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PER CURIAM: 

Demetrius Alvin Banks appeals the district court’s order revoking his supervised 

release and sentencing him to 20 months’ imprisonment.  On appeal, Banks seeks to 

challenge the legality of the search and seizure that led to the discovery of his supervised 

release violation, arguing that, in violation of his Fourth Amendment rights, law 

enforcement obtained certain incriminating evidence that was used against him in the 

revocation proceeding.  Thus, according to Banks, the district court should have suppressed 

this evidence. 

Generally, under the exclusionary rule, the prosecution is prohibited from 

introducing at a criminal trial “evidence obtained in violation of a defendant’s Fourth 

Amendment rights.”  United States v. Stephens, 764 F.3d 327, 335 (4th Cir. 2014) (internal 

quotation marks omitted).  However, “the exclusionary rule does not apply in federal 

supervised release revocation proceedings.”  United States v. Armstrong, 187 F.3d 392, 

393 (4th Cir. 1999).  Because the disputed evidence was used in a revocation proceeding, 

not a criminal prosecution, we conclude that Armstrong forecloses Banks’ attempt to 

suppress the evidence supporting the revocation of his supervised release.   

Accordingly, we affirm Banks’ revocation 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 

 

 


