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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Vern Odell Crawford appeals the district court’s order revoking his
supervised release. Crawford was convicted on one count of obstruct-
ing justice and two counts of wilfully failing to file tax returns. Craw-
ford was sentenced to fifty-one months incarceration and three years
of supervised release. Crawford’s release entailed two conditions rele-
vant on appeal: Crawford was to provide his Probation Officer with
"access to any requested financial information" and Crawford was to
pay a $100,000 fine, and $5,934.65 in prosecution costs. The district
court entered an order revoking Crawford’s release based on his fail-
ure to comply with these terms. 

First, Crawford argues the district court erred in revoking his
supervised release; specifically, Crawford argues that he failed to
make payments towards his fine and prosecution costs because he
lacked the funds to make any payments, and that he never failed to
disclose financial information to his Probation Officer because he
never had financial information to disclose. This Court reviews a dis-
trict court’s revocation of an individual’s supervised release for abuse
of discretion. United States v. Copley, 978 F.2d 829, 831 (4th Cir.
1992). Crawford’s claim is meritless. The Government established
Crawford failed to comply with the disclosure and payment terms of
his supervised release. 18 U.S.C. § 3603 (2000); United States v.
Woodrup, 86 F.3d 359, 361 (4th Cir. 1996). 

Second, Crawford alleges his Probation Officer and the district
court conducted an ex parte meeting to discuss his case, in violation
of his constitutional rights. Crawford cannot prevail on this claim
absent a showing of plain error. See United States v. Promise, 255
F.3d 150, 154 (4th Cir. 2001). The record does not demonstrate an ex
parte meeting occurred, and Crawford cannot establish an ex parte
meeting would violate his constitutional rights, in any event. United
States v. Washington, 146 F.3d 219, 223 (4th Cir. 1998); United
States v. Johnson, 935 F.2d 47, 49-50 (4th Cir. 1991). 

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s order revoking Craw-
ford’s supervised release. We dispense with oral argument because
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the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materi-
als before the court and argument would not aid in the decisional pro-
cess. 

AFFIRMED
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