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PER CURI AM

Conrad J. Braun appeals the district court's® order denying his
motion for return of property, denying his notion for production of
docunents, and granting the governnent's application for wit of execution.
We affirm

In April 1994, Braun pleaded guilty to several counts of mil fraud,
wire fraud, and interstate transportation of stolen nonies. He committed
t hese offenses while operating the Gold Standard Corporation (GSC), of
which he was sole owner, president, and manager. In a witten plea
agreement, Braun agreed that the sentencing court could order restitution
in the full anobunt of |oss and could order disposition of GSC s assets,
with pro rata distribution of the proceeds to victiminvestors, and he
agreed to
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assist in the disposition of the assets. As part of the sentence |ater
i nposed, the district court ordered restitution of $1,966,694. 19. On
direct appeal, we affirned. United States v. Braun, 60 F.3d 451 (8th GCir.
1995).

In April 1995, Braun noved under Federal Rule of Crimnal Procedure
41(e) for the return of property seized pursuant to the February 1993
search of GSC, Braun had not chall enged the search during his prosecution
Braun then filed a notion for the producti on of docunents, asking the court
to order the governnent to provide supporting docunmentation regarding the
sei zed property. |In Cctober 1995, the governnent applied for a wit of
execution, seeking authorization to sell specified GSC assets and to
distribute the proceeds to Braun's victins. The district court granted the
application and deni ed Braun's noti ons.

A postconviction filing for return of property seized in connection
with a crininal case is treated as a civil equitable action, which the
district court where the claimant was tried has ancillary jurisdiction to
hear. Thonpson v. Covington, 47 F.3d 974, 975 (8th Cr. 1995) (per
curiam). We conclude the district court did not abuse its discretion in

denying Braun relief. W agree with the court that, in the plea agreenent,
Braun wai ved any objection to the distribution of GSC s assets. Cf. United
States v. Osborn, 58 F.3d 387, 388-89 (8th Cr. 1995 (affirmng
restitution order where defendant did not object to it at sentencing, and

pl ea agreenent had provided for restitution). Consequently, the district
court also did not err in denying the notion for production of docunents,
or in granting the application for wit of execution

Accordingly, we affirm
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