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Before KING Chief Judge, and JOLLY and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ver non Dwai ne Tayl or appeals the district court’s judgnment
revoki ng his supervised release and sentencing himto 24 nont hs’
i nprisonnment. Taylor argues that the district court erred by not
inquiring on the record whether he was knowi ngly, intelligently
and voluntarily pleading true to the all eged supervised rel ease
vi ol ations, thus extending the protections afforded to crim nal

defendants in FED. R CRM P. 11 and Boykin v. Al abama, 395 U. S.

238 (1969) to supervised rel ease revocation proceedi ngs. Tayl or

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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concedes that this issue is foreclosed by this court’s precedent

in United States v. Johns, 625 F.2d 1175, 1176 (5th Cr. 1980),

and he states that he is raising the issue solely to preserve it
for possible future review.

Taylor did not object in the district court to the district
court’s failure to follow the procedures in Boykin and FED. R
CRM P. 11. Accordingly, any error on the part of the district
court in failing to follow those procedures is reviewed for plain

error. See United States v. Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162-64

(5th Gr. 1994) (en banc).

I n Johns, 625 F.2d 1175 at 1176, this court held that
FED. R CRM P. 11 is inapplicable to probation revocation
hearings. The issue whether the district court should have
conplied with FED. R CRMm P. 11 at Taylor’s probation revocation
hearing is foreclosed by Johns. Thus, Taylor fails to
denonstrate that the district court erred by not conplying with
FED. R CGRM P. 11.

This court has not yet addressed the issue whether Boykin
is applicable to probation revocation hearings. See Johns,
625 F.2d at 1176. G ven the lack of controlling authority in
this circuit on this issue, any error by the district court
wth regard to Boykin was not clear or obvious and, therefore,
does not neet the plain-error standard. The Governnent has

filed a notion to dismss the appeal or to summarily affirmthe
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judgnment without further briefing. The notion to dismss the
appeal is DENIED. The notion for summary affirmance i s GRANTED.

AFF| RMED.



