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PER CURI AM *

Rumal do Solis, pro se, appeals the sunmary judgnent granted
the Governnment in this forfeiture action. Solis contends the
district court erred in: determ ning he |l acked standi ng to contest
the forfeiture; and not granting his notion to dism ss.

In 1994, the FBlI executed a search warrant on Solis’
residence, finding at |least $30,050 in currency. Shortly

thereafter, the Gvernnent initiated admnistrative forfeiture

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



proceedi ngs concerning that currency; Solis received notice and
cl ai mred ownership. Al nbst two years later, Solis pleaded guilty to
conspiring to distribute nore than five kil ograns of cocaine. As
part of his plea agreenent, Solis agreed to forfeit any interest he
may have in any drug-related or noney |aundering-related asset.
Several years later, in 1999, the Governnent filed a conplaint for
forfeiture against the $30,050 in currency, alleging it represented
the proceeds of drug trafficking or that it was, or was i ntended to
be, used in exchange for drugs or to facilitate a drug offense.

It goes without saying that “[a]s a predicate to any action
before a federal court, parties nust establish that they have
proper standing toraise aclainf. United States v. $38,570 United
States Currency, 950 F.2d 1108, 1111 n.3 (5th G r. 1992). In order
to neet the threshold requirenents of standing, a party seeking to
chal | enge the Governnent’s forfeiture of property nust denonstrate
at least a facially colorable lawful interest in the seized item
ld. at 1112. Wiile the fact that property was seized from a
claimant is prima facie evidence of his entitlenment to it, the
cl ai mant nust, neverthel ess, cone forward with additional evidence
of ownership if there are serious reasons to doubt his right to the
property. 1d. at 1112 n.5.

In this case, the Governnent has established there are serious
reasons to doubt Solis’ right to the currency seized fromhim As
noted, as part of his plea agreenent, Solis agreed to forfeit his
interest in any drug-related asset, and at his rearrai gnnent

hearing, Solis acknow edged under oath that he had agreed to



forfeit the currency. Additionally, in a May 1997 letter and a
Septenber 1999 appellate brief in a related case, Solis again
acknow edged his agreenent to forfeit the currency.

Solis has not produced sufficient evidence to establish that
he has a facially colorable interest in the seized currency,
particularly in the light of his statenents otherwi se. See id. at
1112 & n.5 (“a bare assertion of ownership of the res, wthout
nmore, is inadequate to prove an ownership interest sufficient to
establish standing”). Therefore, the district court did not err in
concluding that Solis |acked standing to contest the forfeiture.

AFFI RVED



