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PER CURI AM

Patty Jean Cyrus appeals the district court’s order
directing the forfeiture to the United States of certain rea
property in Florence, South Carolina.” The district court found
that the property was purchased with drug proceeds and that Cyrus
was not, as she clained, the bona fide purchaser of the property.
Evi dence before the court denonstrated that the property was
i nstead purchased by Cyrus’ brother, C arence Cyrus, with proceeds
obtained fromhis distribution of cocaine and crack.

The sol e issue rai sed on appeal is whether the district
court should have recused itself pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 455(a)
(2000). The district court presided at the trial and sentenci ng of
Cl arence Cyrus. At sentencing, the court comented that it
believed that Cyrus and her uncle, Robert Singletary, had I|ied
under oath when they testified that Patty Cyrus purchased the
property. Cyrus clainms that the court’s comment di scl osed that the
judge had a pre-existing bias that reasonably placed in question
the court’s inpartiality at the ancillary forfeiture proceeding.

Under 8 455(a), any alleged bias ordinarily nust stem
froman extrajudicial source and result in an opinion on the nerits
that is based on sonething other than what the judge | earned from

participating in the case. Liteky v. United States, 510 U S. 540,

"The court also ordered the forfeiture of $690,000 plus
interest; however, it is only the forfeiture of the real property
that Patty Cyrus contests.
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555 (1994). Qur review of the record discloses that the court’s
opi nion was not based on any extrajudicial source and that there
exi sted no “deep-seated favoritism or antagonism that would make
fair judgnment inpossible.” See id. Accordingly, we conclude that
the district court did not abuse its discretion in denying the
notion for recusal, and we affirm

We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argunment would not significantly aid the deci sional

process.
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