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Before JOLLY, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
This appeal is Dwght Lynn Harrill's second appeal arising out
of a civil forfeiture action brought by the governnent against

certain properties alleged to have been used by Harrill in

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



connection with a controlled substance offense. We previously
affirmed the district court's grant of sunmary judgnent for the
government ordering the forfeiture of all properties except $7, 000

cash. U.S. v. $7,000.00 in U S. Currency, No. 92-1876 (5th Cr.

Nov. 30, 1993) (unpublished).

In this appeal, Harrill challenges the district court's
authority to anend the previously appealed final judgnent of
forfeiture to include assets ruled forfeitable in the district
court's nenorandum order but not included in that final judgnent,
which forfeited assets.

Harrill argues that the district court abused its discretion
under Fed. R G v. P. 60(b) by anmending the judgnent of forfeiture
because Rule 60(b) does not allow for correction of attorney
negl i gence. He asks this court to reverse the district court's
j udgnent .

Al t hough not listed in the original conplaint, the governnent
sought the forfeiture of certain chem cals and equi pnent sei zed on
February 12, 1991, fromHarrill's place of business, and additi onal
chem cal s and equi pnent seized on May 8, 1991, from storage | eased
by Harrill. These assets were listed in the affidavit acconpanyi ng
the conpl aint. The district court's nenorandum order refers to
"various |aboratory chemcals and apparatus,” which evidently
refers to these assets. The final judgnent tracks the |ist of
properties contained in the conplaint and does not |list the

chem cal s and equi pnent. On April 7, 1993, the governnent filed a



motion to anend the final judgnent to correct the judgnent to

i ncl ude the | aboratory equi pnent and chem cal s that were contai ned

in the order but omtted fromthe judgnent. The district court
granted the notion and issued an anended judgnent. It is this
j udgnent of which Harrill now conpl ai ns.

Al t hough we did not specifically address the propriety of the
district court's anended judgnent in our prior opinion, we affirnmed
the district court's holding that the chem cals and equi pnent
seized fromHarrill's office and storage facility were forfeitable.

U.S. v. $7,000.00, No. 92-1876, p. 7-9. We have already revi ewed

and affirnmed the judgnent of forfeiture as anended to i ncl ude t hese
assets, and have already inplicitly concluded that the anendnent to
t he judgnent was proper.

As a general rule if the issues were decided,
ei ther expressly or by necessary inplication,
t hose determ nations of laww || be binding on
remand and on a subsequent appeal. . . . Even
if the prior appellate decision did not
explicitly discuss the issues, nevertheless
the I aw of the case operates to preclude their

reconsideration . . . if the appellate decree
necessarily or inplicitly resolved them
adversely to the party now seeking to reurge
t hem

Conway V. Chenical Leaman Tank Lines, Inc., 644 F.2d 1059, 1062

(5th Gr. 1981). "Law of the case" doctrine precludes us from
reexamning this issue in this subsequent appeal. The judgnment of
the district court is therefore

AFFI RMED



