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Per Curiam.  Plaintiff José E. Natal-Rosario ("Natal")

appeals the district court's dismissal, under Rule 12(b)(6), of his

claims against the defendants, Federal Bureau of Investigation

("FBI") agents and Puerto Rico Police Department ("PRPD") officers.

Natal alleges that the defendants (1) violated his Fourth Amendment

rights by conducting an illegal search and seizure and (2)

infringed upon his Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment rights to

substantive and procedural due process.

Natal's Fourth Amendment argument has two components.

First, Natal contends that when one FBI agent questioned him about

personal matters that were unrelated to the corruption charge about

which he had agreed to be questioned, the agent was conducting an

illegal search of Natal's private affairs.  This claim is waived

because it was not raised below.  See, e.g., Martex Farms, S.E. v.

EPA, 559 F.3d 29, 33 (1st Cir. 2009).

Second, Natal argues that he was subjected to an illegal

seizure because he felt compelled to agree to undergo a polygraph

examination and, once seated for the exam, felt he was not at

liberty to leave.  Natal contends that he could not terminate the

interrogation or the encounter because he felt he needed to clear

his name, both to protect his reputation in general and to retain

his position as a deputized federal agent.  We agree with the

district court that Natal's complaint cannot survive a Rule

12(b)(6) motion under the standard articulated in Ashcroft v.
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Iqbal, 129 S. Ct. 1937, 1949-50 (2009).  "If an officer, by means

of show of authority, even briefly restrains the liberty of a

citizen, we may conclude that a seizure has occurred," so long as

we are "able to conclude that coercion, not voluntary compliance,

most accurately describes the encounter."  United States v. Smith,

423 F.3d 25, 28 (1st Cir. 2005).  The facts pled here do not

"plausibly suggest an entitlement to relief," Iqbal, 129 S. Ct. at

1951, given this standard.  Here, even assuming that Natal's

complaint allowed us to infer that he felt it was necessary to

undergo the polygraph exam and answer the FBI agent's questions in

order to maintain his position, we could not conclude that these

facts plausibly suggest that he was a victim of coercion.  See

Fournier v. Reardon, 160 F.3d 754, 757 (1st Cir. 1998) (concluding,

where plaintiff was handcuffed and put under "house arrest" as

punishment during police training course, that even though

plaintiff might have suffered "negative consequences for his

continued employment" if he had not submitted to "house arrest,"

the punishment did not constitute a seizure because a reasonable

observer would conclude that plaintiff was free to end it).

Finally, because Natal only mentions his Fifth and

Fourteenth Amendment substantive and procedural due process claims

in a cursory manner on appeal, these arguments are deemed waived.

See United States v. Zannino, 895 F.2d 1, 17 (1st Cir. 1990).
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For the reasons stated, we affirm the district court's

dismissal of Natal's claims.

Affirmed.
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