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Before SMTH, WENER, and ONEN, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Anani as N ckerson pl eaded guilty of possession wth intent to
di stribute cocai ne base; he was sentenced to 27 nont hs of inprison-
ment and five years of supervised release. He appeals the three-
year termof inprisonnent inposed follow ng the revocation of his
term of supervised rel ease.

Ni ckerson argues that the district court erred by refusing to

hold his revocation hearing within a reasonable tine under FED. R

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this opinion
shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted circum
stances set forth in 5THAOQR R 47.5.4.
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CRM P. 32.1. The Sixth Amendnent right to a speedy trial is not

applicable to revocation hearings. See United States v. Tippens,

39 F.3d 88, 89-90 (5th Cir. 1994). The right to a revocation hear-
ing accrues once the warrant has been executed and the defendant
has been taken into federal custody. 1d. Nevertheless, due pro-
cess rights may be i npeded by a delay in the execution of a warrant
“if the delay underm nes [defendant’s] ability to contest the issue
of the violation or to proffer mtigating evidence.” 1d. The rec-
ord does not reflect that Ni ckerson suffered any specific prejudice
fromthe delay in executing the warrant. Mbreover, the two-nonth
del ay between t he execution of the warrant and t he revocati on hear -
i ng was not unreasonabl e.

Ni ckerson argues that the sentence is unreasonable. Although
the three-year termof inprisonnent inposed on revocation of super-
vi sed rel ease exceeded the sentenci ng range i ndi cated by the policy
statenents in chapter 7 of the sentencing guidelines, it did not
exceed the statutory maxinmum term of inprisonnent the district
court could have inposed. See 18 U . S.C. § 3583(e)(3). According-
Iy, Nickerson’s revocation sentence was neither “unreasonabl e” nor

“pl ainly unreasonable.” See United States v. Hi nson, 429 F. 3d 114,

120 (5th Gir. 2005), cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 1804 (2006).

AFFI RVED.



