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PER CURIAM.

In this direct criminal appeal, Kenneth Still challenges the 24-month prison
term the district court1 imposed after revoking his supervised release.  Still argues that
the court erred in revoking his supervised release, that his sentence is unreasonable,
and that his counsel was ineffective.  Still’s counsel has moved to withdraw, and Still
has filed a pro se motion for reconsideration of this court’s earlier denial of his motion
for appointment of new counsel.
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Upon careful review, we find that the district court did not abuse its discretion
in revoking Still’s supervised release.  See 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e)(3) (court may revoke
supervised release if it finds by preponderance of evidence that defendant violated
conditions of supervised release); United States v. Edwards, 400 F.3d 591, 592 (8th
Cir. 2005) (per curiam) (“Given [defendant’s] admission of the violation, we find no
clear error in the district court’s findings of fact supporting the revocation and no
abuse of discretion in the decision to revoke.”).  Furthermore, we conclude that the
revocation sentence is not unreasonable.  See United States v. Tyson, 413 F.3d 824,
825 (8th Cir. 2005) (per curiam) (revocation sentences are reviewed for
unreasonableness in accordance with United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005)).
The sentence is within the statutory limits of 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e)(3), and the district
court adequately considered the relevant 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors.  See 18 U.S.C.
§ 3583(e) (before revoking supervised release and imposing sentence, court must
consider specified factors in § 3553(a), including § 3553(a)(1) (nature and
circumstances of offense and history and characteristics of defendant)); United States
v. Franklin, 397 F.3d 604, 606-07 (8th Cir. 2005) (court need only consider relevant
matters, and need not make specific findings on each § 3553(a) factor); see also
United States v. Lewis, 519 F.3d 822, 824-25 (8th Cir. 2008) (district courts need not
consider effect of prior revocation prison sentences).

Last, we decline to consider Still’s ineffective-assistance claim.  See United
States v. Hughes, 330 F.3d 1068, 1069 (8th Cir. 2003) (ineffective-assistance claim
is more properly reviewed in habeas proceedings).

Accordingly, we grant counsel’s motion to withdraw, deny Still’s pending
motion, and affirm.
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