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

No. 02-30496
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
HERVMAN STEVENSON, 111,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
(95- CR- 377- 3)
~ January 28, 2003
Before DAVIS, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Def endant - Appel l ant Herman Stevenson, [1Il, appeals the
district court’s denial of his notion for the return of property
forfeited in conjunction with his crimnal drug and weapons
convictions. He contends that the district court erred in denying
the return of his pistol, which was adm nistratively forfeited by
the DEA, arguing that the DEA had failed to conply with the

procedural notice requirenents. Because Stevenson received actual

notice of the seizure and proposed forfeiture of the weapon before

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



the time had run for him to nmake an admnistrative claim he

recei ved sufficient process. See lnre Sam 894 F.2d 778, 782 (5th

Cir. 1990); cf. United States v. Robinson, 78 F.3d 172, 174-75 (5th

Cir. 1996).

St evenson al so contends that he is entitled to the return of
nmoney seized fromhimat the tinme of his arrest. Unfortunately for
him he knowi ngly waived his right to challenge the forfeiture at

trial. See United States v. Dodson, 288 F.3d 153, 160 (5th Cr.),

cert. denied, 123 S. . 32 (2002). W cannot review Stevenson’s

assertion, made for the first tinme on appeal, that he stipulated to
the forfeiture based on the ineffective assistance of counsel
because his contention does not present a purely |egal question.

See Dlaz v. Collins, 114 F.3d 69, 71 n.5 (5th Cr. 1997).

Stevenson’s claimthat heis entitled to the full val ue of the real
estate and vehicle listed in the superseding indictnent as
forfeitable property is without nerit, as those itens were not in
fact seized by the governnent.

Stevenson also nmaintains that forfeiture of his property
constituted “punishnent” for double jeopardy purposes. He is
m st aken, as neither crimnal nor civil forfeitures can formthe

basis of a double jeopardy claim See United States v. Ursery, 518

U S 267, 288 (1996); United States v. Garcia Abrego, 141 F. 3d 142,

173-74 (5th Gr. 1998).
St evenson next insists that the trial court exhibited bias

agai nst him through adverse judicial rulings. Such rulings are
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insufficient to support his allegation. See Liteky v. United

States, 510 U. S. 540, 555 (1994).

Finally, Stevenson attenpts to challenge the district court’s
denial of relief on his previously-filed 28 U S.C. 8§ 2255 noti on.
We have al ready deni ed Stevenson a certificate of appealability on
that notion; he cannot reurge these clains for relief before this
court.

I n concl usi on, we hold that Stevenson has not established that
the district court erred in denying relief on his notion for the

return of forfeited property. See Robinson, 78 F.3d at 174.

Consequently, the judgnent of the district court is

AFF| RMED.

S:\ GPI NI ONS\ UNPUB\ 02\ 02- 30496. 0. wpd
4/29/04 9:40 am



