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PER CURIAM: 

 Kenneth Christopher Jacobs pled guilty to possession with 

the intent to distribute a quantity of cocaine, in violation of 

21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1) (2012).  The district court, discussing 

the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2012) factors, imposed a within-

Guidelines term of imprisonment of 168 months and an upward 

variant term of supervised release of 10 years.  On appeal, 

Jacobs contends that his 10-year term of supervised release is 

substantively unreasonable. 

 Because Jacobs did not object to the imposed term of 

supervised release in the district court, we review only for 

plain error.  Webb, 738 F.3d at 640-41.  Under the plain error 

standard, Jacobs must show (1) an error; (2) that is plain; 

(3) that affects substantial rights; and (4) that seriously 

affects the fairness, integrity or public reputation of judicial 

proceedings.  Id.  “An error is plain when it is obvious or 

clear under current law.”  United States v. Chong Lam, 677 F.3d 

190, 201 (4th Cir. 2012). 

 A district court, “in determining . . . the length of the 

term and the conditions of supervised release, shall consider 

the factors set forth in section 3553(a)(1), (a)(2)(B), 

(a)(2)(C), (a)(2)(D), (a)(4), (a)(5), (a)(6), and (a)(7).”  18 

U.S.C. § 3583(c) (2012).  Having reviewed the record, we do not 
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find it obvious or clear that the district court’s imposition of 

a 10-year term of supervised release was substantively 

unreasonable given Jacobs’ extensive criminal record and his 

repeated violations of terms of probation and supervised 

release.  See 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2)(B) (2012) (identifying 

“adequate deterrence to criminal conduct” as factor for 

determining proper sentence); cf. U.S. Sentencing Guidelines 

Manual § 4A1.3 cmt. background (2014) (identifying greater risk 

of recidivism where defendant’s criminal record contains pattern 

of offenses and repeated lenient sentences).   

 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 


