, Assistant
United States Attorney, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appell ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Ant hony D. Hawks appeals the district court’s orders denying
his notion for newtrial under Fed. R Crim P. 33 and his notion
for reconsideration of the sane. W have reviewed the record and
the district court’s opinions and find no reversible error. Ac-
cordi ngly, although we grant Hawks’ notion to proceed on appeal in
forma pauperis, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court.

See United States v. Hawks, Nos. CR-94-206-S; CA-97-61-S (D. M.

Nov. 10; Nov. 16, 1999)." W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.

AFFI RVED

*

Al t hough the orders from whi ch Hawks appeals were filed on
Cct ober 25, 1999, and Novenber 15, 1999, they were entered on the
district court’s docket sheet on Novenber 10, 1999, and Novenber
16, 1999. Novenber 10, 1999, and Novenber 16, 1999 are therefore
the effective dates of the district court’s decisions. See Fed. R
Cv. P. 58 and 79(a); see also Wlson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d 1232,
1234-35 (4th Cir. 1986).




