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PER CURI AM *
Heri berto Lopez-Pocazo (“Lopez”) appeals following his
bench-trial conviction, on stipulated facts, of illegal re-entry

after deportation. See 8 U.S.C. § 1326(a), (b)(2). Lopez contends
that the district court erred in denying his notion to suppress
evidence. He argues that he was illegally arrested and that he
was entitled to suppression of statenents regarding his identity,

as well as to suppression of fingerprint evidence obtained
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followng his arrest. The Governnent contends that there was
no suppressi bl e evi dence.
This court has held that neither a defendant’s identity
or his Immgration and Naturalization Service (“INS") file are
suppressible, and this is true even if such evidence is obtained

t hrough exploitation of an illegal detention. See United States

V. Herrera-Qchoa, 245 F.3d 495, 498 & n.4 (5th Cr. 2001);

United States v. Roque-Villanueva, 175 F.3d 345, 346 (5th G

1998). CQur review of the record reveals that evidence of Lopez’s
identity was introduced through docunents that were a part of his
INS file. Lopez has not shown that the district court reversibly
erred by refusing to suppress such evidence.

This court has not decided whether fingerprint evidence
IS suppressible in a prosecution pursuant to 8 U S.C. § 1326.
However, in view of the other stipul ated evidence of record,
whi ch established the elenents of an illegal reentry offense, we
are satisfied that the error, if any, in refusing to suppress the

fingerprint evidence was harmess. See United States v. Flores-

Peraza, 58 F.3d 164, 166 (5th Cr. 1995); United States v. Aucoin

964 F.2d 1492, 1499 (5th Cr. 1992). W decline to expend
additional judicial resources to resolve the suppression issue.

See United States v. WIllingham 310 F.3d 367, 373 (5th Cr

2002), cert. denied, 123 S. C. 1368 (2003). The judgnent of

the district court is AFFl RVED

AFFI RVED.



