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PER CURI AM *

Dougl as Dunki ns appeals the district court's grant of summary
judgnent in favor of the Governnent in this civil forfeiture
proceedi ng brought pursuant to 21 U S.C 8§ 881(a)(6). W affirm

for the foll ow ng reasons.

Pursuant to Local Rule 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 Local Rule 47.5. 4.



The instant forfeiture of proceeds fromillegal drug sales
pursuant to 8 881(a)(6) does not constitute "punishnent." United

States v. Tilley, 18 F.3d 295, 297-300 (5th Gr.), 115 S .. 573

(1994). Because there is no "punishnment," there is no double
j eopardy. 1d.

The district court did not err in finding probable cause to
believe that the property at i ssue was the proceeds of illegal drug
transacti ons.

Dunki ns' argunent that he was deprived of aright to appeal to
the district court is without nerit because, through his attorney,
Dunki ns signed a formconsenting to have a nagi strate judge conduct
any and all proceedings in his case.

We do not address Dunkins' argunent that the district court
erred in awardi ng costs because he failed to raise that contention
in the district court.

Finally, Dunkins argues that he did not receive notice that
the Governnent sought forfeiture of certain firearns seized from
his hone. Because the instant proceeding did not involve the
forfeiture of any firearns, we are wthout jurisdiction to
entertain this claim

AFFI RVED.



