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Robert A Carter, Sr., appeals his conviction of
conversion of governnent property. He contends that the district
court erred by denying his notion for a judgnent of acquittal and
by inmposing restitution in the anount of the insurance proceeds he
converted.

The deed of trust gave the Veterans Adm nistration (V. A)
control over the disposition of Carter’s insurance proceeds; the

second deed of trust with Southern Federal did not dimnish the

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



V.A.’s control. The V. A attenpted to exercise its control by
electing to apply the proceeds to Carter’s indebtedness. The V. A

contenpl ated and mani fested control of the proceeds. See United

States v. Evans, 572 F.2d 455, 472 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 439

US 870 (1978). Carter’s challenge to the sufficiency of the
evi dence to support his conviction thus i s unconvincing.

The property at issue in Carter’s case was the insurance
proceeds of $33,259.50; the district court inposed restitution in
that amount. The foreclosure and subsequent sale of the insured
real estate, while not necessarily irrelevant to restitution, were
found by the trial court not to have been adequately proved in the
PSR The court was entitled to conclude also that the real estate
and the nortgages related to it were not the properties formng the
basis of Carter’s conviction. Carter converted $33,259.50 in funds
rightfully belonging to the V.A. to his own use. The V.A |ost at
| east that anount. Carter’s argunent for a net restitution anount
of $8,795.50 nake no sense. The restitution portion of Carter’s

sent ence was not an abuse of discretion. United States v. Reese,

998 F.2d 1275, 1282 (5th Cr. 1993).
AFFI RVED



