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MEMORANDUM  
*

Appeal from the United States District Court

for the Central District of California

William D. Keller, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted February 16, 2010**  

Before:  FERNANDEZ, GOULD, and M. SMITH, Circuit Judges.

Richard Olawale appeals pro se from the district court’s order denying in

part his motion requesting the return of property seized by the United States
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government.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de

novo the district court’s denial of a motion for return of property and for clear error

its findings of fact.  United States v. Marshall, 338 F.3d 990, 993 (9th Cir. 2003). 

We affirm.

The district court properly determined that Olawale’s request for the return

of his property seized for forfeiture was barred by the statute of limitations because

he did not file it within five years of the date of final publication of notice of

seizure.  See 18 U.S.C. § 983(e)(1), (3) (providing that “any person entitled to

written notice in any nonjudicial civil forfeiture proceeding under a civil forfeiture

statute who does not receive such notice may file a motion to set aside a

declaration of forfeiture,” but “not later than 5 years after the date of final

publication of notice of seizure of the property”).  

Olawale’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

AFFIRMED.


