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PER CURIAM: 

Ryall Quincy Majors appeals the 10-month sentence imposed after the district 

court revoked his supervised release.  Majors asserts that his sentence is plainly 

unreasonable because he made sincere efforts to combat his alcoholism and complied 

with his release terms while on home confinement before his revocation hearing.  

According to Majors, rather than sentence him above the bottom of his policy statement 

range, the district court should have credited Majors for the state time he served for his 

violating conduct, and for the time that he was on house arrest.  Finding no error, we 

affirm.  

“A district court has broad, though not unlimited, discretion in fashioning a 

sentence upon revocation of a defendant’s term of supervised release.”  United States v. 

Slappy, 872 F.3d 202, 206 (4th Cir. 2017).  Accordingly, when we review a revocation 

sentence, we “take[] a more deferential appellate posture concerning issues of fact and 

the exercise of discretion than reasonableness review for guidelines sentences.”  United 

States v. Moulden, 478 F.3d 652, 656 (4th Cir. 2007) (internal quotation marks omitted).  

“We will affirm a revocation sentence if it is within the statutory maximum and is not 

‘plainly unreasonable.’”  United States v. Webb, 738 F.3d 638, 640 (4th Cir. 2013) 

(quoting United States v. Crudup, 461 F.3d 433, 438 (4th Cir. 2006)).  “And even if a 

revocation sentence is plainly unreasonable, we will still affirm if we find that any errors 

are harmless.”  Slappy, 872 F.3d at 207. 

To consider whether a revocation sentence is plainly unreasonable, we first must 

determine whether the sentence is procedurally or substantively unreasonable.  See id. at 
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546.  In making this determination, “we follow generally the procedural and substantive 

considerations that we employ in our review of original sentences, . . . with some 

necessary modifications to take into account the unique nature of supervised release 

revocation sentences.”  Crudup, 461 F.3d at 438-39.  Thus, a revocation sentence is 

procedurally reasonable if the district court adequately explains the chosen sentence after 

considering the Guidelines’ Chapter Seven policy statements and the applicable statutory 

sentencing factors.  See United States v. Thompson, 595 F.3d 544, 546-47 (4th Cir. 2010).  

A revocation sentence is substantively reasonable if the court “sufficiently state[s] a 

proper basis for its conclusion that” the defendant should receive the sentence imposed.  

Crudup, 461 F.3d at 440.  “Only if we find a revocation sentence unreasonable do we 

consider whether it is ‘plainly’ so, relying on the definition of ‘plain’ used in our ‘plain’ 

error analysis[,]” i.e., “clear” or “obvious.”  Slappy, 872 F.3d at 208 (alterations and 

internal quotation marks omitted).   

Applying these standards, we readily conclude that Majors’ sentence is neither 

procedurally nor substantively unreasonable, and therefore is not plainly unreasonable.  

Although defense counsel asked that Majors’ supervision be continued to allow him to 

pursue new employment and participate in Virginia’s Alcohol Safety Program (VASP), 

the district court denied the request based on Majors’ two prior unsuccessful VASP 

attempts and, given his four arrests for driving under the influence (DUI), the threat he 

posed to the community.  The district court also denied counsel’s request for a 30-day 

sentence, recognizing that Majors served little jail time for his past DUI offenses, and the 
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court decided, based on Majors’ current violations and past inability to comply with his 

supervised release terms, that a 10-month sentence was appropriate.   

Because the Guidelines instruct courts to run a revocation sentence consecutive to 

any other prison term for conduct that is the basis for revocation, the district was not 

obligated to give Majors credit for time served in state prison.  See U.S. Sentencing 

Guidelines Manual ch. 7, pt. B, introductory cmt. (2016).  And, rather than credit Majors 

for time he served on house arrest, the district court appropriately exercised its discretion 

to base its sentencing decision on Majors’ breach of trust and repeated inability to comply 

with his supervised release terms.  Because the district court provided an individualized 

assessment of Majors’ situation, and since the 10-month sentence was based on 

permissible sentencing factors and fully consistent with the purpose of addressing 

supervised release violations, we conclude that Majors’ sentence is both procedurally and 

substantively reasonable and, thus, not plainly unreasonable.  See Crudup, 461 F.3d at 

440. 

Based on the foregoing, 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 


