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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

The defendant, Vaden Lee Williams, appeals the district court's
denial of his petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2255. That court held that
civil forfeiture of an instrumentality of criminal activity is not punish-
ment for purposes of the double jeopardy clause.

Following briefing and oral argument on June 3, 1996, before this
court, the Supreme Court decided that civil in rem forfeiture is not
punishment for purposes of the double jeopardy clause. United States
v. Ursery, 65 U.S.L.W. 4565 (U.S. June 24, 1996). The parties have
submitted to us memoranda on the effect of Ursery, and counsel for
Williams agrees that the Supreme Court's Ursery  decision controls
this aspect of the case.

We have not found any error, however claimed, in the decision of
the district court.

The judgment of the district court denying the defendant's petition
under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 is accordingly

AFFIRMED.
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