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Per Curiam.  After careful consideration, we affirm the 

revocation of appellant Yamil Vargas-Santiago's supervised 

release.  Vargas-Santiago does not contest that he was subject to 

mandatory revocation based on his failed drug tests.  See 18 U.S.C. 

§ 3583(g)(4).  Therefore, even if the district court erred in 

finding, based on hearsay evidence, that Vargas-Santiago had 

assaulted his mother -- and we make no judgment on that claim by 

Vargas-Santiago -- any error was harmless.  See United States v. 

Fontanez, 845 F.3d 439, 445 (1st Cir. 2017); see also United States 

v. Williams, 847 F.3d 251, 254 (5th Cir. 2017); United States v. 

Mosley, 759 F.3d 664, 669 (7th Cir. 2014).  Moreover, to the extent 

that the district court may have erred in considering the hearsay 

evidence in imposing an above-guideline revocation sentence, 

Vargas-Santiago has only challenged the revocation judgment, and 

he has thus waived any challenge to the length of his sentence or 

to the court's sentencing procedure.  See, e.g., United States v. 

Henry, 848 F.3d 1, 7 (1st Cir. 2017) (noting that an appellant 

ordinarily "waives" any argument not raised in his opening brief).   

Affirmed.  See 1st Cir. Loc. R. 27.0(c). 

 


