IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-30431
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ARTHUR W LLI AMS, al so known as Pop,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 93-CR-10012-6

Decenber 19, 2000
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Arthur WIllianms, federal prisoner # 08395-035, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his notion for return of seized
property under Rule 41(e) of the Federal Rules of Crim nal
Procedure. WIIlians argues that the Governnent violated his due
process rights by sending notice of the seizure of the noney to
hi s hone address although he was in prison, the Governnent failed
to publish the notice in accordance with 19 U.S.C. § 1607, the
Governnent waited el even and one half nonths after the seizure to

send notice of the seizure, and the district court erred in

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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denying his notion for return of the noney seized. 1In his
appellate brief, WIllians does not address the district court’s
dism ssal of his notion for lack of standing. In his reply
brief, WIlians argues that standing is not an issue because it
was not raised by the parties in the district court; he argues
that he established his standing because he testified at trial
that the noney belonged to him WIlIlianms’ bare assertion of

ownership, without nore, is inadequate to prove an ownership

interest sufficient to establish standing. See United States v.

$38,570 in U.S. Currency, 950 F.2d 1108, 1112 (5th G r. 1992).

Wllians hinself testified at trial that he received the noney
sei zed on August 21, 1992, (%$24,466) from M chael Johnson and
that he gave the noney to R B. MIIls as paynent for drugs.
Wllians also testified that he gave the noney seized on
Septenmber 2, 1992, ($3080) to MIIs in paynment for three ounces
of cocaine that WIllians hinself had previously purchased.
Because WIllians did not establish that he was the owner of the
nmoney seized, the district court did not err in dismssing
WIllians’ Rule 41(e) notion for |ack of standing.

AFFI RVED.



