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ALl REZA DADI; ET AL.,
Plaintiffs,
ALl REZA DADI,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
LYNN N. HUGHES, U. S. District Judge;
M CHAEL T. FLOREANS; JAMES BUCHANAN;
BRI AN T. MOFFATT; JACK ZI MVERMAN,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 02-CV-3276

Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, GCircuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ali Reza Dadi, federal prisoner No. 59270-079, and his wife
Carnmen appeal the dism ssal as frivolous of a civil rights
conpl ai nt seeking damages for an all eged conspiracy to obtain the
wrongful civil forfeiture of their honme following Ali Reza Dadi’s

conviction for bank fraud and noney | aundering offenses. W find

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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no abuse of discretion in the district court’s dismssal of the
conplaint as frivol ous.

For the first time on appeal, the Dadis argue that the
forfeiture was wongful because Ali Reza Dadi was an innocent
owner of the property; that the forfeiture violates principles of
doubl e jeopardy; and, alternatively, that Carnen Dadi and the
Dadi’s three children were innocent owners of the property.

Absent exceptional circunstances that inplicate the
interests of justice, we generally do not reviewissues not

raised in the district court. Ki nash v. Call ahan, 129 F.3d 736,

739 n. 10 (5th Gr. 1997). Qur review of issues raised for the

first tinme on appeal is limted to errors that are “plain” and

that “affect substantial rights.” See United States v. Caverley,
37 F.3d 160, 162 (5th Cr. 1994) (en banc).

Dadi’s claimthat he is an innocent owner inplicates the
validity of his conviction and is thus barred by Heck v.
Hunphrey.”™ The in remforfeiture of Dadi’s house will not

support a double jeopardy claim United States v. Ursery,

518 U. S. 267, 288 (1996); United States v. Garcia Abrego,

141 F. 3d 142, 173-74 (5th G r. 1998). The “innocent owner” claim
of Carnen Dadi and the Dadis’ children is based on evidence not
presented to the district court. As the district court did not

have an opportunity to consider this issue, the error, if any,

* 512 U.S. 477 (1994).
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cannot have been “plain.” Robertson v. Plano Cty of Texas,

70 F.3d 21, 23 (5th Gr. 1995).
This appeal is without arguable nerit, and it is DI SM SSED

AS FRIVOLQUS. Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Grr.

1983); 5THQOQR R 42.2. The Dadis are WARNED that future
frivol ous appeals may result in the inposition of sanctions.

DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



