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

No. 96-60209
Summary Cal endar

H LTON DEW TT HOLMES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

GLENN WVHITE, in his official capacity
as District Attorney of the Eighth Grcuit
district, and individually, ET AL.,

Def endant s,
GLENN WVHITE, in his official capacity
as District Attorney of the Eighth Grcuit
District, and individually,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court

for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 2:95-CV-329-PS

Novenber 25, 1996
Bef ore JONES, DeMOSS and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~
Hlton Dewtt Hol mes, M ssissippi prisoner #79891, appeals the
district court’s judgnent dismssing his civil rights action on the

grounds of prosecutorial immunity and claimpreclusion. Holnes

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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contends that M ssissippi District Attorney denn Wite conspired
to defraud himof his property in a state forfeiture proceeding,
that the forfeiture was a violation of his right to protection
from doubl e jeopardy, and that White coerced himinto pleading
guilty to conspiracy to commt capital nurder.

Hol nes has abandoned any cl ai ns agai nst Forrest County and

USF&G by failing to brief them Brinkmann v. Dallas County

Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987). Hol nes

asserts for the first tinme a violation of his right to protection
agai nst doubl e jeopardy. Holnes has not shown error, plain or

otherwi se relating to his double-jeopardy claim Robertson v.

Plano Gty of Tex., 70 F.3d 21, 23 (5th Gr. 1995); see United

States v. Ursery, 116 S. C. 2135, 2149 (1996)(civil forfeitures
are not crimnal and do not constitute "punishnent”; the
Governnent may bring a parallel crimnal action and an in rem
civil forfeiture proceeding wthout violating double jeopardy).
We have reviewed the record and the briefs of the parties
and find no error in the decision of the district court.
Accordingly, we affirmfor essentially the sane reasons advanced

by the district court. Holnes v. Wite, No. 2:95-CV-329-PS (S.D

M ss. Feb. 14, 1996).

AFFI RVED.
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