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

No. 96-20091
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus

ALEJANDRO HERNAN CEVALLGCS,
al so known as Al ex,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{e; ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CR H-92-194-2
‘Septenber 23, 1996
Before SM TH, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Al ejandro Hernan Cevallos (#60100-079) appeals from the
district court’s dismssal of his notion for return of forfeited
property and his notion for “default judgnent.” The district court
did not abuse its discretion in denying the notion for default

j udgnent because the Governnent tinely responded to Cevallos’

motion by filing a notion to dism ss. Cf. Mason v. Lister, 562

! 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



F.2d 343, 345 (5th Gr. 1977). | ndependently reviewing the

district court’s order of dismssal, United States v. Schinnell, 80

F.3d 1064, 1069 (5th Gr. 1996), Cevall os abandons on appeal his

claimthat he did not receive proper notice. Yohey v. Collins, 985

F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993). H s substantive claimthat the
multiple admnistrative forfeitures violate the Double Jeopardy

Clause is without merit. United States v. Ursery, 116 S. C. 2135,

2147-49 (1996) (a forfeiture under 21 U S.C 8§ 881 is civil in
nature and is an in remproceeding; thus, “inremcivil forfeitures

are neither ‘punishnment’ nor crimnal for purposes of the Double

Jeopardy Clause.”); United States v. Arreol a-Ranps, 60 F.3d 188,
192 (5th CGr. 1995) (because defendant did not tinely contest
admnistrative forfeiture, he was never a party to the civil
forfeiture proceeding or put in jeopardy).

AFFI RVED.



