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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

David A. Ramey, Jr., appeals his conviction for two counts of dis-
tribution of cocaine base in violation of 21 U.S.C.8 841(a)(1) (1994).
On appeal, Ramey contends that the twenty-two month delay between
the date the indictment was returned and his arrest violated his Sixth
Amendment right to a speedy trial. Ramey also contends that the
eighteen month delay between the date of the two incidents of drug
distribution and the return of the indictment prejudiced his defense.
Finding no reversible error, we affirm.

We find there was no Sixth Amendment violation. The delay
between the date the indictment was returned and Ramey's arrest was
long enough to trigger the speedy trial analysis set forth in Barker v.
Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 530 (1972). See Doggett v. United States, 505
U.S. 647, 651-52 (1992). While it appears that the Government did
not aggressively seek Ramey's arrest after he moved to Pennsylvania,
there was no evidence or suggestion that the Government was in pos-
session of information as to Ramey's whereabouts that it disregarded.
On the other hand, by waiting several months after learning at the
indictment to assert his Sixth Amendment right, Ramey was himsel f
dilatory. Finally, Ramey failed to show how he was prejudiced by the
delay. See Barker, 407 U.S. at 530. This factor was highly significant
because none of the remaining factors weighed strongly against the
Government. Accordingly, we find no infringement of Ramey's right
to a speedy trial.

We aso find that the delay between the distribution incidents and
the return of the indictment did not violate Ramey's right to due pro-
cess. Ramey's failure to show how he was actually prejudiced by the
delay was singularly dispositive of this claim. See Jones v. Angelone,
94 F.3d 900, 905-06 (4th Cir. 1996).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court's judgment of conviction.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid in the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



