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PER CURI AM

Pursuant to a plea agreenment, Joseph S. Luongo pleaded
guilty to making a false statenment before a grand jury, in
violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 1623 (2000). In May 2002, the district
court sentenced Luongo to two nonths of inprisonnent, to be
foll owed by a three-year termof supervised rel ease. W especially
note that special condition 6 of the conditions of supervision for
supervi sed rel ease states that “the defendant shall make an effort
to settle all law judgnents against himin any court wthin the
United States.”

In March 2003, the Governnent filed a notion seeking to
nodi fy this termof Luongo’ s supervised rel ease. Specifically, the
Gover nnment sought to conpel Luongo to begin maki ng paynents on a
default judgnent entered against himin 2001. After a hearing, the
district court granted the Governnment’s notion and ordered Luongo
to submt to a deposition to determ ne his assets and then to begin
maki ng paynents toward the judgnent. Luongo tinely appeals this
or der.

District courts have wide latitude in inposing special

conditions on supervised rel ease. United States v. Dotson, 324

F.3d 256, 260 (4th Cr. 2003). A district court may inpose any
condition it considers appropriate as long as it is “reasonably
related” to the factors referred to in 18 U S C § 3583(d)(1)

(2000). I1d. These factors are: “the nature and circunstances of



the of fense and the history and characteristics of the defendant,”
18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(1) (2000); the need for the condition to deter
crimnal conduct, see 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2)(B) (2000); the need to
protect the public from any further crimnal behavior by the
defendant, see 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a)(2)(C (2000); and the need to
provi de the defendant with training or nedical care, 18 U. S. C
8§ 3553(a)(2)(D) (2000). Id. Additionally, special conditions nust
be consistent with the Sentencing Commission’s policy statenents
and may not involve a greater deprivation of Iliberty than is
necessary to achieve the specified goals. 1d. Adistrict court’s
i nposi tion of special conditions of supervised rel ease is revi ewed
for an abuse of discretion. Dotson, 324 F.3d at 259.

Luongo contends that the district court abused its
di scretion by requiring himto submt to a deposition to determ ne
his assets and to begin naking paynents on the civil default
j udgment . The district court found that Luongo' s offense of
conviction—Ilying to the grand jury—and his failure to satisfy the
out standi ng default judgnment against him denonstrate a |ack of
respect for the |l egal system Therefore, the district court found
the nodification appropriately related to the factors referred to
in 18 U S.C § 3583(d). Based on our review of the record, we
cannot say that the district court abused its discretion in so

findi ng.



Accordingly, we affirmthe order of the district court.
We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and |egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid in the decisional process.
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