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PER CURI AM *

Carlos QGuillen appeals from an order of the district court
affirmng GQuillen's pretrial detention wi thout bond under the Bai
Ref orm Act of 1984, 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3141 et seq. (1988). Finding the
district court's order "is supported by the proceedi ngs bel ow," we
affirm

Guillen was charged with conspiracy to possess wth intent to

distribute in excess of five kilograns of cocaine and aiding and
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abetting other persons in possessing with intent to distribute in
excess of five kilogranms of cocaine. Follow ng a detention
hearing, the magistrate judge ordered Quillen detained pending
trial because: (1) probable cause existed to believe that GQuillen
had commtted the offenses charged; (2) there existed a serious
risk that Guillen would flee; and (3) the evidence established
that no condition or conbination of conditions would reasonably
assure Quillen's appearance as required and the safety of the
communi ty. Quillen then filed a notion to revoke the detention
order, which the district court denied. Cuillen now appeals the
district court's decision.

Quillen argues that the district court erred in denying his
notion to revoke the detention order. "Absent an error of |law, we
nmust uphold a district court's pretrial detention order “if it is
supported by the proceedings below,' a deferential standard of
reviewthat we equate to t he abuse-of-di scretion standard."” United
States v. Hare, 873 F.2d 796, 798 (5th Cr. 1989); see also United
States v. Jackson, 845 F.2d 1262, 1263 (5th Gr. 1988). "The sane
standard applies to a determnation in response to a notion to
revoke a detention order." Hare, 873 F.2d at 798.

Quillen was charged wth a violation of the Controlled
Substances Act, 21 U.S.C. §8 801 et seq., punishable by inprisonnent
that "may not be less than 10 years or nore than l[ife." 21 U S C
8§ 841(b)(1)(A). Under the Bail Reform Act, the existence of
probable cause to believe that Quillen commtted the offense

charged creates a rebuttable presunption that no conditions of
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rel ease exi st that would reasonably assure the appearance of the
person as required and the safety of the conmunity. 18 U S . C 8§
3142(e). The § 3142(e) presunption "shifts to the defendant only
the burden of producing rebutting evidence, not the burden of
per suasi on; however, the nere production of evidence does not
conpletely rebut the presunption.” United States v. Rueben, 974
F.2d 580, 586 (5th Gir. 1992), cert. denied, ___ US. __ , 113 S
Ct. 1336, 122 L. Ed. 2d 720 (1993); see also United States v.
Bar ker, 876 F.2d 475, 476 (5th Gr. 1989); Hare, 873 F.2d at 798-

99. "In making its ultinmate determ nation, the [district] court
may still consider the finding by Congress that drug of fenders pose
a special risk of flight and dangerousness to society." |d.

I n determ ni ng whether conditions of release exist that wll
reasonably assure the appearance of the person as required and the
safety of the community, the district court nust consider: (1) the
nature and circunstances of the offense charged; (2) the weight of
the evidence against the person; (3) the history and
characteristics of the person; and (4) the nature and seriousness
of the danger to any person or the community that woul d be posed by
the person's release. 18 U S.C 8§ 3142(g); Rueben, 974 F.2d at
586. After review ng the record, we conclude that the decisions of
the magistrate judge and the district court are supported by the
proceedi ngs bel ow. The district court correctly found probable
cause to conclude that Quillen commtted the drug offenses with
whi ch he was charged. Moreover, Qiillen has not rebutted the

presunption that he is not a flight risk. First, although Guillen
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is aresident alien, both he and his wife are citizens of Honduras,
where they maintained famly ties. Second, although Guillen's wife
and sister-in-law offered to sign a bond guaranteeing Guillen's
appearance, neither has property to secure the bond. Simlarly,
because of their relationship to GQuillen the district court could
discredit the testinony of GQuillen's wife and sister-in-law that
they would notify the authorities if Quillen sought to flee.
Barker, 876 F.2d at 476. |In short, CGuillen has adduced no evi dence
to support his position that his appearance at trial can be
reasonably assured. Consequently, he has not rebutted the
presunption that he is a flight risk and that no condition or
conbi nation of conditions will reasonably assure his appearance at
trial. See United States v. Val enzuel a-Verdi go, 815 F.2d 1011,
1012 (5th Cr. 1987) (upholding a detention-w thout-bail order
wher e the defendant was a citizen of another country with rel atives
living there and had no property in the United States).
Accordingly, the district court's order is AFFI RVED.



