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PER CURIAM:*

Robert A. Carter, Sr., appeals his conviction of
conversion of government property.  He contends that the district
court erred by denying his motion for a judgment of acquittal and
by imposing restitution in the amount of the insurance proceeds he
converted.

The deed of trust gave the Veterans Administration (V.A.)
control over the disposition of Carter’s insurance proceeds; the
second deed of trust with Southern Federal did not diminish the 
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V.A.’s control.  The V.A. attempted to exercise its control by
electing to apply the proceeds to Carter’s indebtedness.  The V.A.
contemplated and manifested control of the proceeds.  See United
States v. Evans, 572 F.2d 455, 472 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 439
U.S. 870 (1978).  Carter’s challenge to the sufficiency of the
evidence to support his conviction thus is unconvincing.

The property at issue in Carter’s case was the insurance
proceeds of $33,259.50; the district court imposed 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 mortgages related to it were not the properties forming 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. lost at
least that amount.  Carter’s argument for a net restitution amount
of $8,795.50 make no sense.  The restitution portion of Carter’s
sentence was not an abuse of discretion.  United States v. Reese,
998 F.2d 1275, 1282 (5th Cir. 1993).

AFFIRMED


