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May 3, 1999
Before EMLIO M GARZA, DeMOSS, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Jack WIlliam Hawkins (Hawkins) appeals from the district
court's denial of his request for remand to state court and the
summary judgnent rendered in favor of appellees, the United States

of Anmerica and the United States Departnent of Justice, Drug

Pursuant to 5TH CR. R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the
limted circunstances set forth in 5THCGR R 47.5.4.



Enforcenment Adm nistration (United States), and Henderson County,
Texas.

Hawkins filed a Petition for Bill of Reviewin a Texas state
court challenging the validity of an order previously issued by the
state court. Hawki ns not only sought to set aside the previous
order that had transferred funds to the custody of the United
States, but also sought in his petition an order fromthe state
court to have the United States return the seized finds. At the
time Hawkins filed his Petition for Bill of Review, the United
States had instituted and conpleted admnistrative forfeiture
proceedi ngs that entitled the United States to the funds. Hawkins
was gi ven notice of the forfeiture proceedi ngs and was unsuccessf ul
in his efforts to recover the funds in the forfeiture proceedi ngs
brought pursuant to federal law. It was only after his failure to
recover the seized funds that he brought his Petition for Bill of
Revi ew both chall enging the original transfer to the United States
and seeking to have the state court order the United States to
return the seized funds.

After reviewing the record and argunents on appeal, we find
Hawki ns' argunents that the district court was wi thout jurisdiction
and that the renoval was i nproper to be without nerit. Simlarly,
his argunents that summary judgnment was inproper are unavailing.
Hawki ns' interest in the funds was not divested by the origina
state court order transferring the funds to the control of the
United States. Rather, his interest in the funds was di vested only

after a proper forfeiture proceeding, of which he had notice



divested himof any interest in the seized funds. W affirmthe
district court's denial of Hawkins' request for remand and the
summary judgnent essentially for the reasons set out in the
succi nct and wel |l -reasoned order denying remand dated August 29,

1997 and the order granting summary judgnent dated Septenber 30,
1998.

AFFI RVED.



