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PER CURI AM

In a prior appeal by Vincent Eugene Lineberger, we
vacated his crimnal judgnment and remanded the case to the district
court for resentencing for the limted purpose of stating a
definite date by which Lineberger’s sentence was to begin. See

United States v. Golden, 795 F.2d 19, 21 (3d Cir. 1986). On

remand, the district court anended the judgnent to state that
Li neberger was to “begin his sentence on Cctober 23, 1998.” The
court also corrected a clerical mstake in the original judgnment
order and changed the order in which the counts were listed in
several sections of the judgnent. Lineberger now appeals fromthe
anended judgnment and fromthe district court’s order denying his
notion to vacate the anmended judgnment.” Qur review of the record
and the district court’s orders has disclosed no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirm Lineberger has raised numerous issues on
appeal . However, because these i ssues are outside the scope of the
remand, we decline to address them 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

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

"Al t hough Lineberger conpleted the service of his term of
i mprisonment, this appeal is not noot because he is still subject
to a three-year term of supervised rel ease.
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