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PER CURI AM *

Chri stopher Shaun McDonal d pl eaded guilty pursuant to a
witten plea agreenent to wire fraud, and he was sentenced to
nine nonths’ inprisonnent, three years’ supervised release, a
speci al assessment of $100, and restitution in the amunt of
$18, 846. 65.

On appeal, MDonald argues that the district court erred
when it failed to consider his ability to pay when scheduling his

i mredi ate paynent of restitution. MDonald also asserts that the

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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court was not authorized to order the imedi ate paynent of
restitution as a condition of supervised rel ease under 18 U S. C.
8 3583 because his term of supervised rel ease had not yet
commenced. However, the district court considered McDonal d' s
assets, earnings, and financial obligations when it schedul ed the
paynment of restitution, and McDonal d has not shown any error in
the court’s restitution order. See 18 U S.C. 8§ 3664(f)(2);

United States v. Howard, 220 F.3d 645, 647 (5th Cr. 2000);

United States v. Myers, 198 F. 3d 160, 169 (5th G r. 1999).

McDonal d al so argues that the district court erred in
ordering that he pay restitution to one victimfor expenses
related to his nonmandatory attendance as an observer at court
proceedi ngs. The Mandatory Victins Restitution Act requires a
defendant to “reinburse the victimfor |lost inconme and necessary
child care, transportation, and other expenses incurred during
participation in the investigation or prosecution of the offense
or attendance at proceedings related to the offense.” 18 U S. C
8§ 3663A(b)(4). Under the plain |anguage of the statute, the
district court did not err in awarding restitution for the

victims court attendance. See United States v. Moral es-

Pal aci os, 369 F.3d 442, 446 (5th Cr. 2004); see also United

States v. Ml peso, 126 F.3d 92, 94-95 (2d Gr. 1997).

AFFI RVED.



