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PER CURIAM: 

James G. Propes, Jr., appeals the district court’s order 

revoking his supervised release and sentencing him to 10 months’ 

imprisonment followed by 50 months of supervised release.  He 

argues that the district court abused its discretion when it 

imposed the special conditions of supervised release included in 

his original sentence.  We affirm. 

We typically review for abuse of discretion the imposition 

of special conditions of supervised release.  United States v. 

Worley, 685 F.3d 404, 407 (4th Cir. 2012).  Because Propes 

failed to object to their imposition in the district court, 

however, our review is for plain error only.  United States v. 

Webb, 738 F.3d 638, 640 (4th Cir. 2013). 

We discern no plain error in the district court’s 

imposition of these special conditions of supervised release. 

Propes did not challenge these conditions when they were imposed 

as part of his original sentence and may not do so now.  See 

United States v. Johnson, 138 F.3d 115, 117-18 (4th Cir. 1998) 

(holding that, in appeal from the revocation of supervised 

release, this court lacks jurisdiction to examine the original 

sentencing proceeding in which the term of supervised release 

was imposed).  Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s 

order.  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the material 



3 
 

before this court and argument will not aid the decisional 

process. 

AFFIRMED 

 


