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In his objections, Defendant points out that he is not charged with violating 

the Anti-Kickback Statute and argues that use of the word "kickback" calls to mind 

a statute that he is not charged with violating. Defendant further argues that use 

of the word "kickback" is "nothing but unduly prejudicial." Doc. No. [68], 4. 

This Court agrees with the Magistrate Judge that the definition of 

"kickback" accurately describes what is alleged to have occurred in the 

Superseding Indictment. Furthermore, the Court agrees that use of the word 

"kickback" in this context is not unfairly prejudicial. Therefore, the Objections by 

Defendant are without merit. 

IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court OVERRULES Defendant's Objections

(Doc. No. [68]) and ADOPTS the Magistrate Judge's R&R. Doc. No. [66]. 

Accordingly, Defendant's Motions to Dismiss (Doc. Nos. [22, 51], Motion to 

Suppress Statements (Doc. No. [24]), Motion For a Bill of Particulars (Doc. No. 

[23]), and Motion to Strike Surplusage (Doc. No. [25]) are DENIED. 

IT IS SO ORDERED this 7/h day of March, 2024. 

HONORABLE STEVE . JONES 

UNITED ST ATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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