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

No. 95-50927
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

ver sus
MANUEL PACHECO, al so known as Manuel
Cct avi o0 Pacheco- Al varez;: RM SERVI CES
| NTERNATI ONAL, | NC.

Def endant s- Appel | ant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-95-CR-171-1
USDC No. SA-95-CR-171-4

“June 26, 1996
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel  ants appeal the district court’s denial of their
motion to dismss the crimnal indictnent against themon the
ground that it violates the Due Process, Double Jeopardy, and

Excessive Fines (O auses of the U S. Constitution. Appellants

argue that the sinultaneous prosecution of civil forfeiture

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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proceedi ngs and this crimnal prosecution violates the Due
Process Ol ause in that the proceedi ngs are designed to exhaust
appel l ants’ resources. W decline to review appellants’ due
process claimfor lack of jurisdiction in this interlocutory

appeal. See Abney v. United States, 431 U S. 651, 662 (1977);

United States v. Arreol a-Ranps, 60 F.3d 188, 191 (5th Cr. 1995).

Appel l ants al so argue that the sinultaneous civil forfeiture
and crimnal proceedings violate the Double Jeopardy O ause. The
record indicates that the civil forfeiture proceedi ngs have been
consol i dated and stayed pending the resolution of the crimnal
proceedi ngs agai nst appellants. Because there has been no final
adjudication of civil litability in the civil forfeiture
proceedi ngs, jeopardy has not attached and the instant crim nal
prosecuti on does not violate the Double Jeopardy C ause. See

United States v. Gonzalez, 76 F.3d 1339, 1344 (5th Cr. 1996).

AFFI RVED.



