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PER CURIAM: 

Jovan Marquell McLaughlin appeals the judgment revoking his 

supervised release and sentencing him to 12 months imprisonment.  

On appeal, McLaughlin alleges that the district court erred by 

denying his motion to continue his revocation hearing so that he 

could receive a competency hearing under 18 U.S.C. § 4241(a) 

(2012).  For the reasons that follow, we affirm. 

We review for abuse of discretion the district court’s 

denial of a continuance.  United States v. Williams, 445 F.3d 

724, 738-39 (4th Cir. 2006).  Whether reasonable cause exists to 

hold a hearing under § 4241(a) “is a question left to the sound 

discretion of the district court.”  United States v. Bernard, 

708 F.3d 583, 592 (4th Cir. 2013).  We find no reversible error 

by the district court in declining to continue McLaughlin’s 

revocation hearing to permit McLaughlin’s evaluation under 

§ 4241.  The district court perceived McLaughlin’s behavior was 

a product of his defiance and adherence to Moorish Nationalist 

ideals, rather than any mental instability or inability to 

understand his revocation proceedings.  This was well within the 

discretion of the district court.  Bernard, 708 F.3d at 592; see 

United States v. James, 328 F.3d 953, 954 (7th Cir. 2003) 

(explaining that Moorish Nationals believe that they “need obey 

only those laws mentioned in an ancient treaty between the 

United States and Morocco”).   
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Accordingly, we affirm, the district court’s judgment.  We 

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal 

contentions are adequately presented in the materials before 

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

 

AFFIRMED 

 


