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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Joseph Tito Grin was convicted of conspiracy to distribute powder
cocaine and crack cocaine. He was sentenced to 324 months’ impris-
onment. On appeal, we affirmed Grin’s conviction but vacated his
sentence and remanded for another sentencing hearing, finding that
the Government had not timely disclosed Grin’s presentence report.
At the second sentencing hearing, Grin challenged the firearm
enhancement and the calculation of the drug amount. The district
court, however, interpreted our prior mandate to preclude review of
these objections, and ultimately resentenced Grin to 324 months. Grin
now appeals. 

A resentencing hearing should be conducted de novo unless the
court of appeals’ mandate specifically limits the district court to cer-
tain issues. United States v. Broughton-Jones, 71 F.3d 1143, 1149 n.4
(4th Cir. 1995) (remand without limitation); see also United States v.
Apple, 962 F.2d 335, 337 (4th Cir. 1992) (remand instruction limited
to specific potential error). After a careful review of the sentencing
transcript, we believe that the district court misconstrued the scope of
our mandate. Accordingly, we are constrained to again vacate Grin’s
sentence and remand the case for resentencing, which should be con-
ducted de novo. Of course, we express no opinion on the merits of
any sentencing issues that have been or might be raised by Grin. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process. 
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