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PER CURI AM

Janes Gorm ey appeals fromthe district court’s order denying
his notion to vacate the ex parte order restraining all of
Gorm ey’ s assets except ordinary and reasonable |iving expenses,
pendi ng the outcone of his trial on charges of conspiracy to conmt
wire and securities fraud and to obstruct justice, wire fraud;
perjury; noney |laundering; and conspiracy to engage in noney
| aunder i ng. Gorm ey challenges the order on the basis that the
indictnment fails to allege that he possessed or exercised dom ni on
and control over the suspect funds and therefore fails to showt hat
the assets sought to be restrained are forfeitable. He also con-
tends that the district court erred in finding that he could be
held jointly and severally liable for any forfeitable assets
possessed by his codefendants. W have reviewed the record and the
argunents rai sed by counsel and find no reversible error. Accord-

ingly, we affirm See United States v. MHan, 101 F.3d 1027, 1043

(4th Cr. 1996), cert. denied, 520 U.S. 1281 (1997); United States

v. Hurley, 63 F.3d 1, 22 (1st Cr. 1995). W dispense wth oral
argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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