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PER CURI AM

In 1999, Barrington |saacs was convicted and sentenced
for participation in a conspiracy to possess with intent to
distribute and to distribute cocai ne and cocai ne base, conspiracy
to inport cocaine, and conspiracy to engage in noney | aundering.
I n Decenber 2002, the district court entered an anended judgnent
for correction of sentence pursuant to Fed. R Cim P. 36 to
include an omtted reference to an order of forfeiture. I|saacs now
seeks to appeal the anended crim nal judgnent.

Rule 36 provides that “[a]fter giving any notice it
consi ders appropriate, the court nay at any tinme correct a clerical
error in a judgment, order, or other part of the record, or correct
an error in the record arising from oversight or omssion.” W
have reviewed the transcript of the sentencing hearing and the
order of forfeiture that was executed by the district court at the
hearing, and find that the court properly anmended the judgnent to
accurately reflect its intention at sentencing to include the
forfeiture in the judgnment. W have also reviewed |Isaacs’s claim
that the district court failed to provide himw th adequate notice
of the Governnent’s notion to nodify the crimnal judgnment and find
no reversible error in this regard. Accordingly, we affirmthe
anended crimnal judgnment. W dispense with oral argunent because

the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the



materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED



