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PER CURIAM: 

 Marvin Wright appeals the district court’s revocation of his supervised release and 

imposition of 60 months’ imprisonment.  Wright raises two arguments on appeal: The 

government erroneously withheld certain evidence in violation of Wright’s due process 

rights, and insufficient evidence supported the district court’s conclusion that Wright 

possessed drugs.  For the reasons that follow, we affirm. 

Supervised release revocation hearings are not “criminal prosecutions” under the 

Sixth Amendment.  United States v. Ward, 770 F.3d 1090, 1097 (4th Cir. 2014).  “[T]hus, 

the full panoply of rights due a defendant in such a proceeding does not apply to [supervised 

release] revocations.”  Morrisey v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471, 480 (1972).  Here, Wright was 

only entitled to the “minimum requirements of due process” and the requirements of 

Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 32.1(b)(2).  See id. at 488–89; Ward, 770 F.3d at 1098.  

After reviewing the record, we conclude that the district court’s discovery orders provided 

for sufficient due process and, to the extent Wright identified evidence that the district court 

declined to provide, the court did not err in denying Wright’s requests. 

Turning to Wright’s sufficiency argument, we review the district court’s revocation 

of supervised release for abuse of discretion and its factual determinations underlying the 

conclusion that a violation occurred for clear error.  United States v. Dennison, 925 F.3d 

185, 190 (4th Cir. 2019).  A district court need only find a supervised release violation by 

a preponderance of the evidence.  Id. (citing 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e)(3)).  Based on our review 

of the record, we conclude that there was ample evidence adduced at the revocation hearing 

from which the district court could conclude that Wright possessed the drugs at issue.   
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Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district court.  We dispense with oral 

arguments because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 

before this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 


