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Bef ore BEAM HANSEN, and MORRI S SHEPPARD ARNOLD, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

Steven J. Sanples appeals the district court's! denial of his 28
US C 8§ 2255 notion. Sanples's double jeopardy clains are foreclosed for
the reasons set forth in United States v. Usery, 116 S. Ct. 2135, 2148-49
(1996) (holding civil forfeitures under 21 U . S.C. § 881(a)(6) and (7) are
nei ther "punishnent"” nor crimnal for purposes of Double Jeopardy O ause),
and United States v. One 1970 36.9' Colunbia Sailing Boat, 91 F.3d 1053,
1056 (8th Cir. 1996) (holding Ursery applies to forfeitures under §
881(a)(4)). Likew se, Sanples's ineffective-assistance clai mbased on his

counsel's failure to advise himof a possible double jeopardy defense is
foreclosed. Cf. Thomas v. United States, 951 F.2d 902,

The Honorable H Franklin Waters, Chief Judge, United States
District Court for the Western District of Arkansas, adopting the
report and recommendation of the Honorable Beverly R Stites,
United States Magistrate Judge for the Wstern District of
Ar kansas.



904 (8th Cir. 1991) (per curian) (counsel not ineffective for failing to
raise meritless issues). The district court properly declined to address
the sentencing issues Sanples raises in his supplenental brief. Sanples
did not denonstrate cause and prejudice forgiving his failure to raise the
issues on direct appeal. See Reid v. United States, 976 F.2d 446, 448 (8th
Cir. 1992), cert. denied, 507 U S. 945 (1993).

Accordingly, after carefully reviewing the record, we conclude the
district court correctly dism ssed Sanples's petition.

We deny Sanpl es's request for appointnent of counsel on appeal
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